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ABSTRACT
Compelled to Volunteer: American Conscientious Objectors to World War II
as Subjects of Medical Research
Alison S. Bateman-House

This dissertation is a history of the use of World War II-era American conscientious objectors as
the subjects of medical research. Under the Selective Training and Service Act of 1940,
conscientious objectors had two choices: provide noncombatant service within the military or
provide “work of national importance under civilian direction” under the auspices of a program
called Civilian Public Service (CPS). Conscientious objectors who chose assignment to CPS
were placed in “camps” in which the men labored on a work project authorized by the U.S.
Selective Service System, the government entity that administered the draft. At the outset of the
CPS program, the camps were modeled after the work camps of the Civilian Conservation Corps,
a New Deal jobs program. Over time, and largely due to protests that such Civilian Conservation
Corps-type forestry and soil conservation work assignments were not the promised “work of
national importance,” other types of CPS camps were developed, with work projects dealing
with public health, custodial care for the mentally disabled, or scientific research. In the later,
which became commonly known as the guinea pig units, over five hundred conscientious
objectors voluntarily participated as research subjects for a diverse assortment of scientific
studies, including projects that dealt with infectious diseases, diet, frostbite, psycho-acoustics,
and the impacts of temperature extremes and of altitude.

In addition to describing the creation and operation of the guinea pig units, this dissertation
examines the use of American World War II conscientious objectors as research subjects in light
of two specific questions: first, why did these men volunteer to be guinea pigs? And second, was
the use of World War II-era conscientious objectors as research subjects in keeping with the
ethical standards of the time? This dissertation draws upon a diverse array of sources to answer
the question of motivation from the volunteers’ perspectives. Likewise, this dissertation relies
upon a wide array of sources to piece together what researchers of the day, both military and
civilian, would have considered acceptable and unacceptable uses of people in the name of
research.
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a doctor or nurse who exposed us to the ‘germs’… We were exposed by a mixture of the germs
and gaseous nitrogen that was blown into our throats…this was done probably eight or ten
times.”1
In this account, a Mennonite man recalled his experience as a research subject in a study
of atypical pneumonia, describing how healthy World War II-era conscientious objectors (COs)
were used as the subjects of the experiment. As both an undergraduate and graduate student at
the University of Virginia (UVA), I had studied bioethics under Drs. John Fletcher, Paul
Lombardo, Jim Childress, and John Arras and thus was familiar with notorious instances of
research conducted on prisoners, institutionalized children, patients, soldiers, and the
geographically and socially marginalized (e.g. Tuskegee). I had never heard of research being
conducted on conscientious objectors, and – with the narrator of this account offering no hint that
he had been coerced to participate or that he was uninformed about the intent of the research or
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outset of this project, Paul Lombardo gave me pointers when I soon returned to him in
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and chemical warfare experiments from World War II to the twenty-first century. Serendipity
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Preface: Another Story of the “Bad Old Days?”
In 1978, Gert Brieger wrote that a “mere catalog of human experiments” might be
“interesting and perhaps even instructive,” but it would not be a history of human
experimentation.2 The later, he explained, would be virtually
a history of medicine itself; furthermore, it would require a tremendous breadth of
knowledge not only of medical practice and research but of political, cultural, economic,
and…philosophical considerations…and should also encompass changes in definitions
and types of experiments, changes in social attitudes toward experiments and
experimenters, and the evolution of responses [be they legal, religious, societal or peer
pressure] to the problems posed…3
This dissertation is not a history of human experimentation. Rather, it is a history of the
use of American World War II conscientious objectors as research subjects. Thus, it addresses
only a tiny sliver – bound temporally, geographically, and topically – of the history of human
experimentation. Nevertheless, Brieger’s challenge shapes this undertaking as I strive to draw
upon the facets of history he enumerated in accurately contextualizing this story.
Even if I succeed in accurately depicting the use of American World War II conscientious
objectors as research subjects, so what? Susan Reverby has asked, “Do we need another story of
the bad old days?”4 By this, she refers to the now common trope in which disempowered people
were used as research subjects, commonly with neither their understanding nor their consent.
The history of human experimentation, as currently written, is largely a story of unethical
research on unsuspecting or unconsenting individuals. Reverby, half in jest, refers to the “holy

2

Gert H. Brieger, “Human Experimentation - History,” Encyclopedia of Bioethics, Volume 2, ed. Warren T. Reich
(New York, NY: The Free Press, 1978) 684.
3

Gert H. Brieger, “Human Experimentation - History,” Encyclopedia of Bioethics, Volume 2, ed. Warren T. Reich
(New York, NY: The Free Press, 1978) 684.
4

Susan Reverby, discussion with Columbia University doctoral students, March 30, 2011.

xi

trinity” of such stories: Tuskegee, Willowbrook, and the Jewish Chronic Disease hospital case.5
In this trope, bad – very bad – things are acknowledged as having happened to people in the
name of science, but we are reassured that such abuses are no longer possible in our modern,
bioethically-aware world. This American-centric narrative can be broadened globally to include
such abuses as the Nazi and Japanese experiments on unwilling subjects during World War II
and such corrective measures as the Declaration of Helsinki and the Council for International
Organizations of Medical Sciences (CIOMS). As the record currently stands, we would be
forgiven if we perceive of research on humans today as imperfect but largely ethical while past
research on humans was commonly unethical. But the history of human experimentation is
murky, and we have only scratched the surface. For example, the history of human
experimentation is, at present, almost exclusively a history of nontherapeutic research – research
that is not intended to benefit the research subject. Just as there are almost no histories of
therapeutic research, there are few histories of autoexperimentation, in which the researcher uses
him or herself as the research subject. As evidenced by just these two examples, we are not yet
able to make blanket assertions about the history of medical research on humans. As Brieger
cautioned, we do not yet have a history of human experimentation. What we have is a catalog of
human experiments, and that catalog is primarily focused on instances of nontherapeutic
research, particularly nontherapeutic research that was deemed unethical, either
contemporaneously or retrospectively.
Why, then, another account of nontherapeutic research? Is this just another story of the
bad old days, another entry into the catalog? I argue that it is not. First, the use of American
World War II conscientious objectors (COs) is factually different from many of the other
5

Susan Reverby, “Escaping Melodramas” (unpublished address at the 2011 American Association for the History of
Medicine meeting), in possession of author.

xii

accounts of nontherapeutic research in that the COs offered themselves up, as a group and
individually, for use as research subjects - as they termed it, to be “guinea pigs.” In this
dissertation I acknowledge that philosophers may question whether the fact that the COs offered
themselves as research subjects meant that their use as such was truly voluntary.6 Setting that
aside for the time being, the mere fact that these COs, assigned to a program called Civilian
Public Service, offered themselves as investigational subjects differentiates them from the
subjects of many, though not all, of the episodes of nontherapeutic research that constitute our
record of human subjects research.
World War II COs were what today are called “healthy volunteers.” They were not
patients hoping to be in the vanguard of a new treatment modality; rather, they were healthy men
(having passed their draft physical) who participated in nontherapeutic research activities from
which they stood to gain no medical benefit. To be clear: participation in the research may have
offered benefits, but the research itself did not.7 (Indeed, I argue that many of the COs saw clear
benefits from participating in research and that is why they choose to volunteer.) The motivation
of healthy volunteers remains a subject under investigation today. Perhaps healthy volunteers
are motivated by altruism (maybe even stemming from a genetic propensity for altruistic

6

Alan Wertheimer lists factors that could make one’s decision substantially non-voluntary: for example,
substantially impaired cognitive functioning, gross defects in rationality, impulsiveness, and vulnerability to power
or authority. See Alan Wertheimer, Rethinking the Ethics of Clinical Research: Widening the Lens (New York, NY:
Oxford University Press, 2011) 26.
7

Jerry Menikoff differentiates between “good choice” and “bad choice” research studies. As described by
Wertheimer, a “good choice study” is one in which the expected medical benefits to the subjects are greater than the
risks, burdens, or inconveniences that study participation will entail. Thus, the decision to participate could
reasonably be made on the ground of self-interest. A “bad choice study” is one in which the expected medical
benefits to the subjects are less than the risks, burdens, or inconveniences that study participation will entail; thus,
the decision to participate could not reasonably be made on the ground of self-interest. However, a subject may
have other rational reasons for participating in a “bad choice study,” for example, altruism. From the subject’s point
of view, incentives such as financial compensation may convert a “bad choice study” into a “good choice study.”
See Alan Wertheimer, Rethinking the Ethics of Clinical Research: Widening the Lens (New York, NY: Oxford
University Press, 2011) 8-10.
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behavior?)8 Perhaps they seek access to new technologies or to medical supervision beyond that
which is otherwise available to them? Or perhaps, as in many early phase clinical trials, healthy
volunteers are motivated to volunteer by the promise of monetary compensation? In the case of
the World War II COs who volunteered as research subjects, I claim that each man had an
individual set of reasons for volunteering, some of which were shared by other guinea pigs (for
example, the desire to benefit humanity or to be closer to a loved one.)
The second reason that this dissertation is not just another iteration of the bad old days
narrative is because the story told here complicates our thinking about coercion, voluntarism, and
other topics that are important not only historically but also today. Hopefully, this account will
enhance our understanding of right and wrong in the use of humans as research subjects. I do
not wish to minimize the fact that horrific wrongs have been done in the name of research. It is
crucial to bring such abuses to light, particularly when the abuses are amenable to remedy. We
ought recall the human costs of modern medicine and must acknowledge that fact that vital
elements of our medical armamentarium - from vaccines to surgical procedures - were tested
upon what Jonathan Moreno has called “convenient and captive populations,” examples of which
include prisoners, institutionalized children, patients, soldiers, and the geographically and
socially marginalized.9 Our current history of human experimentation has done well to make us
aware of this pattern of using captive and convenient populations as the subjects of nontherapeutic research. But I wish to push us away from easy determinations of right and wrong.
By looking at the use of American conscientious objectors to World War II as research subjects,

8

Nicholas R. Eaton, Robert F. Krueger, Jaime Derringer, and Abigail Powers, “Is Altruism a Genetic Trait?,”
Scientific American, September 30, 210, http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=is-altruism-a-genetictrait.
9

Jonathan D. Moreno, “Convenient and Captive Populations,” in Jeffrey P. Kahn, Anna C. Mastroianni, and Jeremy
Sugarman, eds., Beyond Consent: Seeking Justice in Research (New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1998) 111.
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I seek to challenge the conventional narrative of research being conducted upon unknowing and
unconsenting populations. While that narrative is not, in of itself, incorrect, it is not the complete
picture. Thus, my goal in this dissertation is to add to our catalog of human experiments in the
hopes of moving us closer toward a true history of human experimentation. Furthermore, by
examining a group of draftees who sought control over how they were used by their nation, I
intend for this dissertation to contribute to the longstanding debate over what a state may demand
of its citizens and what, in turn, citizens may demand of their government. World War II took an
unprecedented toll on both soldiers and civilians: the Soviet Union lost eleven million soldiers;
there were fourteen million noncombatant deaths in the eastern European/western Russia region;
six millions Jews died in the Holocaust, and so on.10 Against these numbers, how does the
experience of approximately five hundred COs in the United States have any meaning? I argue
that their story is an important case study shedding light both on the democratic treatment of a
minority during wartime and on agency within constrained circumstances.
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Adam Kirsch, “Is World War II Still ‘the Good War?’,” New York Times, May 27, 2011,
http://www.nytimes.com/2011/05/29/books/review/adam-kirsch-on-new-books-about-world-war-ii.html?emc=eta1
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Introduction

When Peter Dekker Watson became a research subject at the University of Rochester,
certain facts about him entered into the scientific record. He was nineteen years old. He stood
five feet nine inches tall and weighed one hundred fifty-seven pounds. He was healthy. Other
facts about Watson went unrecorded: that he had grown up in close proximity to Quakers
(members of the Religious Society of Friends); that he had been a student at Harvard University
before being drafted in 1943; that before becoming a Rochester “guinea pig” he had been
performing manual labor at a work camp in Maryland; that he had a girlfriend. Yet these
unrecorded facts are essential to understanding why Peter Watson chose to submit his body to
medical research from which he stood to gain no personal benefit. Furthermore, such aspects of
Watson’s life story are essential to explaining why, decades later, he gave one million dollars to
the University of Rochester, to which he had no ties other than those formed during his tenure
there as an experimental subject. These unrecorded facts about Watson may not have been
scientifically relevant, but they shed light on both his personal choices and the choice of
approximately five hundred men to volunteer as experimental subjects for a variety of World
War II-era research studies.11

11

A publication by the American Friends Service Committee states that “more than 1,000 men have volunteers as
subjects in over fifty different medical experiments.” DeLisle Crawford, A Civilian Public Service Through Medical
Research: Work of Voluntary Human Guinea Pigs in Saving Life and Improving Health (Philadelphia, PA: Civilian
Public Service American Friends Service Committee, no date) 1. Swarthmore College Peace Collection, Subject
File 1, Collection CPS, Series General, Box 2, Folder Medical Experiments Using CPS Men as Human Guinea Pigs.
This is over twice the number normally given, of approximately 500 men. The true number is likely somewhere
between these numbers, as the 500 figure likely does not count those COs who were guinea pigs while assigned to a
non-guinea pig unit (such as the anti-louse study that will be described in depth). The claim of over 1,000
volunteers likely does not account for the fact that some COs served in more than one guinea pig unit or for the fact
that some COs in guinea pig units served as scientific or administrative personnel, not research subjects. In this
dissertation, I use the number that appears in Mulford Q. Sibley and Philip E. Jacob, Conscription of Conscience:
The American State and the Conscientious Objector, 1940-1947 (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1952),
considered the standard work on the Civilian Public Service program.

1

Peter Watson was one of the over thirty-four million American men who registered for
the draft during World War II.12 Of these millions, an estimated 72,354 (about .2 percent) sought
exception from military service on the grounds of conscientious objection.13 Men who claimed
to be conscientious objectors (COs) had to convince their local draft boards of the veracity of
their claims, and these draft boards, for a variety of reasons, declined to recognize many of the
applicants as COs. Of the 72,354 claims submitted, local draft boards accepted approximately
52,354.14 Watson, whose parents had joined the Religious Society of Friends when he was
young and who had graduated from a Quaker high school, was one of those men whose draft
board accepted his claim to be a CO.
Under the Selective Training and Service Act of 1940, COs had two choices: provide
noncombatant service within the military (most commonly in the medical corps) or provide
“work of national importance under civilian direction” under the auspices of a program called
Civilian Public Service (CPS). Watson was one of the approximately 12,000 COs who opted for
assignment to CPS. COs who chose assignment to CPS were placed in “camps” in which the
men labored on a work project authorized by the U.S. Selective Service System (Selective
Service), the government entity that administered the draft. At the outset of CPS, the majority of
assignees were sent to camps modeled after the work camps of the Civilian Conservation Corps

12

The World War II-era draft operated for six and a half years.
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Albert N. Keim, The CPS Story: An Illustrated History of Civilian Public Service (Intercourse, PA: Good Books,
1990) 8; Selective Service System, Conscientious Objection Special Monograph No. 11 Volume 1 (Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1950) 315. Due to known problems with the reporting of this number, Selective
Service System estimated the number of men who claimed to be conscientious objectors as between 70,000 and
75,000.
14

Selective Service System, Conscientious Objection Special Monograph No. 11 Volume 1 (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1950) 314. According to Selective Service, this number represents all registrants who
were ever classified I-A-0 (willing to work in noncombatant assignments) or IV-E (willing to work in alternative
service).
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(CCC), a New Deal jobs program.15 Watson was sent to such a camp in rural Maryland, where
he and his fellow campers (as they were called) worked on a massive drainage project. Over
time, and largely due to protests that such CCC-type forestry and soil conservation work
assignments were not the promised “work of national importance” - particularly in a time of
world war -, other types of CPS camps were developed in which the work projects dealt with
public health, custodial care for the mentally disabled, or scientific research. In the later, which
became commonly known as the guinea pig units, over five hundred COs voluntarily participated
as research subjects for a diverse assortment of scientific studies, including projects that dealt
with infectious diseases, diet, frostbite, and psycho-acoustics. Thirty-two different guinea pig
units (collectively known as CPS Unit 115) were conducted in conjunction with the federal
Office of Scientific Research and Development (OSRD) and nine (collectively known as CPS
Unit 140) with the Office of the Surgeon General (OSG).16
Upon joining the guinea pig unit at the University of Rochester, in upstate New York,
Peter Watson and several other CO-research subjects served science and their nation by riding
stationary bikes in a room heated to approximately 123 degrees Fahrenheit, simulating the desert
conditions in which U.S. troops were stationed and fighting. The COs would bike for ten
minutes, during which time their pulse was taken every thirty seconds. Each man had nothing to
eat or drink for an eight-hour period, during which he would lose about ten percent of his body
weight.17 Each subject was weighed hourly in order to track his dehydration, and he would give
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blood, urine, and alveolar air samples and have his cardiac output measured.18 After completing
the required number of tests at 123 degrees, the room’s temperature was lowered to either 104
degrees or 81 degrees with more 10-minute work periods were performed in this lower
temperature. After having participated in several studies of the impact of temperature extremes
and diet, Watson’s career as a guinea pig ended when he was discharged from CPS on medical
grounds.
While Peter Watson was participating in studies of the effect of heat, cold, and various
diets, other COs were engaged as research subjects in studies in which they were given malaria,
atypical pneumonia, infectious hepatitis, and frostbite; tested new drugs and experimental
insecticides; underwent sleep deprivation; and demonstrated the effect of altitude, air pressure,
and diet. Why would COs like Peter Watson would volunteer to be guinea pigs in these
nontherapeutic studies? This dissertation draws upon a diverse array of sources to answer that
question from the volunteers’ perspectives.
I believe that Peter Watson’s decision to become a guinea pig can be explained by a
combination of facts: that he was familiar with Quaker teachings and beliefs; that he was a
student, a draftee, a CPS assignee in a rural work camp, and a boyfriend. I further claim that
such personal characteristics help to explain the decisions of the hundreds of other CPS assignees
who offered themselves as research subjects. Following Brieger’s charge to broadly and richly
contextualize episodes of human experimentation, in this dissertation I describe the CPS program
in order to depict the setting in which Peter Watson and approximately five hundred of his
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similarly-situated peers chose to become guinea pigs and to demonstrate why the personal details
of their lives are relevant to understanding the grounds on which their decisions were made.
This dissertation is not a biography of Watson, nor do I claim that he embodies the values
and beliefs of his generation as a whole. However, his experiences, his perceptions of his
situation, and his reactions provide entrée into understanding the attitudes, motivations, and
intentions of his peers who were in similar situations and making similar choices. Watson’s
story is singular and personal, but it provides insight into understanding a larger group of men.
By moving between Watson and his peers, this dissertation is able to move back and forth
between the abstract and the concrete, between the group experience and that of the individual.
This dissertation also addresses the question of whether, and to what extent, the use of
World War II conscientious objectors conformed to contemporary norms about human
experimentation. In the absence of regulations or some other codification of World War II-era
norms concerning the ethics of research on humans, I turn to a wide array of sources to piece
together what researchers of the day, both military and civilian, would have considered
acceptable and unacceptable uses of people in the name of research. Thus, this dissertation
examines the use of World War II conscientious objectors as research subjects in light of two
specific questions: first, why would these men volunteer to be guinea pigs? And second, was the
use of COs during World War II in keeping with the ethical standards of the time, or was it an
aberration?

5

Chapter 1: “We are opposed to the military system and all forms of service under
such a system”: American Conscientious Objection in World War I and the Desire for
Alternative Service

The premise that an individual conscientiously opposed to military service should not
have to fight predates the founding of the United States. In 1775, the Continental Congress
noted that some colonists “cannot bear arms” on account of “religious principles” and stated that
“this Congress intended no violence to their Consciences.”19 At the same time, another timehonored American ideal is that of the citizen-soldier.20 In the era of militias, men were expected
to serve as needed in the cause of common protection, setting aside peacetime occupations to
defend family and fellows in a time of need and returning to their normal activities once the
crisis was past. Once militias were abandoned in favor a permanent military, the idea remained
that American soldiers were not merely paid fighters but rather citizens defending their country.
Despite the venerable heritage of the idea that a citizen ought not be forced to serve
against his will, the Constitution contains no right to conscientious objection. With a volunteer
military, there is no need to be concerned with conscientious objection; however, when
conscription is used, some of those drafted to serve in the military may consider such service to
be unconscionable. Without Constitutional protection, drafted individuals who are
conscientiously opposed to military service have no guaranteed immunity from being required to
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serve.21 Throughout the history of the United States, the attempt to balance the notion of a duty
to serve one’s nation - particularly in a time of war – and the protection of individual conscience
has played out differently from conflict to conflict.22 As much as Americans like the idea that
individuals should be able to follow the dictates of their own consciences, they also believe that
all citizens have an equal duty to protect their country. Accordingly, the treatment of COs has
differed over time, most notably in who has been eligible to claim conscientious objector status
and what has been required of duly-recognized COs.23 This dissertation is concerned with
American COs during World War II; however, discussion of World War I is necessary because
the treatment of American COs during World War II was directly shaped by the experience of
the previous war. Furthermore, many of those who declared themselves to be COs during World
War II did so with the knowledge of what befell objectors to the previous war and with no
guarantee that their fate would differ from that of their predecessors. Therefore, in this chapter I
describe the treatment of World War I conscientious objectors in order to set the stage for a
discussion of World War II COs. This chapter also discusses the concept of requiring alternative
service of COs who refused to participate in noncombatant military service.
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World War I and the Treatment of American COs
In 1914, Austria-Hungary invaded Serbia, setting off what would come to be called the
Great War. At its outset, most Americans viewed the war as a European problem in which they
had no desire to become embroiled. In keeping with isolationist public sentiment, the United
States was, at first, neutral, though it soon sided tacitly with Britain, France, Russia and their
allies against Germany and its allies. But after a period of rising tensions and the sinking of
American ships by German submarines, the U.S. entered the conflict, declaring war on Germany
in April 1917.
While some young men rushed to volunteer to serve in the American military,
voluntarism alone was deemed insufficient to meet the need for manpower. President Woodrow
Wilson asked Congress to increase the nation’s armed forces by at least five hundred thousand
men and to select the men according to the principle of universal liability to service (i.e., through
a compulsory draft).24 Accordingly, the Congress passed the Selective Service Act of 1917,
which authorized the raising of troops by means of a draft. The Selective Service Act allowed
for conscientious objection to military service, stating that
nothing…shall be construed to require or compel any person to serve in any of the forces
herein provided for who is found to be a member of any well-recognized religious sect or
organization at present organized and existing and whose existing creed or principles
forbid its members to participate in war in any form and whose religious convictions are
against war or participation therein in accordance with the creed or principles of said
religious organizations.25
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This provision was in recognition of the existence within the United States of religious groups
that held nonviolence as a central tenet and whose members historically had refused to fight,
even when this cost them dearly.
Under the Selective Service Act, men of certain ages were required to register for the
draft. During registration, a man could declare himself to be a CO, but the authority to accept or
to reject this claim lay with his local draft board.26 Between May 1917 and November 1918,
twenty-four million men registered.27 64,693 of these men (less than one percent) sought
exception from military service on the grounds of conscientious objection, and local draft boards
accepted 56,830 of these claims.28 Even to initiate the process to become recognized as a CO, it
was necessary for a man to register, and some men refused to do this on the grounds that
registering for the draft was itself an unacceptable act of cooperation with the military.
The Selective Service Act limited CO status to men who were members of religions that
officially espoused pacifism. Struggling to determine which churches met this criterion, War
Secretary Baker had complained to President Wilson that he was “beginning to feel that nothing
short of a comprehensive knowledge of Professor James’s book on ‘Varieties of Religious
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Experience’ will ever qualify a man to be a helpful Secretary of War.”29 As Selective Service
never provided draft boards with a list of religions deemed bona fide pacifist, board members
found themselves attempting to determine which religions would qualify their members for CO
status.30 As such, rulings of the local draft boards were often arbitrary and consisted of a guess
as to the “sincerity of a claimant’s conscience.”31 The Act was applied largely so as to limit CO
status to members of “well-established and widely known organizations,” such as the Mennonite
Church, the Amish (who share the same roots as the Mennonite Church but became a separate
religion as the result of a schism), the Religious Society of Friends (also called the Quakers), and
the Church of the Brethren, and to disqualify members of small or non-mainstream religious
groups.32
Of the 56,830 men granted CO status, 20,873 (thirty-seven percent) were called up for
service.33 While COs did not have to serve in combat capacity, they could be ordered into
noncombatant service by the President. The Selective Service Act gave no details about the
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noncombatant service, reflecting the fact that no plans had been made on the matter. With no
real mechanism in place for dealing with COs, the 20,873 COs who had been called up were
inducted into the army with the idea that they would later be assigned to some sort of
noncombatant service.34 They were ordered to report to the same army training camps as those
men who were to be trained for active duty. In the worst cases, this co-mingling of COs and
army personnel created a volatile situation in which COs were physically, verbally, and
emotionally abused; indeed, historian Christopher Capozzola described the treatment of the COs
as “state-sanctioned torture.”35 Once “under military law and discipline,” COs were pressured
“to accept full military service.”36 Some military personnel took it upon themselves to turn COs
into fighting men either through persuasion or force, and, while some COs were well-treated,
“others were humiliated and hazed, jeered and cajoled, until their consciences could
accommodate war.”37 The mistreatment of COs that was intended to convince, or force, these
men to renounce their pacifist stances was likely coupled with mistreatment stemming from
anger and frustration on the part of military officials toward an obstinate minority who would not
follow orders. Some COs, who considered their very presence in the camps an intolerable
acquiescence to the war machine, deliberately flouted military authority on matters large and
small. According to one historian, “Young COs at the army bases struggled with how much to
34

Christopher Capozzola, Uncle Sam Wants You: World War I and the Making of the Modern American Citizen
(New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2008) 58, 68.
35

Christopher Capozzola, Uncle Sam Wants You: World War I and the Making of the Modern American Citizen
(New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2008) 12. See also Mitchell Lee Robinson, Civilian Public Service
During World War II: The Dilemmas of Conscience and Conscription in a Free Society (Cornell University Ph.D.
dissertation, 1990) 54-55.
36

Marvin E. Kroeker, “‘In Death You Shall Not Wear It Either’: The Persecution of Mennonite Pacifists in
Oklahoma,” in Davis D. Joyce, ed., “An Oklahoma I Had Never Seen Before”: Alternate Views of Oklahoma
History (Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 1994) 85. See also John C. Wenger, “Franconia Mennonites
and Military Service, 1683-1923,” Mennonite Quarterly Review 10(4): October 1936, 222-245.
37

David M. Kennedy, Over Here: The First World War and American Society (New York, NY: Oxford University
Press, 1980) 163.

11

cooperate with the camp authorities. Should they work in the canteen? What about weeding
flower beds?”38
A CO’s refusal to follow a seemingly insignificant order, such as an order to get a
haircut, may have been intended to signal his refusal to comply with the military. At the same
time, such a refusal may have stemmed from the CO’s religious convictions and practices, for
many of the highly religious COs came from faith traditions that had rules concerning proper
behavior. Many of the COs came from Antibaptist faiths, such as the Mennonite Church or the
Church of the Brethren, that held as a central belief that ‘worldly’ society was inherently evil and
that Christians ought separate themselves from the larger, corrupted, culture. To these men,
when the rules of the nation and the rules of God conflicted, religious edicts were paramount.
Indeed, in some religions, failure to follow church doctrine could be considered grounds for
excommunication and shunning. Religiously-proscribed activities ranging from the eating of
certain foods to the shaving of beards to the swearing of oaths frequently ran afoul of army rules.
In some cases, the Army deliberately flouted the COs’ faith-based rules and customs, with COs
being forced to wear uniforms, to eat forbidden foods, and to have their hair and beards cut. A
Quaker official described the situation as “the military machine trying every means, physical and
mental, to bring the objectors to submission.”39
The culture clash between COs and military men made the army training camps a hostile
and even dangerous place for COs. (See Appendix A.) One Amish objector had his clothes
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taken away and was given no alternative clothing but an army uniform.40 A Mennonite objector
who refused to wear a uniform was stripped and manhandled by a crowd of three hundred
soldiers.41 Another CO was stripped, beaten, whipped, had his face held under a water faucet,
and was forced to kiss the American flag.42 One CO recounted being repeatedly threatened with
intentional infection with venereal disease, and he told of another man who endured “nights of
terror, of bullets passing through the floor near his bunk from rifles discharged ‘accidentally’ by
soldiers” below.43 Another CO experienced a variety of abuse and threats, including being
scoured with a broom, having a rope tightened around his neck, being made to carry heavy items,
having his eyes gouged, and being threatened with twenty-five years imprisonment.44 In at least
one camp, the military censored COs’ mail, seized religious literature, and kept tabs on the
movements of visiting clergy.45
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For refusing to salute, carry arms, drill, follow orders, or participate in combat, COs were
subject to courts martial and, if found guilty of failure to follow orders, imprisonment.46
Convicted COs often remained in prison until the general amnesty after the end of the war. Both
inside and outside of prison, COs in military environments faced shortened rations, solitary
confinement, and physical and emotional abuse.47 One CO who was sentenced to twenty years
hard labor wrote:
we were placed down in a sub-basement, very dark, filthy, and alive with vermin. We
were undressed and a uniform laid out. Those who placed us there said: “You’ll die here.
We took four out of here dead yesterday.” We were kept four and a half days without
food, and with only a half a glass of water every 24 hours. We slept on the cement floor
without cover. For the last 36 hours in the ‘hole’ our hands were chained to bars in the
door, drawn up so high that our feet barely touched the floor. We were struck across the
arms with knotted lashes…48

The stakes were high. Of those COs who were court-martialed, seventeen were
sentenced to death, one hundred forty-two to life imprisonment, and 64 to terms of twenty-five
years or more.49 (These sentences were modified or dropped in the general amnesty after the
war.) Sentences were also handed down in civil courts; for example, to men who, on the grounds
of conscience, refused to register for the draft.50 Yet for highly religious COs, to conform to
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military or civilian demands instead of the teachings of their religions and communities was
freighted with serious spiritual implications, not to mention the censure of their co-religionists.
Within certain Anabaptist churches, failure to follow church teachings could lead to
excommunication and, more severely, shunning.
Secretary of War Newton Baker was aware of the CO problem; indeed, he was the target
of “a constant stream of delegations…from all the peace groups.”51 While refusing to make most
of the policy adjustments requested by these petitioners, Secretary Baker took steps to protect the
COs from abuse; however, these were clearly insufficient.52 An undetermined number of World
War I COs died directly or indirectly from maltreatment, while many more experienced
harassment and abuse.53 At least one committed suicide.54 The pressure applied to COs is one
reason why, of the 20,873 COs called up for service, only 3,989 (nineteen percent) continued to
seek recognition as conscientious objectors after spending time in the army training camps.55
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Noncombatant and Alternative Service
Key to the Selective Service Act’s handling of COs was the substitution of noncombatant
service for combat service.56 COs did not have to serve in combat capacity, but they were
required to serve “in any capacity that the President shall declare to be noncombatant.”57
President Wilson and his Secretary of War feared that any publicity about COs would result in an
increase in the numbers of registerees claiming CO status; likewise, they feared that the release
of any information about how COs were to be handled would “undoubtedly have been means of
creating a large number of insincere objectors.”58 When pressed by a Quaker official, Wilson
explained, “When the total number of persons interposing conscientious objection to military
service has been ascertained, I hope to be able to work out with the Secretary of War a plan
which will give the nation the benefit of the service of these men without injustice to the great
company of young men who are free to accept their country’s call to military duty.”59
It soon became evident, from the low numbers of men seeking CO status, that military
manpower would not be severely hampered by allowing conscientious objection. On March 20,
1918 – just over ten months after Congress passed the Selective Service Act - President Wilson
issued an executive order declaring that noncombatants would be placed in the military’s
medical corps, quartermaster corps, or engineer service. While a number of COs accepted such
56
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placements, a portion of the men found these options unacceptable. Service in either the medical
corps, quartermaster corps, or engineer service would advance the military effort and would be
under military authority. One Mennonite authority explained, “Obviously the military
organization of a government must include the service of some persons who are not actually
engaged in firing a gun. These persons are performing an essential service, without which the
work on the front could not continue. Their task is not one of actual killing; but it is an auxiliary
to this task. Hence it is an integral part of the war service.”60 According to this view, the
noncombatant options offered by Wilson were unsatisfactory to those COs who believed men
should not be engaged in any way with war. Recognizing their plight, their churches called for a
noncombatant service option that in no way supported the war effort and that was under civilian
oversight.
The same month as the executive order defining noncombatant service, Congress passed
a law authorizing the Secretary of War to furlough enlisted men to serve as agricultural
laborers.61 The War Department set up a Board of Inquiry which evaluated COs: those whose
objections to military service were deemed sincere were allowed to be furloughed to either
domestic agricultural work, to reconstruction work in France under the auspices of the American
Friends Service Committee (discussed below), or to certain types of industrial work.62
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Approximately 1,200 men were furloughed to positions in agriculture or industry.63 Between
ninety-nine and two hundred others were furloughed from the army camps to the American
Friends Service Committee.64 Thus, while the Selective Service Act of 1917 specified that COs
would be assigned to noncombatant duties within the military, this stance was altered – not in
law, but in practice – to allow COs to be furloughed to certain types of work under civilian
jurisdiction.65

American Friends Service Committee
Even as the federal government seemed unwilling to countenance alternative, nonmilitary service for COs, a form of alternative service under civilian jurisdiction was being
created. Since the late 1600s the Religious Society of Friends has assisted with war relief, and
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the group had come to understand itself as a healer of the wounds of war.66 Such service work
was made an official component of the religion after the Franco-German war of 1870-1871.67
When the United Kingdom entered into World War I, the English Friends urged those who could
not conscientiously fight to serve in other ways. Accordingly, the English and Irish Friends
staffed a voluntary ambulance program, a relief program for refugees and other victims of the
war, an aid program for aliens and their families, and an aid program for COs and others
impacted by conscription.68 Well before the United States entered the war, American Friends
sent money to assist these efforts, and in 1915 four American Quakers were sent to work with the
ambulance unit.
Upon the U.S. declaration of war on Germany, Haverford College (at the time, a Quaker
institution) created an Emergency Unit that raised funds, purchased supplies, and began training
exercises in preparation for sending American Quakers to volunteer abroad.69 While the
Emergency Unit was short-lived, ending at the close of the academic semester, planning for
volunteer relief work in war-torn Europe proceeded within the Quaker community.70 These
efforts coalesced into the formation of a new group, the American Friends Service Committee
(AFSC).
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The AFSC’s establishment, mission, and early development was chronicled by Rufus M.
Jones, one of the most influential Quakers of the 20th century - a historian, theologian, and
philosopher who taught at Haverford College, where he was deeply involved in the creation of
the Emergency Unit – and one of those who founded the new organization. In his opinion,
AFSC was a humanitarian operation that “took on a peculiar form and character…because it was
the expression of a definite religious faith and sprang naturally out of an inner spirit and attitude
to life;” indeed, it was a “venture of faith.”71 To the Quakers who organized, funded, and
participated in AFSC, the volunteer work done through AFSC was viewed as a constructive
contribution to humanity – the very opposite of the destruction of war. Believing not only in
nonviolence but that “they were inwardly pledged to a way of life which, if extended through the
world, would eliminate the seeds of war and would bring new and higher forces into operation
within the fabric of society,” the Quakers sought, through AFSC, “to express their spirit of
human love to a part of the world – an innocent part – caught in the awful tangle of the
tragedy.”72 Jones wrote that “It seemed to us absolutely right to turn the energies of young
Friends into this constructive work [civilian relief] and to give them every possible opportunity
to make in the midst of war and the desolations of war a great contribution of love.”73 The
impetus to create a way for Friends to serve was not solely moral: many young American men
were volunteering for the army and the navy, and young Friends were “very eager to find lines of
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helpful activity in which they could conscientiously engage.”74 Accordingly, attendees at the
meeting at which the AFSC was created resolved that “We are united in expressing our love for
our country and our desire to serve her loyally. We offer our services to the government of the
United States in any constructive work in which we can conscientiously serve humanity.”75 A
list of possible tasks included seeking to “repair the waste places, relieve the suffering, bind up
the wounds, and help bridge the chasm of hate which is the fruit of war.”76
Several assumptions underlay the creation of the AFSC. The first assumption was that
the United States’ conscription policy would exempt Friends from any entanglement with the
military.77 The second assumption built upon the first: “Friends could not accept exemption
from military service and at the same time do nothing to express their positive faith and devotion
in the great human crisis.”78 The AFSC was conceived of as providing “a sphere of action for
men who felt in their heart of hearts that they could not engage in war and who at the same time
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felt just as emphatically that they could not meet the issue passively and do nothing to manifest
their courage and their positive faith in the power of love.”79
The AFSC was conceived of as an alternative to war, in keeping with the Religious
Society of Friends’ declaration that “The alternative to war is not inactivity and cowardice. It is
the irresistible and constructive power of good-will.”80 The AFSC’s founders and backers did
not consider the program a way of enabling draft-eligible Friends to avoid military service
because Quakers assumed that they would be exempted from conscription.81 The founding head
of the AFSC explained that “We did not consider our service a way of escape from military
service nor…from a testimony of suffering to be borne in military prisons.”82 The AFSC was
designed by Friends for Friends with no thought of having to justify the program’s worth to the
War Department or the nation at large. At the same time, AFSC was not envisioned to be a
nominally humanitarian semester-abroad type program for young Quakers. The concept of
AFSC called for volunteers to experience hardships, perhaps even risk. Jones wrote, “We
wanted to show our faith in action and to show it in a way that would both bring healing to the
awful wounds of war and at the same time take us out of self and selfish aims and carry us into
the furnace where others were suffering.”83 This desire to share in the agony of war was not
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unbridled masochism but rather a spiritual need. “[F]or one who had a real, living, throbbing
soul within him to run away into some bomb-proof shelter built by faith and to wait in security
until the storm rolled by” would mean “to lose the soul as surely as though a contract had been
signed with Mephistopheles.”84
With President Wilson’s proposal for conscription accompanying his call for war against
Germany, the United State was at war before its draft policies were finalized. Civilians and
military officials acted with rules and regulations first absent and later continually evolving. It
was in this context that the Quakers’ plans for AFSC began to run afoul of the Department of
War’s plans for conducting the war. Many draft-eligible Quakers had obeyed the Selective
Service Act and registered for the draft. At the same time, the male and female Friends who had
been accepted into the AFSC began their training and preparation for service abroad. When the
draft occurred, a number of the male trainees were called up. Upon learning of the
noncombatant service requirement for COs, the Quakers assumed erroneously “that the President
and the Exemption Boards would gladly recognize that our reconstruction work abroad was a
voluntary and unforced type of non-combatant service, entirely satisfactory for the fulfillment of
the provisions of the law.”85 Accordingly, the Quakers sought to have AFSC listed as a
noncombatant service assignment, offering “to find forms of service, to be approved by the
President” for COs and suggesting activities in international war relief and domestic social work
including “Camp Y.M.C.A. work, social service in the crowded areas were munitions workers
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live, work in the canteens, and in many other forms of constructive activity.”86 This offer was
rejected, and AFSC was not included on Wilson’s list of possible noncombatant placements. It
was yet another blow to the Friends to learn that all draftees, even those recognized as COs, were
required to report to army training camps and to serve under the authority of military personnel.
Having initially assumed that their young men would be exempt from military service, the
Friends were dismayed to find out that Quaker COs would be members of the military in every
aspect aside from serving in combat. Rufus Jones wrote to a Brethren colleague that “It
apparently did not occur to the Washington people that our objection was anything more than an
objection to the direct killing of people. They do not seem to understand that we are opposed to
the military system and all forms of service under such a system. I find it difficult to make
anybody in Washington realize that attitude.”87
Even as the AFSC worked to find some activity that the President would consider
appropriate for COs, the organization was busy in France and Russia, carrying out their original
vision of working in medical, public health, and humanitarian aid programs and assisting in the
rebuilding and agricultural revitalization of war-torn areas. COs were eventually permitted the
option of serving in France with the AFSC, not as a form of noncombatant service but through
the furlough system set up to deal with the COs who refused to accept noncombatant service
placements.88 Even after the war’s end, the AFSC continued to send volunteers, including
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Brethren and Mennonites, to Germany, Austria, Serbia, Russia, and other European nations.89
For their work in World War I and later conflicts, the AFSC and the British Friends Service
Council received the 1947 Nobel Peace Prize. In presenting the award, the Chairman of the
Nobel Committee stated:
When the first World War broke out, the Quakers…experienced what it meant to suffer
for their faith. They refused to carry arms, and many of them were put into prison, where
they were often worse treated than if they had been criminals. But it is not these events
which will remain longest in our memory. We who have lived consciously through the
first World War and the inter-war period will probably most clearly remember the reports
of their work to relieve the distress caused by the war. As early as 1914 the English
Quakers started to prepare relief schemes…The Quakers gained confidence in all quarters
through their work. Governments and individuals knew that they had no other aim than
to aid. They did not intrude on people in order to convert them to their faith, and they
made no difference between friend and foe.90

Despite their unwillingness to serve in the military, American Quakers sought to fulfill
the demands of their nation. AFSC’s advocate and chronicler, Rufus Jones, wrote that his coreligionists and other religious pacifists “could not accept the methods of war [but nevertheless]
loved their country with as much devotion and fervor as did any of its citizens.”91 When the
government decreed that Quakers were to register for the draft, they did so. When the
government stated that all draftees, including COs, must report to army training camps, they did
so. Only once it was clear what life in the military camps would be like for COs did the AFSC
take on an additional meaning, becoming seen as a way of liberating those “men who had been
89
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confined in the army camps, bearing their silent testimony indeed, but unable to put their hands
to any constructive task.”92
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Chapter 2: The Decision to Lobby for Alternative Service
The majority of World War I COs was affiliated with the Mennonite Church, with the
Society of Friends and the Church of the Brethren also well-represented. The previous chapter
explained why these churches, and other pacifist groups, became concerned about the plight of
COs. This chapter explains why the Mennonite Church, the Church of the Brethren, and the
Society of Friends would join forces to lobby the federal government in an attempt to shape the
World War II era draft law, particularly with regard to the availability of alternative service
assignments in lieu of combatant or noncombatant assignments.
For many members of these three churches, the state’s intrusion, through the draft, into
their communities was deeply traumatic. The tight-knit, sometimes insular, churches from which
the World War I COs hailed grieved over the drafting of their co-religionists (often family
members). Once word of what was happening to COs in the army training camps spread, these
church groups experienced further concern and anxiety about their drafted members. They
feared that the COs would be abused; on the other hand, they feared that the men might cave
under pressure and behave in ways contrary to church teachings. Yet, concern over the physical
and spiritual wellbeing of their CO members constituted only one aspect of the suffering the war
brought to these communities. In this chapter I describe the treatment of pacifists, religious and
secular, during World War I and explain how that experience galvanized pacifists – and in
particular, the Mennonite Church, the Society of Friends, and the Church of the Brethren – to
seek to modify the nation’s conscription law as a second World War approached.

The Mennonites, Brethren, and Quakers in America
27

In order to explain and contextualize the trauma of World War I on the members of the
Mennonite Church, the Church of the Brethren, and the Society of Friends, it is necessary to
briefly describe these three churches. Within each of these churches is an array of smaller
groups – sometimes single congregations, sometimes multiple congregations composed into
associative groups. Together, these small groups within each church constitute a spectrum that
ranges from relatively assimilated to the larger U.S. culture to highly orthodox. (Donald
Kraybill has suggested the metaphor of a canopy to suggest how a church - for example, the
“Church of the Brethren”- “covers” a variety of smaller constituent groups.93) As such, any
attempt to define or describe a church and its membership is necessarily a broad-brush portrait in
which numerous individual differences are obscured.

Mennonites
The Mennonite Church is an Anabaptist group in the Protestant Christian tradition.
Adult, rather than infant, baptism is a foundational belief of all Anabaptist faiths and, indeed, is
the practice from which the term “Anabaptist” derives. Numerous Anabaptist groups arose in
western Europe during the 1520s.94 In 1536, a Catholic priest named Menno Simons converted,
and over time he gained followers who would come to be called Mennonites. (From this
common heritage came the Amish, who separated from the Mennonites in a schism.)95 The
Anabaptist groups’ belief that the church and state should be separate entities made them deeply
93
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unpopular with those in authority, and they were widely persecuted. The torture and murders of
early Mennonites and those considered to be their forebears were vividly recounted in The
Bloody Theater or Martyrs Mirror of the Defenseless Christians, originally published in Holland
in 1660. (See Appendix B.) Seeking to escape persecution, some Mennonites moved east into
Poland, Prussia, and Russia, while others moved to North America, where William Penn had
invited them to his Quaker colony. As Mennonites migrated from place to place seeking refuge,
Martyrs Mirror was translated and reprinted to remind church members of their history of
sacrifice and to prepare them to suffer on account of their faith.
Mennonite theology highlights the concept of the Two Kingdoms, that of God and that of
the world. Mennonites do not abjure secular government: rather, they seek to follow Jesus’
teaching about rendering “unto Caesar the things which are Caesar’s; and unto God the things
that are God’s” by following the law except where it conflicts with their religion.96 The concept
of nonresistance is foundational to Mennonite theology. Simply stated, the idea of nonresistance
is that when unable to “conscientiously do what the state commanded,” one would “refuse and
take the consequences, without any attempt to use concerted action in opposition.”97 Mennonites
obey the law of the land except when such laws are seen to conflict with the higher law of their
Christian faith. A Mennonite scholar explained the relationship between Mennonites and the
state by stating, “Taxes were always cheerfully paid, prayers offered for the magistrates, and the
commands of the government were gladly obeyed in so far as they did not conflict with Biblical
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principles as they interpreted them. But to serve in the army or to participate in the operation of
a government based on the use of force was out of the question.”98 According to this view of
morality, the Mennonite Church objected to military service but not to conscription, which was
considered an appropriate act of the state so long as conscripts might be assigned a duty that did
not contribute to the war effort.99 The notion that, while Christians should not participate in war,
the state may sometimes have to wage war resulted in Mennonites generally being willing to pay
war taxes or fines in return for not personally participating in fighting. (This stance would
change by the time of World War II, as will be described.)
In seeking to fulfill their obligations to both the kingdom of God and to the secular state,
Mennonites traditionally strove to remove themselves as much as possible from the secular
world by restricting contact with non-Mennonites, by embracing distinctive clothing, and by not
engaging in certain occupations or activities. In the colonial era and in the early American
republic, Mennonites often developed insular communities that maintained traditions from the
Old World; for instance, up until World War I a number of Mennonite communities spoke,
wrote, and worshipped in German. In the 1870s and 1880s, other Mennonites arrived in the
United States, immigrating from Russia, where they had been persecuted.100 Regardless of
whether of German or Russian background, Mennonites tended to live in rural communities that
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were self-governing and self-reliant as much as possible and which considered group solidarity
to be vital.
Broadly speaking, the Mennonite faith community was strongly communitarian with a
patriarchal social structure in which the “father of the household and the bishop or pastor of the
church were given wide powers of supervision and direction.”101 Mennonite communal life
centered on work, piety, and family life.102 Mennonites were predominately agrarian, but some
worked in various professions, including academia.103 The Elkhart Institute of Science, Industry
and the Arts, a small preparatory school catering to Mennonites, was founded in 1894. By 1904,
it had become Goshen College and adopted as its official motto “Culture for Service.”104
Another Mennonite institution of higher education, Eastern Mennonite University, was founded
in 1917 as a small Bible academy.105 Such Mennonite schools were linked primarily to the more
assimilated wing of the Mennonite church.
Mennonite teaching differentiates between the world at large and the community of the
saved, as well as between the methods of the world and the methods of the saved. “As members
of the community of the saved,” Mennonites must “use only those methods compatible with the
New Testament conception of love,” abjuring force of any kind – in war, in the exercise of
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justice, or even in “pressure politics.”106 Across the Mennonite Church, there was agreement
that an individual who participated in military service would be censured.107 (In more orthodox
congregations, censure could lead to excommunication and perhaps shunning.)

Brethren
The Church of the Brethren, another Anabaptist group in the Protestant Christian
tradition, began in Germany in the early 1700s.108 After moving around Europe in an effort to
escape persecution, Brethren began immigrating to the United States in 1719. Church founder,
Alexander Mack, immigrated in 1729, and within a few years the remaining church members had
left Germany for more hospitable environs in the United States.109 The Church of the Brethren
shared with the Mennonite Church the belief in adult baptism, an opposition to war, and the
conviction that “society [was] basically evil and something to be shunned by the Christian.”110
The Brethren also shared with the Mennonites an emphasis on nonresistance, believing they
should submit themselves to secular authorities “in all things that are not contrary to the will or
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command of God, and no further.”111 Likewise, they were similar to Mennonites in their
communitarian and patriarchal social structures, their emphasis on the Bible’s New Testament,
and, in some communities, their wearing of plain garb to signify their separation from secular
society. The more orthodox groups within the Church of the Brethren used excommunication to
discipline co-religionists and to maintain order.
Even in colonial Pennsylvania, where the Brethren faced no religious persecution at first,
they tended to avoid integration with others and to maintain their German language and
traditions. Over the decades, the church sought to ensure that its members remain in cloistered,
agricultural communities where they would not integrate with the surrounding culture.112 At the
time of the American Revolution, the approximately 800 members of the Brethren church
experienced persecution because of their anti-war stance.113 The Church remained firm in its
pacifist stance, “seriously disciplin[ing]” those who participated in the war.114 Relying upon
their earlier strategy when faced with persecution, many Brethren migrated, moving west and
south where they lived in isolated communities that maintained their “German, separatistic
cultural pattern.”115 This turn of events underscored, in their eyes, the necessity of their
insistence on remaining separate from the larger community. However, over time, a shift in
mores allowed Brethren to take up commercial activities, to participate in insurance plans, and to
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participate in educational institutions.116 Brethren adopted more relaxed policies on whether
members of the church may vote, use the court system, or hold office.117 Around the time of the
American Civil War, there was an ideological divide within the community. While all agreed
with the stance of nonresistance, there was a split between those who interpreted the stance as
abjuring participation in peacemaking activities in the secular world and those who felt “the
church should make its weight felt in the ‘political’ realm.”118 In just one example of how the
Brethren relaxed their stricture on interactions with the larger society, the church opposed
slavery, condemning the holding of slaves not only by members of the church, but by all
Americans. This relaxation of traditions would, after World War I, result in a schism between
the more conservative and more assimilated branches of the church.

Religious Society of Friends
The Religious Society of Friends is a Christian denomination that arose in England from
the preaching of George Fox during the mid-1600s. Its members, known as Quakers, were
persecuted, leading some to migrate to America, where William Penn established Pennsylvania
as a Quaker colony. From the outset, American Quakers hued close to the nonviolent teaching of
Fox; however, over time the Quaker statesmen of Pennsylvania found themselves pushed by
non-Quakers to address such issues as defending settlers from attack. Many Friends believe the
State served legitimate functions and thus had no objection to participating in public affairs and
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government; indeed, this was desirable to the extent that the State could become infused with
Christian values and ethics. One scholar explained that while “Mennonites urged a politics of
withdrawal from the world,” Quakers have “sought to transform the world, to establish a realm
of the ‘saints.’”119 For example, Quakers were prominent members of the Abolitionist
movement. Yet, while some branches of the Society of Friends accepted the idea of the church
having a role to play in governmental functions, other branches ascribed to the idea that church
and state should be kept separate. Such heterogeneity among American Friends was not
confined to matters of theology: Quaker communities were found in both urban and rural areas,
and they ranged from being largely assimilated to relatively conservative with regard to practices
such as dress.120 Numerous schisms, particularly in the latter half of the nineteenth century,
resulted in the Society of Friends in the United States being highly diversified and loosely
organized.121
While the official position of the church was anti-war, and had been since the first
recorded statement of the Friends in 1660, which stated, “We utterly deny all outward wars and
strife, and fightings with outward weapons, for any ends, or under any pretense whatever,” the
peace testimony of the American Society of Friends had been deemphasized during the postCivil War era.122 Central to the Quaker faith is the notion that God works in individuals through
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both “an informed mind and a sensitive conscience.”123 All teachings, be they secular or
Biblical, are subject to the judgment of the “Inner Light,” a person’s internal understanding of
God.124 To Friends, the Bible is not the ultimate authority; rather, it “could at best but confirm
the insights of the Inner Light, whose pronouncements were independent of any Biblical
texts.”125 Accordingly, Friends’ opposition to war “was based as much on feeling and intuition
as it was on rational arguments or scriptural authority.”126 Thus, by the time of World War I,
American Quaker congregations had a rich tradition of nonviolence, but individual parishioners
were left to make their own decisions in the face of the draft.

Pacifists in World War I America
These three anti-war churches had no precognition of the impact World War I would
have upon them. From the time of their arrival in the United States, the Mennonite Church and
the Church of the Brethren had largely maintained a self-imposed exclusion from the American
mainstream and had held themselves at arms-length from secular government. In contrast, some
branches of the Society of Friends had worked closely with secular government; indeed, since
the early days of the nation, Quakers had served as statesmen. Despite these differences, the
three churches experienced World War I similarly, as a traumatic disruption. This experience
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was shared by many American pacifists, religious and secular, though some pacifists viewed
World War I as a necessary conflagration that must occur to clear the way for a new world order.
At the outset of World War I, most Americans had no desire to become embroiled in
what was seen as a European problem. Many opposed war in general: the decade preceding the
war had been a boom time for the American peace movement, despite agitation on the part of
preparedness advocates who argued that the United States needed to modernize and enlarge its
puny fighting forces.127 Given the combination of pacifist sentiments and isolationist leanings,
the American public had not wanted to enter into the war - indeed, one of the slogans of
President Woodrow Wilson’s recent successful re-election campaign had been “He kept us out of
war” – and, to many, the idea of a compulsory draft was just as repugnant as the idea of fighting
in a European war.128 Thus, Wilson sought to build public support for the war, and for the
policies he put forth, through propaganda created and disseminated by the Committee on Public
Information (CPI).129 The CPI deployed cutting-edge technologies, including motivational
speakers, movies, posters, newspaper advertisements, and pamphlets, to persuade Americans to
support the war.130 Central to this messaging effort was the notion of service to the nation;
likewise, Wilson framed the draft not as “a conscription of the unwilling” but rather as “selection
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from a nation which has volunteered in mass.”131 This approach and framing worked, with many
Americans renouncing pacifism and rallying behind the war effort.132 Upon a visit home, Lewis
Hershey, the career military man who would head the Selective Service from 1941 to 1970, was
pleased to discover that “many former pacifists had changed their tunes.”133 Outspoken
individuals and organizations that had promoted pacifism now supported the war on the theory
that it would be the war to end all wars and that a new, peaceful world order would arise from
the conflict.134 Even the Secretary of War had been an avowed pacifist. Regardless of one’s
feelings prior to the declaration of war, the general belief was that one must support the war
effort once it had begun.
Much of the nation’s support for the war was genuine; indeed, a number of young men
rushed to volunteer for military service in what Theodore Roosevelt called the “Great
Adventure.”135 However, not all support for the war was genuine or voluntary. Patriotism
became conflated with support for the war, and a culture of coercive voluntarism sprung up in

131

Christopher Capozzola, Uncle Sam Wants You: World War I and the Making of the Modern American Citizen
(New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2008) 8.
132

For a discussion of ongoing opposition to the war, particularly to its conscription policies, see Jeanette Keith,
“The Politics of Southern Draft Resistance, 1917-1918: Class, Race, and Conscription in the Rural South,” Journal
of American History 87(4): March 2001, 1335-1361.
133

George Q. Flynn, Lewis B. Hershey, Mr. Selective Service (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press,
1985) 26.
134

See Nancy Gentile Ford, The Great War and America: Civil-Military Relations During World War I (Westport,
CT: Praeger Security International, 2008); Ellis W. Hawley, The Great War and the Search for a Modern Order: A
History of the American People and Their Institutions 1917-1933 (New York, NY: St. Martin’s Press, 1992); and
Merle Curti, Peace or War: The American Struggle, 1636-1936 (Boston, MA: J.S. Canner and Company, 1959).
135

David M. Kennedy, Over Here: The First World War and American Society (New York, NY: Oxford University
Press, 1980) 185.

38

which “[l]ending a hand to the war effort…became not just a good deed but a duty.”136 Historian
Christopher Capozzola recounted an incident in which “twenty shop clerks in Canton, Ohio,
wrapped a coworker in an American flag, dragged her through the streets to the local bank, and
forced her to purchase a $50 Liberty Bond” and deemed the act “a thoroughly unexceptional
episode that would be repeated hundreds of times across the country.”137 Americans found
themselves needing to publicly support, or at least not publicly oppose, the war; indeed, with the
passage of the Espionage Act (1917), the Sabotage Act (1918), and the Sedition Act (1918), it
became illegal to express opposition to the war. Historian Eric Foner observed that “in the eyes
of Wilson and many of his supporters, America’s goals were so self-evidently benevolent that
disagreement could only bespeak treason to the ideas of democracy and freedom.”138 One of the
founders of the AFSC acknowledged that “When the course of the nation had been once settled
and we had officially decided to go to war, to [War Department] officials that act closed the
debate. They could not see how an individual could venture to set up his own tribunal and go
contrary to the established line of march of the world to which he belonged.”139 Two pacifist
scholars opined that the treatment of COs after the declaration of war on Germany bespoke the
“tendency for Americans to demand uniformity and to be suspicious of eccentricity.”140

136

Christopher Capozzola, Uncle Sam Wants You: World War I and the Making of the Modern American Citizen
(New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2008) 8.
137

Christopher Capozzola, Uncle Sam Wants You: World War I and the Making of the Modern American Citizen
(New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2008) 10.
138

Eric Foner, The Story of American Freedom (New York, NY: W.W. Norton and Company, 1998) 177.

139

Rufus M. Jones, A Service of Love in War Time: American Friends Relief Work in Europe, 1917-1919 (New
York, NY: Macmillan Company, 1920) 109-10.
140

Mulford Q. Sibley and Philip E. Jacob, Conscription of Conscience: The American State and the Conscientious
Objector, 1940-1947 (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1952) 11.

39

In this superheated environment, pacifists, both secular and religious, were viewed as
being similar to, or even aligned with, America’s enemies.141 Rather than being an aberration
spawned by military culture, the maltreatment of COs in army training camps described in the
preceding chapter was part of a larger phenomenon of suspicion of, and violence against,
pacifists in the United States. Three Mennonite churches and one Mennonite college were
victims of arson, and two Mennonite ministers were tried for sedition.142 One group of
Hutterites, an Anabaptist denomination, found the ordeal so intolerable that it migrated to
Canada.143 A pacifist Episcopalian bishop was forced to resign his see.144 The dual pressures of
public opinion and governmental action forced many peace organizations into quietude or even
into outright reversals. The Anti-Enlistment League, an organization that collected pledges
“against enlistment as a volunteer for any military or naval service in international war,”
disbanded both because conscription nullified its mission and because the Justice Department
seized its files.145 The American Union Against Militarism and the Anti-Conscription League
were among other peace organizations to be “battered by legal and extralegal measures.”146
Given the power to bar antiwar materials from the mail, the Postmaster General suppressed a
variety of publications, while the federal government indirectly supported and encouraged the
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activities of vigilante groups that harassed pacifists, draft dodgers, and other supposed
“slackers.” A noted Stanford historian, Ephraim D. Adams, included pacifists among those who
were guilty of “indirect treason” because of their refusal to agree “that special programs must,
for the moment, be subordinated to the one great object of winning the war.”147
Pacifists, both within and outside of the peace churches, were under attack in World War
I-era America. At the same time, the CPI’s demonization of the “Hun” resulted in, and was
accompanied by, hatred toward anything perceived as German.148 Schools ceased offering
German language instruction; German books were removed from public libraries; localities made
it illegal to speak German and banned the performance of German music; and German-speaking
churches were ordered to hold services in English. German-language newspapers closed from a
combination of threats, loss of advertisers, and decreased circulation.149 Even the names of town
were changed: Korn became Corn, Kiel became Loyal, and Bismarck became Wright.150 In this
environment of heightened nativism, and at a time when many Americans were recent
immigrants, “hyphenated Americans,” particularly German-Americans, were told to decide
where their loyalties lay, with America or with another country. If they were on the side of
America, they were to act like Americans and to set aside foreign customs. Longstanding
concerns about the ability of the “melting pot” to process disparate groups into a homogenized
147
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American populace were stoked by the presence of groups that maintained their distinct cultural
identities and attributes and/or who viewed themselves has having concerns separate from those
of mainstream America. War hysteria and patriotic fervor thus served to reveal, and to heighten,
America’s longstanding anti-immigrant, xenophobic streak which was made most manifest in
wartime “Americanization” campaigns against immigrant and minority communities. Among
others targeted for not showing “100 percent patriotism” was the black press, whose reporting of
lynching and other violence and injustice against African-Americans was seen as “either
influenced by the enemy or unwittingly playing into its hands by raising issues the country could
ill afford to deal with” during a time of war.151
Pacifist religious communities with German ties, such as Mennonite communities that
spoke German and worshipped in German, were particularly subject to hostility and abuse.152
Members of these communities experienced property damage, physical and emotional abuse, and
even murder. As one historian put it, “the issue of loyalty, bound up with festering resentments
of the foreign-born…and with hatred for pacifists who could not make the conversion to war, fed
the ugly fires of vigilantism across wartime America.”153 In light of this wartime persecution experienced as being under “siege” - Mennonite communities sought to demonstrate their
patriotism in ways that did not violate their pacifist convictions.154 Mennonites donated supplies,
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cattle, and several million dollars to organizations aiding those suffering in war-torn Europe,
including the Red Cross and Protestant relief groups.155 For some communities of faith, such
monetary and material support to civilians in need was not only intended as a demonstration of
civic duty but also as a tangible expression of their belief that religious persons have a positive
duty to improve the moral condition of the world through conflict mediation, peacemaking, and
similar efforts.156
While there were regional variations (with less abuse in areas that had long-standing
acquaintance with pacifist religious groups), World War I-era American sentiment toward COs
was, overall, unfavorable. Quaker leader Rufus Jones noted that “[t]he position of a man who
goes against the current of popular opinion is always difficult and beset with pitfalls, not only
outward and objective but also inward and subjective…he must…bear in mind, under all
provocation, how extremely trying his apparent pig-headed self-assurance must be to all his
disagreeing brethren, secure as they are in the backing of age, public opinion and tradition.”157
He trenchantly observed noted that “[i]t only adds to the public irritation that a few months
previously many of them were inclined to adopt his ideas as becoming and progressive in an

is, supports, or requires. See John Bodnar, “The Attractions of Patriotism,” in Bonds of Affection: Americans Define
their Patriotism (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1996) 3-17.
155

Donald B. Kraybill, Concise Encyclopedia of Amish, Brethren, Hutterites, and Mennonites (Baltimore, MD:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 2010) 27.
156

Donald B. Kraybill, Concise Encyclopedia of Amish, Brethren, Hutterites, and Mennonites (Baltimore, MD:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 2010) 162.
157

Rufus M. Jones, A Service of Love in War Time: American Friends Relief Work in Europe, 1917-1919 (New
York, NY: Macmillan Company, 1920) 88.

43

enlightened age. How dare this upstart be more consistent than themselves? How dare he weigh
so lightly the arguments that have been good enough for them?”158
For the most part, COs were condemned as traitors and perhaps even pro-German.
Furthermore, they were portrayed as acting on account of cowardice rather than conscience.
Theodore Roosevelt, an aggressive supporter of American militarization, claimed that the CO
“curtains his cowardice behind the statement that he objects to placing himself in a position
where he might take part in killing some one.”159 Roosevelt went further, saying, “I’d guard his
conscience. I’d send him to the front, but I wouldn’t give him a gun. I’d put him to
digging…trenches so that good men could rest until the time came for them to kill someone.
Then I’d watch his conscience to see what it would do.”160 Historian Christopher Capozzola
noted that “most Americans seethed at the objectors’ refusals of military service,” having been
conditioned “to see duty as an unavoidable aspect of citizenship.”161 For these Americans, a CO
was nothing more than a “slacker” who failed to serve his country, and throughout the nation,
vigilante groups with tacit governmental support sought out slackers for harassment and abuse.
Whether drafted into the military or living as a civilian, those who were conscientiously opposed
to war found little shelter, and even less support, during World War I. Rather than being viewed
as Americans exercising their constitutionally-protected religious freedoms, they were viewed as
158
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traitors, cowards, and possible menaces to the United States. Their manhood itself was called
into question, as was their sanity.162
For the Society of Friends, the war brought additional shocks, specifically the federal
government’s refusal to exempt Quakers from the draft or to accept AFSC service as an
authorized noncombatant placement for COs. Unlike the other anti-war churches, which had
traditionally held themselves at arms-length from the government, some branches of the Society
of Friends had worked closely with the federal government; indeed, Quakers had served as
statesmen since the early days of the nation. For the Quaker pacifist stance to be discounted in
the face of the World War I-era draft shocked the church, the leaders of which struggled to
understand why they were being treated no differently than the less politically-adept and wellconnected Mennonite and Brethren churches. Despite their differences, self-reflection after the
Armistice led the three churches to a common conclusion: that they had been inadequate
prepared for World War I.

The Interwar Resurgence of Pacifism
A robust prewar pacifist movement was largely silenced during World War I, but in the
aftermath of the conflict, there was a resurgence of antiwar sentiment in the United States. Six
years after the end of the war, the rebound of antiwar beliefs was evident in Robert and Helen
Lynd’s extensive 1924-1925 study of an American city they called “Middletown.” A survey
given to Middletown high school students asked for agreement or disagreement with the
statement: “A pacifist in war time is a ‘slacker’ and should be prosecuted by the government.”
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In contrast to the widespread condemnation of pacifists during World War I, the students were
split in opinion, with 76 students agreeing with the statement, 62 students disagreeing, and 50
students “uncertain.”163 It was not only high school students who strayed away from the
militarism of only a few years earlier. Diverse student movements in the 1920s united in
opposition to Reserve Officer Training Corps (ROTC) programs on college campuses.164
The turn away from war was not only among students and the younger generation. While
only a small percentage of the American population had seen combat in World War I, in the first
decades after the war a much larger portion of the nation was able to vicariously experience the
grim realities of the war through the instruments of the new mass culture. As Americans read,
listened to the radio, and went to the movies, they learn about the war’s costs. Erich Remarque’s
best-selling novel All Quiet on the Western Front and its 1930 Academy Award-winning film
adaptation put forth the idea that World War 1 had been a needless waste of lives.165 It was not
alone: the works of Sir Philip Gibbs, John Dos Passos’ Three Soldiers, Dalton Trumbo’s Johnny
Got His Gun, Henri Barbusse’s Under Fire, Robert Graves’ Good-bye to All That, and Ernest
Hemingway’s A Farewell to Arms and its 1932 Academy-Award winning adaptation were
among the movies, poems, books, and plays that revealed the horrors of the war, especially the
atrocities of gas-warfare, and thus led growing numbers of Americans to embrace pacifist ideas.
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Indeed, one film historian described the important American war films of 1929 to mid-1934 (the
era before Production Code censorship) as stridently pacifist.166
The 1936 report of the Nye commission, which revealed that companies and industries
had profited from the war and had acted to undermine peace and to foster strife, further turned
public sentiment against armed conflict, as did works such as H.C. Englebrecht’s Merchants of
Death and One Hell of a Business, George Seldes’ Iron, Blood and Profits, Harold D. Lasswell’s
Propaganda Technique in the World War, and Walter Millis’ Road to War. Nationwide, the
1930s saw a growing perception that American involvement in the war had been a mistake, that
President Wilson had been a pawn of those (particularly bankers and munitions traders) who
stood to profit from the war, and that the public had been fed lies.167 Against this background,
many Americans vowed to never again go to war. Further support for pacifism came from the
media and members of the Christian clergy who focused attention on Gandhi’s use of nonviolent
techniques to seek independence from British rule for India.168 In this environment, “a powerful
pacifist movement…with hundreds of thousands of adherents” developed.169
The revitalized peace movement was far from homogenous, encompassing widely
differing ideologies: antiwar peace advocates who opposed militarism but considered some wars
and armed social revolutions to be acceptable; secular war resisters who repudiated all wars and
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armed conflicts; and religious pacifists.170 Organizations that had espoused pacifism only to
support the war when it came returned to their earlier messages of nonviolence, and new
organizations arose, among the most notable of which was the secular War Resisters League
(WRL), founded in 1923.171 Women’s groups such as the Women’s International League for
Peace and Freedom, the Women’s Peace Union, and the Women’s Peace Society were
represented within the peace coalition, as were the Communist and Socialist parties and diverse
student groups.172 The Fellowship of Reconciliation (FOR), founded in 1915, had ties to
religious organizations and would become “the preeminent voice of Protestant antimilitarism,”
but its members spanned the spectrum of all who took an anti-war stance.173 In the early and
mid-1930s, the WRL and other peace groups organized a series of “No More War” parades in
New York City, with ten thousand people marching in the 1934 parade.174 That year, the FOR
reported eight thousand members.175 By 1940, the WRL had 19,000 enrolled members.176
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The heterogeneity of the overall peace movement was equally evident among those
organizations that opposed war on religious grounds. In the early part of the twentieth century,
the notion of the “Social Gospel,” or of using religion to bring about reform of the many social
ills seen in the United States, including tenement housing, unsafe workplaces, child labor, and
exploitation of the poor, had developed within many Christian denominations. “Steeped in a
theological world-view which emphasized man’s possible perfectability,” Social Gospel
supporters increasingly rejected war, so that by “1931 pacifism had made deep inroads upon the
Protestant clergy.”177 Many of the Protestant churches in America rued the way their leaders had
advocated for the First World War. During the interwar period, many Protestant denominations
renounced war and made statements supporting their members’ freedom of conscience.
Likewise, within the Catholic church, there were some advocating for the right of individual
Catholics to decide whether or not to participate in future military actions, even if the Church
deemed a particular war to be just.178 Among the most vocal of these were the radical Catholic
Worker movement and one of its leaders, Dorothy Day.179 Jewish theological groups would also
endorse the right of an individual to conscientiously object.180
The pacifist churches that had opposed compulsory military service in World War I
formed part of the peace coalition, but there were distinct differences between these churches
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and their new allies. While on some issues the movement’s constituents were in complete
agreement, they disagreed about much, including what, precisely, pacifism was. Members of the
churches that had a long religious tradition of nonviolence wanted to highlight the differences
between themselves and the secular pacifist movement; as such, in 1935, they coined the term
“historic peace churches” to demarcate themselves.

Non-Resistance versus Pacifism
The term “historic peace churches” (HPCs) agglomerates the Church of the Brethren, the
Mennonite Church, and the Society of Friends. For all that this term, and the churches’ antiwar
stances, may provide an illusion of unity, the three churches have distinctive theologies and
practices, as described. Further complicating the picture is the fact that none of these churches is
a singular entity: rather, each is composed of a staggering number of congregations and sects,
each with their own convictions. By the early and mid twentieth century, Mennonites were
described as predominately agricultural and “usually isolated from the major currents of
society;” however, it was also noted that “differences of doctrine and personal conduct and dress
among their seventeen branches were greater than between many of the other denominations.”181
During the same period, the Brethren were described as having a “wide gulf” between their most
liberal and their most conservative sectors.182 Around the time of the American Civil War, the
Church of the Brethren had experienced an ideological divide between those who abjured
participation in peacemaking activities in the secular world and those who felt “the church
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should make its weight felt in the ‘political’ realm.”183 The Church of the Brethren became
involved in national social issues, first abolition and then temperance. Such activity resulted, in
1926, in a schism, in which the more conservative branch of the Church of the Brethren (which
was both theologically and socially similar to the Mennonite Church) formed a new church
called the Dunkard Brethren Church.
The diversity of beliefs present within the HPCs was reflected in their stances against
war. Many, though not all, within the HPCs rejected the label “pacifist,” deeming it insufficient
in scope. The preferred term was “nonresistant,” which called to mind a passage from the
Biblical Gospel of Matthew:
But I say unto you, That ye resist not evil: but whosoever shall smite thee on thy right
cheek, turn to him the other also. And if any man will sue thee at the law, and take away
thy coat, let him have thy cloak also. And whosoever shall compel thee to go a mile, go
with him twain. Give to him that asketh thee, and from him that would borrow of thee
turn not thou away. Ye have heard that it hath been said, Thou shalt love thy neighbour,
and hate thine enemy. But I say unto you, Love your enemies, bless them that curse you,
do good to them that hate you, and pray for them which despitefully use you, and
persecute you.184
As described previously, nonresistance is a foundational concept within the Mennonite Church,
the Church of the Brethren, and the Society of Friends, although its interpretation varies between
these churches and within their component groups. Simply stated, the idea of nonresistance is
that when unable to “conscientiously do what the state commanded,” one would “refuse and take
the consequences, without any attempt to use concerted action in opposition.”185 A moderate
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form of nonresistance would call for believers to reject the use of force at all times, even in the
face of violence. To others, often labeled the “second-milers,” nonresistance entails not merely
passively endure any hardship resulting from their religious convictions but also active
engagement in positive and constructive acts. (From this interpretation came the concept of
“active peacemaking” that characterized much of the HPCs’ peace work and would become
critical in how the HPCs and their members perceived the options available to COs during World
War II.)
Strict nonresistance was most often found within the conservative branches of the
Mennonite Church, though it had also characterized the Church of the Brethren until the late
1800s and early 1900s. Orthodox Mennonites abjured force of any kind – in war, in the exercise
of justice, or even in “pressure politics.”186 As such, orthodox Mennonites disapproved of many
of the forums through which interwar pacifists sought to promote peace, such as voting,
contacting their congressional representatives, and advocating for the creation of a world state.187
The radical pacifists of the interwar period who sought “a revolutionary transformation of
American politics and society,” would have been viewed as operating completely counter to the
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stance of nonresistance.188 For just one example, the secular peace movement’s use of strikes
and lockouts was seen as an unacceptable use of pressure tactics.

Interwar Transformations in the HPCs
In the years after World War I, Americans from diverse backgrounds found themselves
looking back on the war with regret and horror. Members of the HPCs did the same, but they
also had to ameliorate the internal issues that had been brought to light by the war. Confronting
the fact that many of their members had served in the military – either as volunteers or as
draftees who accepted military service once drafted - the HPCs foregrounded peace testimony in
their teachings in order to remind parishioners that nonviolence was obligatory, not optional.
The churches also sought to ensure that the wider American public knew of their position against
war. In seeking to educate both their own members and the wider public, the Brethren undertook
a campaign of “oratorical contests, caravans, literature, and official pronouncements.”189 During
the interwar period, many of the HPCs broke their tradition of relative self-isolation and sought
to promote peace through ecumenical partnerships with other Christian denominations, sending
representatives to speak with Methodists, Presbyterians, and Congregationalists and
communicating with the new World Council of Churches.190 In 1935, the Church of the
Brethren approved a plan to work with the AFSC and the Federal Council of Churches “for
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peace education outside our own church.”191 The AFSC began organizing “peace caravans” and
“Institutes of International Relations” to educate college students and others on foreign affairs
and pacifism.192 The Quakers and Brethren, along with other organizations, also began
organizing work camps intended to bring young people together both to perform manual labor on
worthwhile projects and to facilitate their awareness of, and identification with, the peace
movement.193
As the HPCS sought to find ways to both repair the wounds of war and to prevent a
future outbreak of militarism, the churches became increasingly involved in relief work. All
Anabaptist groups emphasize benevolence, although depending on how traditional the
community and how much contact they permit themselves with the outside world, this service
and assistance might be restricted to those within the Anabaptist community (aka mutual aid), to
non-Anabaptists in the same nation, or to non-Anabaptists globally. The interwar period found
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both the Mennonites and the Brethren becoming increasingly willing to address social problems
outside of their immediate communities. The Mennonite Relief Commission for War Sufferers
was organized in 1917, and in 1920 the Mennonite Central Committee (MCC), an interMennonite relief agency, was formed to help Anabaptists emigrate from Europe and Russia to
North and South America, to provide aid and assistance to refugees, and to deliver social
services and agricultural assistance and development.194 While the Church of the Brethren did
not have an independent relief agency until the creation of the Brethren Service Committee in
1939, Brethren participated in the MCC, and the church provided substantial foreign aid to the
victims of Turkish-Armenian conflict.195 Also in 1939, Brethren leader Dan West began Heifer
International, a program that supplied cattle from Brethren and Mennonite farms to needy
communities internationally.196
Both Mennonites and Brethren served in the AFSC, which, during the interwar period,
“became a symbol of peace church idealism and a model for…thinking about alternative
service.”197 Sibley and Jacob, who authored what is considered the standard work on the
Civilian Public Service program, concluded that support for such social welfare and relief
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activities was “an integral part of Quaker tradition as expressed in the twentieth century.”198 The
AFSC expanded from its wartime beginnings, moving into war-torn regions of the world and
attempting to help those displaced or otherwise harmed by the fighting. It also began working
with textile workers and coal miners in impoverished areas of the United States, establishing
feeding programs, adult-education programs, and health and recreational services, particularly
for children.199 President Hoover, himself a Quaker, and his successor, Franklin Roosevelt, both
met with AFSC representatives in relation to the organization’s relief work with American coal
miners and their families.200 The three HPCs were active in relief work during the Spanish Civil
War, and the Church of the Brethren conducted relief work in China, where it had a missionary
presence.201

Planning for Conscription
Even as they became increasingly involved with humanitarian endeavors and
strengthening their peace witness, the HPCs did not forget about the need to prepare for another
war. Before World War I, formal cooperation between the HPCs had been limited: in some
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cases, there was a lack of cooperation between various wings of the same church.202 Each of the
HPCs had lobbied the government separately, seeking to make the World War I draft law more
acceptable to their members; however, during the war they began to learn to work together.203
Throughout the interwar period, the HPCs worked individually and jointly to plan for
conscription. In 1922, the Quakers invited representatives from other pacifist churches to a
conference that would initiate what would become the Conference of Pacifist Churches (later
renamed the Conference of Historic Peace Churches).204 While the Depression led to some
planned interchurch meetings being cancelled, the idea of joint preparation remained and was
revitalized in 1935, when representatives of the HPCs met in Newton, Kansas and agreed to
create a joint committee to continuing planning for conscription and war. In 1939, the AFSC’s
Peace Section appointed a Committee on Conscientious Objectors.205 Soon thereafter, a variety

202

Rufus M. Jones, A Service of Love in War Time: American Friends Relief Work in Europe, 1917-1919 (New
York, NY: Macmillan Company, 1920) 17, 49, 77.
203

Days after the passage of the draft act, representatives of the peace churches met to plan for concerted action.
See Albert N. Keim and Grant M. Stoltzfus, The Politics of Conscience: The Historic Peace Churches and America
at War, 1917-1955 (Scottdale, PA: Herald Press, 1988). In the War Department’s efforts to deal with the problems
caused by World War I COs, a proposal was floated to create a commission to evaluate COs for placement in nonmilitary work such agriculture. (Rufus M. Jones, A Service of Love in War Time: American Friends Relief Work in
Europe, 1917-1919 (New York, NY: Macmillan Company, 1920) 111-112.) The proposed commission was to be
composed of three Quakers, three Mennonites, and three Brethren. While this commission never came to pass, its
design indicated that the HPCs were learning to work together. After the war, the founding head of the AFSC noted
with approval that the Mennonites and Quakers had drawn closer together as a result of their common cause. See
Rufus M. Jones, A Service of Love in War Time: American Friends Relief Work in Europe, 1917-1919 (New York,
NY: Macmillan Company, 1920) 49, 124-5. See also John C. Wenger, “Franconia Mennonites and Military Service,
1683-1923,” Mennonite Quarterly Review 10(4): October 1936, 233.
204

Melvin Gingerich, Service for Peace: A History of the Mennonite Civilian Public Service (Akron, PA: Mennonite
Central Committee, 1949) 25.
205

Theodore Rickard Wachs, Conscription, Conscientious Objection, and the Context of American Pacifism, 19401945 (University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 1976) 50.

57

of Quaker committees devoted to various aspects of conscientious objection and conscription
sprung up, creating a network of like-minded groups.206
The Mennonites also tackled the issue on their own. In 1925, the (Old) Mennonite
Church tasked its Peace Problems Committee to prepare the church in case of another war.207
The following year, the General Conference Mennonites created a peace committee that had
three main tasks: strengthening nonresistance among Mennonites; representing the Church’s
pacifist position to State officials; and interpreting the Church’s pacifist position to others,
particularly Christian groups.208 At a 1935 conference sponsored by the Peace Problems
Committee, a prominent Mennonite scholar presented a paper that spoke approvingly of the
AFSC’s work during the Great War and recommended it as a possible model for Mennonites
should the need for alternative service arise. Posing the question “Is alternative service desirable
and possible?,” the speaker concluded that “the type of work engaged in by the [AFSC]… would
be a very commendable service and …be entirely legitimate and consistent for a nonresistant
people.”209 In 1937, the Mennonite General Conference officially adopted Peace, War, and
Military Service, a statement prepared by the Peace Problems Committee. (See Appendix C.)
This statement applied the church’s theological logic about obeying the laws of the land while
refusing the methods of a sinful world to a wartime context:
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If our country becomes involved in war, we shall endeavor to continue to live a quiet and
peaceable life in all godliness and honesty; avoid joining in the wartime hysteria of
hatred, revenge and retaliation; manifest a meek and submissive spirit, being obedient
unto the laws and regulations of the government in all things, except in such cases where
obedience to the government would cause us to violate the teachings of the Scriptures so
that we could not maintain a clear conscience before God... We love and honor our
country and desire to work constructively for its highest welfare as loyal and obedient
citizens; at the same time we are constrained by the love of Christ to love the people of
all lands and races and to do them good as opportunity affords rather than evil, and we
believe that this duty is not abrogated by war.210
In this statement, the church stated that its members were required “to abstain from all
forms of military service and all means of support of war.”211 Specifically, church members
“cannot bear arms personally nor aid in any way those who do so, and that as a consequence we
cannot accept service under the military arm of the government, whether direct or indirect,
combatant or noncombatant, which ultimately involves participation in any operation aiding or
abetting war and thus causes us to be responsible for the destruction of the life, health and
property of our fellowmen.”212 Likewise, they may not “serve during war time under civil
organizations temporarily allied with the military in the prosecution of the war…however
beneficial their peace time activities may be.”213 This precluded church members from working
under such organizations as the Y.M.C.A. and the Red Cross, which, when “under military
210

“A Statement of Our Position on Peace, War and Military Service (Mennonite Church, 1937),”
http://www.anabaptistwiki.org/mediawiki/index.php?title=A_Statement_of_Our_Position_on_Peace,_War_and_Mil
itary_Service_percent28Mennonite_Church,_1937percent29&oldid=10869, accessed November 14, 2012.
211

“A Statement of Our Position on Peace, War and Military Service,” prepared by the Peace Problems Committee
and adopted by the Mennonite General Conference at Turner, Oregon, August, 1937; available at
http://www.anabaptistwiki.org/mediawiki/index.php?title=A_Statement_of_Our_Position_on_Peace,_War_and_Mil
itary_Service_percent28Mennonite_Church,_1937percent29&oldid=10869, accessed November 14, 2012.
212

“A Statement of Our Position on Peace, War and Military Service,” prepared by the Peace Problems Committee
and adopted by the Mennonite General Conference at Turner, Oregon, August, 1937; available at
http://www.anabaptistwiki.org/mediawiki/index.php?title=A_Statement_of_Our_Position_on_Peace,_War_and_Mil
itary_Service_percent28Mennonite_Church,_1937percent29&oldid=10869, accessed November 14, 2012.
213

“A Statement of Our Position on Peace, War and Military Service,” prepared by the Peace Problems Committee
and adopted by the Mennonite General Conference at Turner, Oregon, August, 1937; available at
http://www.anabaptistwiki.org/mediawiki/index.php?title=A_Statement_of_Our_Position_on_Peace,_War_and_Mil
itary_Service_percent28Mennonite_Church,_1937percent29&oldid=10869, accessed November 14, 2012.

59

orders” during wartime were considered to “become a part of the war system in effect, if not in
method and spirit.”214 Previously, Mennonites had drawn a line between serving in the military
(which was considered unacceptable) and paying war taxes or fines in lieu of military service
(which was seen as permissible, if not ideal). In contrast, Peace, War, and Military Service
specified that Mennonites could “have no part in the financing of war operations through the
purchase of war bonds in any form.”215 The statement, which was intended for dissemination to
both members of the Mennonite Church and to government officials, warned readers that
“members who violate these principles” must be considered “transgressors and out of fellowship
with the Church.”216
Having made it clear that the World War I provisions for COs were not in keeping with
the tenets of their religion, the Mennonite General Conference’s Peace, War, and Military
Service statement specified what was acceptable, saying “we are willing at all times to aid in the
relief of those who are in need, distress or suffering, regardless of the danger in which we may be
placed in bringing such relief, or of the cost which may be involved in the same.”217 By the time
of this statement’s adoption, another world war was looming and the reinstatement of
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conscription looked more and more probable with each passing year. According, the statement
addressed conscription specifically, saying, “If once again conscription should be established, we
venture to express the hope that if service be required of us it may not be under the military arm
of the government, and may be such that we can perform it without violating our conscience, and
that we may thus be permitted to continue to enjoy that full liberty of religious faith and
conscience which has been our privilege hitherto.”218
The Brethren had likewise developed a policy concerning what their members could and
could not do during a time of war. The Church of the Brethren’s Committee on Legal Council
for Conscientious Objectors, created in 1935, submitted a report in 1938 that stated Brethren
could perform such service as hospital work, recreational work, housing, road construction,
farming, and forestry under either church or civilian supervision. Alternatively, Brethren could
engage in relief work under either church or civilian supervision. The report ruled “not
consistent with the historic position of the church” any military service, including noncombatant
work as a medic or chaplain.219 Also off-limits was YMCA or Red Cross work that was under
military authorization.
The HPCs desired the possibility of an alternative service completely removed from
military control and oversight. From their discussions of how alternative service ought operate,
the “general consensus” of the HPCs was that “a desirable alternative service” “should be under
civilian direction, of significant moral value, and of sufficient challenge to counter the wartime
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coaxing of patriotism and war hysteria.”220 A properly-crafted alternative service policy would
allow COs an option that did not offend their consciences; at the same time, it could provide a
“positive expression of Christian goodwill.”221 This later concern was a direct expression of the
desire to carry out work that would promote peace, in accordance with the HPC’s concept of
active peacemaking.
Understanding that they would not be exempted from future drafts, the HPCs also wanted
changes to the draft act that would minimize the number of would-be COs denied recognition as
such by draft officials. The Selective Service Act of 1917 had recognized conscientious
objection as a valid reason for military exemption, but the imprecise language of the regulation
had fostered confusion and controversy over who was qualified to be a CO. By framing
conscientious objection as a religious, rather than political, stance, conscientious objection was
not understood as a right that could be claimed by any citizen but rather as a religious practice
that the government allowed of a small subset of Americans. Who was permitted membership in
this devout subset was determined solely by the government, and the Act had provided no
remedy for those who felt they had been improperly excluded, as in the case of those would-be
World War I COs whose draft boards viewed their churches as insufficiently pacifist. Likewise,
the Act had not extended CO status to individuals whose objection to military service was
religious in nature but who were not members of pacifist churches. Furthermore – of less
concern to the Mennonites and Brethren, but of great concern to the Quakers – the Act had
provided no remedy for those who were conscientiously opposed to war for non-religious
reasons. In the interwar period, the HPCs would join with other groups concerned about the
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plight of COs to contemplate how the draft law could be modified to be more acceptable to all of
those who opposed conscripted military service.

Isolationism versus Preparedness: the Interwar Debate
Most Americans were preoccupied with domestic affairs, concentrating on weathering
the nation’s lengthy economic downturn and adapting to New Deal reforms. Yet evidence was
accruing abroad that warmongering and militarism remained issues and that the League of
Nations (which the United States had not joined) was not able to maintain peace. In the 1930s,
Japan invaded Manchuria, Italy invaded Ethiopia, and Spain was engulfed in civil war. At the
same time, Germany contravened the terms of the Versailles Treaty, drawn up at the end of
World War I, and began rearmament and rebuilding its military. In 1938, Germany annexed
Austria, moving against Poland the following year.
While the events of the 1930s sparked debated about national security and the role of the
United States in international affairs, isolationism held sway, with the nation passing a series of
neutrality acts. In light of the severe economic crisis, the rise in pacifist ideology, and a
widespread desire to insulate itself from foreign conflicts, the United States cut its armed forces
and restricted defense spending.222 The rise of isolationist attitudes was accompanied by an
emphasis on patriotism; yet, for some, not even love of country was sufficient cause to wage
war. A number of American college students signed an oath to never take up arms on behalf of
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their country.223 By “the mid-1930s antiwar ideas had penetrated almost every political tendency
in the United States, from socialism to isolationism and conservatism.”224
Yet, the peace movement was not without its critics or opponents. After the Armistice,
some attempts were made to pass legislation compelling American youth to participate in
military training. In 1929, the U.S. Supreme Court refused a woman’s petition to become a
naturalized citizen on the grounds that she refused to swear her willingness to take up arms in
defense of the nation.225 The term “pacifist” still had a negative connotation to many. In their
1935 follow-up study of Middletown, Robert and Helen Lynd observed that the local press
grouped “Reds,” “Russian Godlessness,” “Socialists,” “Communists,” and “Pacifists” together
under the banner of “Radicalism.” Radicalism, the Lynds observed, was “neither a congenial
concept nor a channeled mood of Middletown workers.”226 Rather, radicals “want to interfere
with things and ‘wreck American civilization.”227 The Lynds found the residents of Middletown
to be opposed to “[c]entralized government, bureaucracy, [and] large-scale planning by
government,” as well as to “[p]eople engaged in thinking about or working for change: social
planners, intellectuals, professors, highbrows, radicals, Russians, pacifists, [and] anybody who
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knows too much.”228 The people of Middletown appeared to dislike anyone “who criticize[d]
any fundamental institution” or who was seen as disloyal to their city, state, and nation.229 In
particular, while anti-war feelings were popular, “pacifism” was not; rather, the Lynds wrote that
the residents of Middletown felt that pacifism was “disreputable and un-American.”230 Public
opinion in Middletown was paradoxical: “We’re militaristic rather than pacifist out here –
though of course we don’t want wars.”231
If public opinion in Middletown was anti-war but not pacifist, U.S. government policy
was anti-war but pro-preparedness. Indeed, the military was already at work, having created in
1926 a Joint Army-Navy Selective Service Committee to slowly start building the nationwide
apparatus to handle a future draft.232 While few Americans would have called for the U.S. to
intervene militarily in the foreign unrest, some did feel the need for the nation to be prepared,
possessing a trained Army and sufficient equipment for national defense.

Ramping up for War
As had happened with World War I, a seemingly robust peace movement began to fade
as war approached. There was no uniform about-face: Doris Kearns Goodwin wrote of “a potent
228

Robert S. Lynd and Helen Merrell Lynd, Middletown in Transition: A Study in Cultural Conflicts (New York,
NY: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1937) 418.
229

Robert S. Lynd and Helen Merrell Lynd, Middletown in Transition: A Study in Cultural Conflicts (New York,
NY: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1937) 418.
230

Robert S. Lynd and Helen Merrell Lynd, Middletown in Transition: A Study in Cultural Conflicts (New York,
NY: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1937) 414.
231

Robert S. Lynd and Helen Merrell Lynd, Middletown in Transition: A Study in Cultural Conflicts (New York,
NY: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1937) 414.
232

George Q. Flynn, Lewis B. Hershey, Mr. Selective Service (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press,
1985) 62.

65

combinations of isolationists, pacifists, liberals, gold-star mothers, educators, and youth groups”
arrayed against the draft; however, at the same time, the nation was swept by a current of war
preparation.233 According to Time, “Everyone wanted to help. Hundreds of gossips wrote the
Federal Bureau of Investigation volunteering to spy on their neighbors. To Washington flocked
businessmen, big & small, proffering services.”234 A historian added that, “Home defense corps
sprang up in nearly every state. The National Legion of the Mothers of America organized a
Molly Pitcher Rifle Brigade to pick off descending parachutists.”235 A pastor at a Methodist
church in a small Colorado community recalled “[a]ll over town placards were appearing in store
windows distributed by the American Legion and the Lions Club with such cryptic phrases as ‘If
you don’t like America, you can always get a passport to the land of your choice,’ or ‘millions
for battleships but not one cent for tribute.’”236
By 1940, in light of German forces invading countries throughout Europe, the fall of
France, and the humiliating evacuation of British forces from Dunkirk, American public opinion
was beginning to support the idea of a draft in which men would be obligated to serve one year.
(See Appendix D.) Not only were Americans increasingly interested in having a trained military
ready in case it was needed, they also increasingly saw themselves being drawn into the war.
The October 1941 sinking of the Rueben James, a U.S. destroyer, and the loss of its 100 sailors
led Americans to want vengeance. The speed of the resultant shift in public opinion can be seen
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in the albums of the Almanac Singers, an American folk group that included Woody Guthrie and
Pete Seeger. “Songs for John Doe,” which including the song “C for Conscription” was released
in May 1941. Less than a year later, the anti-war album was followed by the pro-war “Dear Mr.
President,” which including the song “Reuben James.” (See Appendix E.)
A World War II CO later recalled a “propaganda barrage…clearly intended to prepare the
citizenry for entry into the war.”237
A rising tide of nationalistic jingoism battered the citizens of the United States. Movie
theatres brought crowds to their feet with a salute to the flag before the feature film
began, and played the National Anthem at the end. Radio stations began signing off the
air with the National Anthem. Stamps and post office cancellations began to bear
patriotic and militaristic messages. Working for “Bundles for Britain” became the norm
for many women.238
The vibrant interwar peace movement shrank considerably, leading some to feel that the world
around them had changed dramatically while they had remained constant. Pro-peace
organizations, such as the Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom and the
National Council for the Prevention of War, which had been active in the 1930s were, by the
1940s, faced with declining membership rolls and financial problems.239 Authors and columnists
who had condemned the United States’ participation in World War I recanted their positions and
explained why the United States should become involved in the new conflict.
In 1941, the V-for –Victory campaign swept the United States.
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Advertisers, civic organizations, schools, and even the Communist Party embraced the
three dots and a dash…V symbols appeared everywhere. A large restaurant chain
adorned its windows with vegetable displays of V’s; newspapers used rows of V’s as
copy breaks; professional dance teachers devised a V-for –Victory dance; there were Vshaped pastries, jewelry, salt-and-pepper shakers; hairdressers whipped up widow’s peak
hairdos and V-shaped pompadours; and at night municipal and business buildings glowed
with enormous floodlit V’s.240
A CO recalled that by mid November 1941, “no one could be found – in print – that now
opposed war. Everyone’s lips were now sealed. Even the churches, it seemed, who had
previously taught pacifism, had ceased to speak out against war.”241 That year, another pacifist
wrote to his brother that his “feelings about war and militarism have not changed one iota in
spite of all the propaganda and war hysteria.”242 Six months later, after the United States had
entered the war, he struck the same chord, stating
I won’t change colors now simply because everyone else has joined the foray. I
remember how often I used to resolve to myself when Doc. Elmer in Sociology class
used to tell us that we couldn’t resist social pressure during wartime, that I, for one,
would not succumb to the war madness. I used to even say that if war came I would get
out a soap box and preach against it on the streets. Well, that is obviously unwise and
impractical as it would hurt the cause of peace rather than help it, but my feelings,
nevertheless, have not changed.243
To men who viewed themselves as being consistent to their prewar convictions, the rise of
nationalistic and prowar sentiment among the society at large was both perplexing and
concerning. As this pacifist asked his brother, who had joined the military despite his prewar
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pacifist beliefs, “If it were wrong to kill yesterday, why isn’t it just as wrong to kill to-day?”244
For many, however, the moral calculus had, indeed, changed.
The trajectory of the interwar peace movement is plainly visible in the life story of Alvin
C. York. A Tennessean who repeatedly sought, but was denied, CO status by his World War Iera draft board, York became a decorated war hero once he was persuaded to fight. During the
interwar period, York came to believe that American intervention into World War I had been a
grievous mistake, and, in 1935, he publicly renounced American involvement in the war.245 He
joined the Emergency Peace Campaign and, from 1937 to 1939, often spoke on behalf of the
organization, urging the United States to remain neutral in the newest conflict.246 However,
during the early 1940s, York switched to promoting military preparedness, and in 1941, he
became a spokesperson for the Fight for Freedom Committee, which advocated U.S. intervention
into the war.247 After rejecting earlier offers, York agreed to allow production of a movie based
on his life.248 Sergeant York, starring Gary Cooper, was released by Warner Brothers studio in
1941. It won two Academy Awards, was the highest grossing picture of the year, was voted the
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year’s best film in terms of popular appeal, and was later adapted for radio.249 York used the
movie’s premiere to speak against isolationism and to urge assistance to Great Britain. The
movie “contributed to the extraordinary transformation” of American public opinion, “away
from the isolationist and noninterventionist sentiments that had been fashionable in the United
States for two decades.”250 In fact, after its July 2, 1941 premiere, Sergeant York was withdrawn
when a Congressional subcommittee began investing whether it and other Hollywood films were
promoting intervention into the war and serving as anti-fascist propaganda. The film was
released to the public in the spring of 1942, by which point York’s rhetoric was far more heated.
After the December 1941 attack on Pearl Harbor by the Japanese, York registered for the draft,
saying, “If they want me for active duty, I’m ready to go. I’m in a mighty different mood now
from that other time.”251 In fact, York offered to lead a battalion, an offer the War Department
declined.

A Period of Intense Lobbying
Throughout the interwar period, peace activists, both secular and religious, worked to
prevent the United States from entering another war. Once that outcome began to seem likely,
pacifists of all stripes threw themselves into lobbying for a revised system for dealing with
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conscientious objectors. Representatives of the FOR and other organizations advocating for
peace contacted their legislative officials and sent delegations to meet with members of the
executive branch, including the Secretary of War and President Roosevelt. A representative of
the American Civil Liberties Union testified before Senate and House Committees.252
Representatives of the Religious Society of Friends, the Mennonite Church, and the Church of
the Brethren had met with President Roosevelt in 1937 and did so again in early 1940. The
Mennonite Church’s Peace, War, and Military Service statement was distributed to both church
members and state officials, including the President, Cabinet members, the Chief Justice of the
Supreme Court, and selected senators and governors. Early in January 1940, a memorandum
jointly authored by representatives of the Religious Society of Friends, the Mennonite Church,
and the Church of the Brethren was submitted to President Franklin Roosevelt. (See Appendix
F.) This memo outlined the relief and rehabilitation work that the HPCs were currently engaged
in and stated that if the nation was “drawn into war, we should expect to continue our work for
suffering humanity, and to increase its scope because of the greater need at home and abroad.”253
The memo argued that “[s]uch service would permit those whose conscientious convictions
forbid participation in war in any form to render constructive service to their country and to the
world” and proposed that the HPCs could submit “concrete proposals…regarding procedures for
handing conscientious objectors and types of service which might be provided.”254 (Projects
listed in a subsequent memorandum included wartime relief and reconstruction, refugee
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resettlement, forestry and reclamation work, farm service, local community relief and
reconstruction, health work, and mental health work.)255 The memo also suggested that a
civilian agency be set up to deal with COs.
The HPC’s lobbyists generally had a warmer reception than did other pacifist advocates.
While the HPCs could point to their faiths’ insistence on pacifism and claim a Constitutionallyprotected right to practice their religion, other peace advocates were more likely to be viewed as
cowardly opportunists seeking a way to avoid military service. Despite their differences in
perspective and the differences in how they were perceived by government officials, the religious
and the secular peace groups had in common two key points when it came to lobbying for reform
in the conscription law. First, they sought revision of who was eligible for CO status. Second,
they focused on the draft act’s alternative service provision. Recalling the problems in the earlier
war that stemmed from a lack of information about what noncombatant service would be, the
lobbyists pressed for a well-specified alternative service plan to be in place prior to any drafting
of men. At the same time, they sought to ensure the creation of an alternative service option that
was not under military jurisdiction.256
In addition to lobbying the government about revision to the draft law, peace groups
sought to prepare the next group of conscriptees who would be faced with making decisions
about whether to become conscientious objectors. The AFSC, the Brethren Board of Christian
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Education, FOR, the Friends Book Committee, the Methodist World Peace Commission, the
Mennonite Peace Society, and the Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom
released a “Pacifist Handbook designed to inform and gird pacifists and conscientious objectors
for the next war” in mid-1939.257 Preparing for yet another episode in which COs would be
harassed and maltreated, the FOR began planning how it would counsel COs and prepare its
members for incarceration for disobeying the draft.258 New organizations were founded, such as
the Metropolitan Board for Conscientious Objectors, intended to assist COs in the New York
region.259
The question of whether there would be another draft ceased to be theoretical in 1940.
On June 20th, a draft bill was introduced in Congress by Representative James Wadsworth of
New York and Senator Edward Burke of Nebraska. Less than three months later, on September
16th, President Roosevelt signed the nation’s first peacetime conscription law, the Selective
Training and Service Act of 1940.260
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Chapter 3: American Conscientious Objection in World War II:
Civilian Public Service and “Work of National Importance”
The nation’s first peacetime conscription law, the Selective Training and Service Act of
1940, authorized both the registration of all men between the ages of twenty-one and thirty-six
and one year of compulsory military training for up to 900,000 men.261 Over the course of the
conflict, the rules about who was subject to registration and induction varied, with the end result
that over thirty-four million American men registered for the draft during World War II. Of
these millions, only a tiny fraction, about .2 percent (72,354 men), sought exception from
military service on the grounds of conscientious objection. Of the 72,354 claims submitted, local
draft boards recognized 52,354 men as COs.
As a result of the intensive lobbying campaign by pacifists, the Selective Training and
Service Act of 1940’s definition of a CO differed significantly from that of the preceding
conscription act. While the 1917 Act limited CO status to “a member of any well-recognized
religious sect or organization…whose…creed or principles forbid its members to participate in
war,” the 1940 Act defined COs as men whose opposition to military service arose from
“religious training and belief.”262 The 1940 Act maintained its predecessor’s conception of
conscientious objection as a religious, rather than political, stance, with the category of
conscientious objector limited to those whose opposition to war was religiously-based.263
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However, under the new formulation, a man who sought recognition as a CO no longer had to be
a member of a religion that officially espoused pacifism, although he still had to be able to trace
his objection to military service to his religious training and belief. Antiwar positions - even
ones grounded in religion - that had been arrived at independently were, again, not sufficient for
official recognition as a CO.264 Conscientious objection was once again understood not as a right
that could be claimed by any citizen, but as a religious practice allowed of a small, devout subset
of Americans. Accordingly, the majority of those granted CO status during World War II were,
as in the previous war, connected with one of the HPCs.
As in World War I, a man could declare himself to be a CO when registering, but his
local draft board possessed the authority to accept or to reject this claim.265 When a registrant
received D.S.S. Form 40, a lengthy questionnaire, from his local draft board, he could chose to
complete “Series X,” a section in which he could note his objection to military service and
request Form 47. (See Appendix G.) Upon receiving this document, the would-be CO was
required to answer questions about his religious training and convictions; under what
circumstances (if any) he believed in the use of force; what actions and behavior in his life
demonstrated his religious convictions; and the creed or official statements in relation to
participation in war of his religion. Draft boards were instructed to examine all other possible
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grounds for exemption – for example, age, occupation, and hardship – before reviewing Form
47.266
The Selective Service System, the government agency that oversaw the draft and the
placement of draftees, found some draft boards unwilling to certify a draftee as a CO even when
he clearly met the criteria. A historian who has written extensively about the long-time head of
Selective Service, General Lewis Hershey, concluded that “Hershey frequently found it
necessary to overcome resistance by local board members,” “local elites…from the Chamber of
Commerce, veterans organizations, and other patriotic clubs, groups with little sympathy for the
conscientious objector.”267 For example, a Catholic World War II CO recalled “the indigent
statement by a prominent member of [his] draft board (the local Catholic pastor) that anyone
who claimed to be Catholic could never be a conscientious objector.”268 Men who applied for
but were not granted CO status could (and did) appeal the determination of their draft board
through a multi-level appeals process.269 If denied CO status, drafted men had only two options:
serve in the military or face imprisonment. Some draft boards, however, accepted CO claims
that were not religious in nature or, while religious, did not meet the letter of the draft act.
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In its report on conscientious objection, the Selective Service listed several “varieties” of
CO, stating that some objectors could be classed by the degree to which they were willing to
serve (absolute objector to noncombatant) while other objectors could be classed on the basis of
religious views (affiliated with the HPCs to individual religious convictions to philosophical
objections), only to conclude that, “[i]n practice it was often difficult to place an individual in
any one of these classes.”270 Sibley and Jacob agreed, stating, “the obviously great ideological
gulf between a Mennonite, on the one hand, and a political anarchist, or even a Friend, on the
other hand, made accurate classification extremely difficult.”271 Among those who examined the
spectrum of men claiming to be conscientious objectors was the Justice Department, which
formulated twelve classes of objector.272 (See Appendix H.) Of these twelve types, the Selective
Service deemed the “religious objector” to have been the most common, stating that “most
conscientious objectors based their opposition to war upon religious scruples and were members
of pacifist churches.”273 However, not all of the so-called religious objectors were affiliated with
the HPCs: the Selective Service concluded that “the American conscientious objector who in the
main based his objection upon religion, might occur in connection with any religious group.”274
The matter of whom could be a CO was only one of the significant changes between the
two draft acts. Another dealt with alternative service. The 1940 Act stated that any
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person claiming…exemption from combatant training and service because of
…conscientious objections…shall, if he is inducted…be assigned to noncombatant
service…or shall, if he is found to be conscientiously opposed to participation in such
noncombatant service, in lieu of such induction, be assigned to work of national
importance under civilian direction.275

This work of national importance under civilian direction was to be performed under the
auspices of a new program called Civilian Public Service (CPS). COs were to be given one of
two possible classifications: “available for noncombatant military service” (I-A-O) or as
“available for work of national importance under civilian direction only” (IV-E).276 Those
classified as I-A-O would report for induction into the military. Those classified as IV-E would
be assigned to CPS.
For World War II COs, what was voluntary and what was compulsory were intertwined:
registering for the draft was compulsory under penalty of imprisonment but, if drafted and able
to obtain CO status, one could choose between noncombatant service and alternative national
service. Of the 52,354 registrants certified as COs, approximately 25,000 accepted
noncombatant (I-A-0) status, while approximately 12,000 accepted IV-E status or assignment to
CPS.277 In the introduction, I described Peter Watson, a Quaker draftee who entered CPS. That
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this option was available to him was due to the efforts of the HPCs and other like-minded groups
to modify U.S. draft law in light of the unintended and undesirable consequences of the World
War I policy on COs.

Alternative Service: The Civilian Public Service Program
Keim and Stoltzfus described the Selective Training and Service Act of 1940 as a
“product of compromise and necessity – hammered out legislatively and administratively in the
vortex of World War II.”278 This description fits CPS equally well. Created by President
Franklin Roosevelt via an executive order issued February 6, 1941, CPS was a unique statechurch hybrid cobbled together to meet the needs of the moment. In a dramatic example of how
much the program was in flux, just days after the creation of CPS, a Quaker administrator of the
program told the New York Times in an interview that he was sending volunteers to perform
humanitarian work in England – a plan that would not come to fruition; indeed, CPS assignees
would be specifically barred from working outside the United States.279
CPS was in operation from May 1941 to April 1947: in this short time span, conditions
and opinions changed dramatically in the space of only a year or so. Of all the changes, the most
notable was a marked decline, on the part of the HPCs and the CPS assignees, in idealism and
optimism about what CPS could be. An early sign that CPS would not fully concord with the
HPCs’ intentions for it was seen in the choice of its administrator. When the civilian head of
Selective Service (which had authority over the CPS program) stepped down after only a few
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months in office, he was replaced by General Lewis Hershey. As such, CPS - which was
intended to be under civilian direction - was administered for the majority of its existence by a
member of the U.S. military, a situation that angered those who had lobbied for an alternative
service program.
That the HPC’s desire for alternative service under civilian direction became alternative
service under a military man serving in a civilian role was indicative of the fact that most of the
HPCs’ proposals were ignored or substantially modified. For all that the HPC’s plans for CPS
were significantly modified, they remained central stakeholders in the program. While Selective
Service was the final arbitrator of policy, the Quakers, the Mennonite Church, and the Church of
the Brethren assumed the administrative and financial burden of running most of the CPS
units.280,281 The AFSC, the MCC, and the BSC each had large staffs devoted to administrating
CPS, which one historian described as a “biformed program in which the churches provided
financial support and low level management, but [Selective Service] controlled major policy
decisions. [The churches] could select [unit] directors and staff, recommend assignments, and
even carry on religious and recreational programs. But [Selective Service] retained the power to
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decide on what work should be done and over [CO] assignments.”282 That both the churches and
Selective Service had say over CO work assignments is central to the story of the CPS guinea pig
units.
Aside from administrating CPS, the HPCs were deeply involved paying for the program.
Furthermore, the HPCs paid to maintain the majority of CPS assignees, even those individuals
not associated with a HPC. Draftees assigned to CPS received no salary from the United States
government; indeed, they were asked to contribute thirty-five dollars a month for room and
board unless another person or organization paid for them.283 As such, the HPCs picked up
much of these costs, and in some cases the HPCs provided financially for assignees’ dependents
at home.284 Over the lifespan of CPS, the HPCs and individual COs raised over seven million
dollars to support their share of the program’s expenses.285
When it came to CPS, the HPCs sometimes acted as individual entities. At other times,
the HPCs acted through an umbrella organization called the National Council for Religious
Conscientious Objectors, created on October 5, 1940 and shortly thereafter renamed the National
Service Board for Religious Objectors (NSBRO).286 The relationship between the AFSC, MCC,
282
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and BSC CPS staffs and the NSBRO staff was often contentious, leading all parties to complain
that the other bodies were interfering with their plans for CPS.287 While the HPCs (either
through NSBRO or individually) and Selective Service were the main protagonists involved in
dealing with CPS, other entities were involved to a lesser extent. Key among these were federal
and state entities who oversaw the work assignments of the CPS assignees. (For a diagram of the
administrative entities concerned with World War II COs, see Appendix I.)
During the interwar period, some of the groups advocating for alternative service had set
up volunteer work camps, several of which were converted into CPS units.288 For the most part,
however, CPS assignees were housed in CCC camps (thus gaining the nickname “campers”).
Each camp was affiliated with a governmental entity, either the U.S. Forest Service, the Soil
Conservation Service, or the National Park Service. (See Appendix J for a list of CPS camps and
information about which church/other entity sponsored each camp and which government
agency/other entity supervised each camp’s work project.)
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On May 15, 1941, the first CPS unit, camp # 3, located near Baltimore, was opened by
the AFSC.289 Located in a former CCC camp in the Patapsco State Forest, the campers worked
for the National Park Service, performing park maintenance and fighting fires. That same
month, another unit, CPS camp #4, opened in Virginia. Housed in a former CCC camp near
Shenandoah National Park, this camp was administered by the MCC. The area had experienced
severe erosion, and the campers cleared pastures, stabilized gullies, planted seedlings, built
diversion ditches, and fought fires under the supervision of the Soil Conservation Service
(SCS).290 Shortly thereafter two further CPS camps opened, both of which would be assigned to
work with the Forest Service. In 1941, CPS’ first year of existence, Selective Service reported a
total of 1,240 campers: of these, 518 men worked for the Forest Service, 600 for the SCS, and
122 for the National Park Service.

The COs of CPS
The MCC operated camps for Mennonite CPS assignees; the Brethren operated camps
that were largely, but not exclusively, populated with Brethren men; and the AFSC operated
camps that were open to virtually all CPS assignees, regardless of background. Accordingly,
some Mennonites or Brethren did not come into contact with a wide variety of COs. However,
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others, who either were in AFSC-sponsored camps or who transferred between camps,
experienced CPS as being composed of
a real mixture. There was the basic, old, hard-shell, unintellectual, countrified, rather
stupid person who had simply grown up in the rural peace churches, particularly the
Brethren and the Mennonites and Jehovah’s Witnesses, who were a real queer
bunch…You got a kind of urban intellectual who was basically not religious at all, who
had talked his draft board into considering the thing he was doing religious but who was
fundamentally philosophical, moral, ethical, but not in any traditional sense
religious…Then you had the intelligent wing of the peace churches, particularly the
Quakers…Then there’s a kind of gross middle ground that I don’t know how to define,
which was neither fish, flesh, nor fowl. And often you’d get some pretty crummy
characters among that sort of people, people who, I think, were fundamentally just hiding
out from the war in one way or another.291
Another CO described his CPS camp as composed of
men who won’t kill because the Bible tells them not to. And we have others who won’t
kill because logic tells them it’s irrational. We have lawyers, teachers, former C.C.C.
boys, plumbers, Phi Beta Kappas and farm hands. We have Quakers, Methodists,
Jehovah’s Witnesses and members of a dozen other sects. Some know the latest slogans
about “V for Victims” and “Keep ‘em Dying.” Others stick to, “Thou Shalt Not Kill.”292
Sibley and Jacob described the nearly 12,000 men assigned to CPS as “a motley crew of
candidates, fantastically diverse in occupational, educational, religious, and racial background,
sharing only one characteristic in common, namely, their refusal to participate in war, and even
in that respect differing fundamentally on the reasons for their stand.”293 Indeed, while over half
of the men within CPS were affiliated with the HPCs, a large minority was not. CPS assignees
self-identified with over 150 different religious groups.294 (See Appendix K for a full list of CPS
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participants’ self-reported denominational affiliations.) Mainstream Protestant churches were
represented, with Methodists composing seven percent (845 men) of assignees; Baptists
composing two percent (243 men); Presbyterians composing two percent (235 men); and
Lutherans composing one percent (124 men). Four percent of the CPS men (532 men) selfidentified as Jehovah’s Witness, while one percent (162 men) self-identified as Catholic.
According to Selective Service records, 81 CPS assignees were Episcopal, 50 were “Hebrew,”
19 were Christian Scientist, 10 were members of the Latter Day Saints, 3 were “Moslem,” and 2
were Zoroastrian. Numerous religious groups contributed a handful or less of men to CPS. 400
of the approximately 12,000 CPS assignees “claimed no religious identity”: a report of
participants’ religious affiliations listed “denominations” such as “Nondenominational,”
“Nonsectarian,” “Humanist” and even the War Resisters League, a secular entity.295
The fact that a large minority of CPS assignees was not connected to the HPCs is
important for underscoring the diversity of both the men in CPS and their reasons for taking the
CO stance. Many of the COs of CPS based their opposition to military service on religious
grounds – but not all. Selective Service and the Department of Justice both reported the
existence of COs whose opposition to military service was not based on religious training or
belief, despite the draft law specifying that CO status hinged upon such. Even within a single
camp, there were sometimes widely varying convictions. With assignees’ differences in
background and beliefs, the debate over what pacifism was and required of its adherents was
played out daily in the CPS units. One CO who considered himself to be a Quaker wrote that “a
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pacifist did not just refuse to go to war: he also did what he could to prevent war directly and to
remove its causes – racism, the phobia of nationalism, ruthless economic aggression, deprivation
and poverty.”296 In contrast, more orthodox adherents to the concept of non-resistance felt it
inappropriate to try to intervene in the affairs of the secular world. At the same time, those who
embraced a “second-mile” philosophy felt that they should not only obey the state’s demand for
alternative service, but that they should perform such service with such good will and impressive
results so as to make their efforts noticeable to the larger society. Those who felt pacifism
required active peacemaking sought work assignments that would serve as a testimony of their
commitment to bettering the world. Others felt called upon to protest conscription as loudly as
they did war, creating a CPS union and engaging in such tactics as slowdowns and strikes. Other
COs criticized CPS, were voluntarily or involuntarily transferred to the few governmentsponsored CPS camps, and sometimes left the program, “walking out” to go to jail as absolute
objectors. Still other COs, from a variety of backgrounds, simply devoted themselves to
performing their assigned tasks, performing the alternative service demanded of them.
The diversity of the men in CPS - some devoutly religious, some completely nonreligious
– was a matter of concern to many entities, including Selective Service and the churches
sponsoring CPS units. The AFSC was particularly impacted, for it allowed men of all
backgrounds into its CPS units, unlike the Mennonites and (to a lesser extent) the Brethren, who
primarily accepted only members of their churches into their camps. The heterogeneity of the
men in one AFSC-sponsored camp was noted by one CO, who commented that “there could not
have been a better cross section of society. In age they ranged from 21 to 40. In education there
was anything from second grade through Ph.D. There were teachers, farmers, electricians,
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lawyers, carpenters, plumbers, clerks, and students. They were tall and short, fat and skinny, and
they usually professed a belief in at least one of the various religious persuasions.”297
There was a notable age range. The Selective Training and Service Act of 1940 had
initially authorized the registration of American men aged twenty-one to thirty-six.298 During the
six and a half years of Selective Service operation during World War II, the age range for which
registration was required widened and constricted in accordance with the need for military
manpower: at its most inclusive, men eighteen through forty-five years of age were required to
register.299 Just as the ages for registration shifted over time, so too did the ages for induction.
Indeed, 97 CPS assignees were released on account of their age, only to have 52 of the men
recalled, once the age range for induction shifted.300 Over the life of the program, however, it
may have contained men as young as 18 and as old as 45.301 In their 1947 article
“Characteristics of Conscientious Objectors in World War II,” Adrian E. Gory and David C.
McClelland reported that, of the men assigned to AFSC-sponsored CPS units, thirty-three
percent were between the ages of eighteen and twenty-four; forty-two percent of the men were
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between the ages of twenty-five and twenty-nine; seventeen percent were between the ages of
thirty and thirty-four, and eight percent were thirty-five years or older.302
Age Distribution in AFSC-Administered CPS Units303
CPS

18-24 years
33 percent

25-29 years
42 percent

30-34 years
17 percent

35 years and older
8 percent

A Mennonite study of approximately 85 percent of the men in MCC-administered CPS units
reported the average age to be 25.1 years old.304 Such descriptive statistics underscore the fact
that CPS assignees ranged in age by a decade or more. Such statistical profiles do not, however,
capture the fact that many of the assignees were in CPS for years, aging and assuming new
responsibilities while in the program. For instance, a number of men married while in CPS, and
some fathered children.305 Others already had families prior to being drafted, though many
302
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commentators have suggested that men with dependents may have been “discouraged from
claiming the IV-E [willing to serve in CPS] classification in the first place or were forced to
withdraw from the Civilian Public Service program to obtain the economic benefits associated
with either noncombatant or general service in the armed forces.”306 The HPCs attempted to
assist men who were financially responsible for dependents; however, 290 COs were released
from CPS by Selective Service on the grounds of dependency.307
The heterogeneity of the CPS assignees extended to their educational backgrounds. Gory
and McClelland compared the educational backgrounds of assignees in Friends, Brethren, and
Mennonite-administered CPS units, finding notable differences between the three groups.308
When they entered CPS, assignees in Mennonite-administered CPS units had, on average, the
least years of education (10.45), while assignees in Friends-administered units had, on average,
the most (14.27). According to this analysis, the average assignee in a Friends-administered CPS
unit would have been drafted while his junior year of college.309
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Educational Background of Assignees in AFSC, BSC, and MCC-Administered CPS
Camps310
Grammar
1-3 years high
school
High school
graduate
1-3 years
college
College
graduate
Postgraduate
Average years
education

Friends CPS Brethren CPS
4.4 percent
15.7 percent
7.0 percent
14.2 percent

Mennonite CPS
41.2 percent
13.9 percent

20.2 percent

23.5 percent

31.6 percent

27.9 percent

20.5 percent

14.7 percent

20.3 percent

9 percent

4.1 percent

20.2 percent
14.27

9 percent
12.22

2.6 percent
10.45

This study concurred with a Mennonite study that found men in MCC-administered CPS units to
have, on average, approximately ten and a half years of schooling.311
Gory and McClelland also collected data on occupation prior to induction for the COs in
AFSC-administered CPS units. The largest share, almost forty-three percent, had been engaged
in occupations that fell within the realm of “technical and professional work.”312 Twelve percent
of the respondents had been students while just over seven percent had worked in business
management and public administration. Farming and other agricultural work had accounted for
approximately eleven percent of the campers, as did the skilled trades, which included
machinists, printers, carpenters, painters, and electricians. Approximately nine percent of the
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men had worked in forestry, mining, sales, or transportation and communication, while another
nine percent had worked in factories. The same data was obtained for the COs in Mennoniteadministered units. Of those COs, twelve percent had worked in technical and professional
occupations; eleven percent in business management and public administration; nine percent in
the skilled trades; and three percent in factories. Over half of the respondents, fifty-nine percent,
had worked in farming or other agricultural jobs. Six percent of the men in Mennoniteadministered units had worked in forestry, mining, sales, or transportation and communication or
had been students. On the basis of these findings, Gory and McClelland concluded that the COs
in MCC-administered units (for which no information was given about how the sample was
selected or its size) were largely farmers while the men in Friends-administered CPS units were
predominately professionals, composed of teachers and college instructors, social workers, and
artists and writers, among others.313
Pre-Induction Occupations of COs in AFSC and MCC-Administered CPS Units314
Occupation
Technical and Professional
Students
Business Management and Public
Administration
Skilled Trades
Farming/Agricultural
Factory
Forestry and Related

percent COs in AFSCadministrated units
42.7 percent
12 percent
7.1 percent

percent COs in MCCadministrated units
12 percent
*
11 percent

10.5 percent
10.7 percent
8.5 percent
1.8 percent

9 percent
59 percent
3 percent
*
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Mining
0.6 percent
Sales
4.6 percent
Transportation and Communication
1.5 percent
* These categories total 6 percent; individual breakdowns not given.

*
*
*

Types of “Technical and Professional Work” Performed Pre-Induction
by COs in AFSC-Administered CPS Units315
Occupation
Accountants
Architects
Artists and Writers
Chemists and other Scientists
College Instructors
Physicians and Surgeons
Draftsmen and Designers
Economists and Social Scientists
Engineers
Laboratory Technicians and Assistants
Lawyers
Librarians
Musicians and Music Teachers
Personnel Workers
Social Workers
Statisticians
Teachers, Primary and Secondary
Teachers, Vocational
Other Professions

Number
34
5
54
21
49
6
23
12
21
12
15
9
35
5
63
6
64
7
38

Gory and McClelland administered the Strong Vocational Interest test to COs in AFSCadministered CPS units and reported results that aligned with their findings on the COs’ preinduction vocations – specifically, the men tended “to be more interested in and inclined toward
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artistic and social service occupations” and “less interested in the business occupations” than in a
sample of non-COs.316
Gory and McClelland’s study of World War II COs found that pre-induction occupations
for COs in MCC-administered CPS units were largely related to agriculture. In contrast, the preinduction occupations for COs in AFSC-administered CPS units (of which Quakers were never
more than one-third of the unit population) were predominately professional. These findings
would suggest that men in the Mennonite units were predominately from rural areas while COs
in the Friends-administered units might be more urban. Gory and McClelland’s data supported
this hypothesis, finding that fifty-nine percent of the COs in units administered by the
Mennonites came from farms and that approximately seventy-one percent of the men in Friendsadministered CPS units came from urban locations.317
Rural-Urban Population Comparisons318

On farms
Rural (<2500
population)
Urban (>2500
population)

Percent of men in AFSCadministered CPS units
17.4 percent
12.1 percent

Percent of men in MCCadministered CPS units
59 percent
no data

70.5 percent

no data

The 1940 Census found that nearly ninety percent of the United States population was
white.319 As such, it is not surprising that, as is immediately evident from photographs of
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assignees, the majority of the men in CPS were white.320 There were a small number of minority
campers, and in several instances, CPS had to grapple with the social and political implications
of where to assign African-American or Japanese-American assignees.321 This may account for
the clustering, in one New York CPS camp, of “seven…Negroes, two…Nisei [American-born
Japanese], and two…Parsee Zoroastrians.”322
In the United States of the World War II era, prejudice could be based on national
origins, race, or religion. Despite the rhetoric of the American “melting pot,” many groups of
immigrants were seen as “hyphenated” Americans. While German-Americans had been under
pressure to assimilate to the wider American culture during World War I, there was no direct
repeat of the situation during World War II; however, the distinct traditions, practices, and, in
some cases, dress of some groups continued to mark them as “other” and potentially UnAmerican. Jews, Catholics, and immigrants of all sorts were viewed with disfavor and suspicion
by those who viewed them as the cause of the nation’s economic distress or simply as different
or undesirable. Nativist sentiment blended with fundamentalist Christianity (which was on the
rise) resulted in Jews and Catholics being subject to out-and-out religious prejudice. Historian
John Blum pointed to “considerable anti-Semitism, directed against Jews whatever their national
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origins, and a related indifference to the plight of the Jews of Europe.”323 (Indeed, public
opinion research during the second World War found that “Americans distrusted Jews more than
any other European people except Italians” and that anti-Semitism increased during the
conflict.324) Robert and Helen Lynd discovered that the residents of Middletown in 1935 shared
the prejudices of much of the nation, considering African-Americans, Jews, and non-Protestants
as “not quite our sort.”325 Among the negative characteristics that World War II-era Americans
ascribed to Jews, as a class, was the charge of “shirking their share of the war effort, with draft
dodging and, once drafted, with avoiding front-line combat.”326 CPS contained both Jewish and
Catholic assignees: indeed, the Association of Catholic Conscientious Objectors sponsored four
CPS units.
Mulford Sibley and Philip Jacob wrote that the men of CPS program were “fantastically
diverse in occupational, educational, religious, and racial background, sharing only one
characteristic in common, namely, their refusal to participate in war.”327 Their perception of
CPS as fantastically diverse with regard to race might have been accurate by the standards of the
day, or perhaps it was hyperbolic. On all other counts, however, it is clear that CPS contained a
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wide spectrum of men, and that the majority of this diversity was seen within the AFSCsponsored units.

Evaluating CPS’ successes and failures
Over its life, from May 1941 to March 1947, CPS’ approximately 12,000 assignees
performed over eight million man-days of work.328 Selective Service was upbeat in its
assessment of the program, declaring
the conscientious objection provisions of the Selective Training and Service Act of 1940,
made possible extensive recognition and consideration by the Federal Government of the
principles set forth by both nonpacifist and pacifist churches with respect to individual or
group violation of conscience on the grounds of religion. Thus the human right of
religious freedom even during a national emergency came to maturity in democratic
America along with the Nation’s general interest in the individual rights of all citizens.329
Aside from being an expression of American values and ideals, the Selective Service considered
the CPS program to have been a success “[i]n view of the national unity which the program
helped to create and maintain during the war.”330 In contrast to the World War I-era perception
that COs were slackers who “got away with things” to the detriment of more patriotic draftees,
the fact that World War II-era worked in either noncombatant or alternative service roles
removed a source of potential public unhappiness with the conscription program. Selective
Service opined that
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Although extreme groups were not completely satisfied, the System’s policy apparently
met with general approval. This was particularly noticeable for citizens whose primary
basis of judgment was that the best policy was one which produced the greatest national
unity and effort during the emergency. The armed forces likewise were appreciative of
the efforts of Selective Service because the induction of objectors who were opposed to
any military or naval service, would have created difficulties for them.331
Likewise, a journalist who visited both American CPS camps and the forestry camps to which
Canadian COs were assigned reported favorably on the CPS camps.
[A]n American Civilian Public Service camp can and usually does offer courses, lectures,
discussion, and every sort of idea may be expressed without restraint or censorship…The
American CO in a CPS camp has no contact with military authority and does not
encounter any kind of military regimentation. There are no uniforms; there is no lining
up for drill and inspection. Many matters, to be sure, are outside the discretion of the
camp director, who is bound by selective service regulations. A six-day working week
and an eight and a half hour working day are mandatory. Furloughs and weekend leaves
are granted on the same basis as in the army. The serious practical disadvantage in the
American system is that the men receive no pay or maintenance allowances and are thus
dependent on private resources or on aid from their families and from the peace
churches.332
Among CPS participants, however, there was a full spectrum of opinions about the
program. Some assignees were pleased with the set-up of CPS, even the lack of pay for their
work, which they preferred to view as a gift of service. Others hated CPS, considering the
program to be mere conscription. Many COs were dissatisfied with various aspects of CPS
ranging from the lack of pay to the perceived capitulation of the HPCs to the federal government
in terms of how CPS was structured and operated. Others felt the program to be imperfect but
overall a step forward in the treatment of COs during wartime.
A common complaint both by assignees and their supporters was that the CPS camps
were located in isolated areas in order to silence the COs and their witness against the war. This
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conclusion was largely correct, although lacking in nuance. Selective Service director Hershey,
who was non-religious but whose ancestors had been Mennonite and who was felt by the HPC
members who interacted with him to be sympathetic to the situation of COs, was of the opinion
that CPS was most likely to survive by keeping a low profile and not drawing the ire of superpatriots down on it. At the same time, he did not want to provide the COs with the opportunity
to spread anti-war views.333 In 1943, Hershey told the Senate that “the conscientious
objector…is best handled if no one hears of him.”334 Accordingly, the Selective Service largely
shunned publicity about the CPS program, and it favored situating CPS units in rural areas until
pressures from within CPS and in the larger society made this practice less justifiable. Selective
Service was firmly committed to the notion that COs should have to make sacrifices equivalent
to those made by men in the military. As such, Selective Service tried to assign CPS men to
units distant from their home communities, and the government did not pay COs for their work.
CPS assignees were not free men, no more than the draftees placed in noncombatant or military
service: Selective Service rules governed their lives, dictating how many hours they were to put
in on a project daily, when they were eligible for leave, and how and when they could transfer
between projects. (For an example of Selective Service rules for CPS assignees, see Appendix
L.) CPS men typically did not receive the dependency allowances, veterans’ benefits,
reemployment rights, insurance benefits, debt deferments, worker’s compensation or pensions
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that military personnel received.335 Hershey was engaged in a balancing act, trying to keep the
likely opponents of CPS – homefront superpatriots, often associated with the American Legion –
from opposing the program while trying to keep the HPCs supportive of and engaged in CPS. At
the same time, he had to not incur the opposition of his superiors: when Hershey’s predecessor
had briefed the President on an early iteration of CPS, Roosevelt had “expressed ‘instant and
aggressive opposition’ to the” program as being “too easy” on the COs, who he thought should
be drilled by an Army officer.336 COs in CPS were thus a multifaceted challenge for Selective
Service: both lost military manpower, an “administrative difficulty,” and a “major problem” to
be managed.337
CPS was perceived of as an experiment and as a compromise; perhaps understandably,
many participants were dissatisfied with at least some components of the program. One lobbyist
intimately involved in the effort to modify the Selective Training and Service Act to conform
more closely to the wishes of the HPCs wrote – about the draft act, but with seeming
precognition into the problems that would arise within CPS – that “there is no satisfactory
solution for the problem of conscience under conscription – only a series of more or less
unsatisfactory accommodations.”338 Given the conflicting desires of Selective Service, the
HPCs, and the CPS assignees and the continual accommodations that all parties were asked to
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make, it is no surprise that aspects of the CPS program were deemed unsatisfactory by one or
more of the various stakeholders.
Reflecting the fact that not all of the participants were happy with CPS, some of the
groups involved in administering the program would eventually withdraw. In March 1946, the
AFSC turned its camps over to the government.339 Other church groups with more limited roles
in administering CPS, specifically the American Baptist Home Mission Society and the
Methodist Commission on World Peace, withdrew from CPS after the fall of Japan.340 In
contrast, the BSC and the MCC continued to cooperate in the administration of CPS until the
program ended in March 1947.

“Work of National Importance”
One author summed up many of the dissatisfactions of those within CPS by referring to
the “[f]rustrations born of isolation in remote camps at which work of questionable importance
was performed under a chain of authority in which the effective direction lay in the hands of
military men” and the “refusal on the part of the conscription authority to grant, obtain, or even
permit remuneration to the conscriptee for the work required of him.”341 As indicated by that
quote, one of the focal points of disagreement was of whether the work being performed by CPS
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assignees constituted the “work of national importance” promised by the Selective Training and
Service Act of 1940.
Even with the Act being carefully worded in an effort to avoid some of the problems that
had arisen during World War I, it enshrined into law a number of “ambiguous concepts open to
different interpretations,” such as “religious training and belief.”342 The phrase “work of
national importance” would prove particularly contested. The Act promised “work of national
importance under civilian direction” without further specification of what this was. The various
stakeholders had their own ideas on the matter. The government envisioned alternative service
as analogous to the work once performed by the defunct CCC. In contrast, the AFSC’s executive
secretary Clarence Pickett referred to the alternative service as a “moral equivalent to war,” a
phrase that summed up the opinion that CPS men should, perhaps at some risk to themselves, be
engaged in meaningful, constructive works of peacemaking, like the humanitarian aid and war
relief projects AFSC carried out during the previous war.343 A prominent Mennonite authority
who called for the creation of an alternative service program had envisioned it as “an opportunity
for a true Christian witness,” a “ministry of service and healing” in which “a group of men would
be occupied in doing good, in bringing life and healing to their fellow human beings, while the
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nations are engaged in the work of destruction and death.”344 Others had less lofty aspirations,
thinking that, for example, agricultural projects would be appropriate. The head of NSBRO
summed up the gulf in understanding that seemed to exist when he wrote in his journal,
The Friends feel that they were taking a load from the shoulders of the government in
handling conscientious objectors, and they are ready to continue doing it provided they
have the same opportunity of engaging in the forms of service which they feel are
essential. The Mennonites, on the other hand…feel that the government is being generous
in permitting c.o.’s to engage in alternate service, and is actually going the second mile
by allowing religious groups to participate in this service. General Herhsey (sic), and I
think a majority of the others in government with whom we have worked, are inclined to
have about the same feeling as I think the Mennonites and Brethren have.345
Given such fundamental disagreement, the “work of national importance” performed by the men
assigned to CPS was the subject of multiple plans, discussions, and compromises throughout the
life of the program.346 That plans were made, only to be modified or completely abandoned is
evident by the above-mentioned fact that the AFSC announced plans to send CPS men to
England.
When CPS began, it most closely resembled the government’s idea of a modified Civilian
Conservation Corps. Many of the assignees sent to these camps were dissatisfied with their
assigned work. Some assignments were problematic because the COs feared that they had
military implications. For example, CPS labor was going to be used to construct an access road
into the Clackamas Forest, but the campers opposed the project, assuming the timber harvested
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from the project would go to the war industry.347 Likewise, assigning CPS men to harvest sugar
beets proved to be a controversial assignment because sugar was used in the manufacture of
explosives.348 The majority of complaints, however, came from campers who found their tasks
to not be of national importance, or at least not of national importance during a world war.
Almost from the start, instances were reported in which campers were assigned to work of
doubtful urgency and questionable importance, often without the tools or training that would
have allowed the work to proceed more efficiently. Many campers came to revile their job
assignments as “make-work,” and camp wits joked that CPS was engaged in “work of national
impotence.”349 The man-hours devoted to maintain national parks were scornful dismissed as
“manicuring the trees” or “vista-schnitten.”350 An assignee in a California camp had a typical
complaint:
Our crew leaves any time between 7:30 and 8:00 a.m. It seems to make little difference.
Then we drive until about 9:30 and arrive at the proposed place of work. After another
30 minutes of doing practically nothing, finally by 10 we begin on the job. At 11:45 we
stop for dinner, at 1:15 we begin work, at 3:30 we get into the truck and start for camp.
We arrive there any time between 4:30 and 4:45 p.m. and call it a day. It hurts my
conscience to put time in that way.351
Other CPS assignees considered soil conservation and forestry assignments important but
felt that CO manpower was being used poorly. An Amish assignee commented of his soil
347

J. Henry Dasenbrock, To the Beat of a Different Drummer: A Decade in the Life of a World War II Conscientious
Objector (Winona, MN: Northland Press of Winona, 1989) 63; Joe Nunnally, I was a Conscientious Objector, In
Camp - In Prison – On Parole: a very Personal Story of the Difficulties of Experiences of One who Believes War Is
Now Obsolete (Berkeley, CA: Sooner Publishing Company, 1948) 79.
348

Harry R. Van Dyck, Exercise of Conscience (Buffalo, NY: Prometheus Books, 1990) 65-70.

349

Mark Matthews, “‘Peace Jumpers’ Fought Forest Fires Instead of Soldiers,” Washington Post, December 25,
2001, A31.
350

Mulford Q. Sibley and Philip E. Jacob, Conscription of Conscience: The American State and the Conscientious
Objector, 1940-1947 (Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 1952) 130.
351

Albert N. Keim, The CPS Story: An Illustrated History of Civilian Public Service (Intercourse, PA: Good Books,
1990) 47-48.

103

conversation assignment that “the way we went out to do the work was sort of old-fashioned. So
much hand labor, and it seemed you weren’t getting much accomplished.”352 Another assignee
wrote
America is a vast land and with our busy but puny shovels we can conserve but a
piddling amount of soil, infinitesimal as compared to amounts lost in an ordinary summer
thunderstorm. The job is big enough for steam shovels and caterpillar tractors, and the
Government admits that it owns many idle machines, easily available. The need is
urgent, the task clear. Yet regulations insist that we work with hand tools. Why?
Receiving only evasive answers, we conclude that we are doing “made” work…
conscientious objectors protest easy artificial work, demanding, instead, power, and
equipment to staunch the rapid ebb of America’s basic vitality – her soil! Water carrying
soil rushing down gashed hillsides, choking the great river arteries with sediment,
draining the land of fertility, depletes our already waning national wealth.353
After the attack on Pearl Harbor, the draft Act was modified so that draftees were under
government orders for “the duration [of the war] plus six months,” rather than the year that had
previously been stipulated. Campers imagined themselves spending years in CPS, frittering their
time, energy, and talents away on assignments largely intended to keep them busy and out of the
public gaze. Those COs who had been invested in the idea of relief work were particular
scornful of the CCC-type labor. One former CO exclaimed, “My God, you’re talking about
planting trees, and the world’s on fire.”354 An assignee who had been preparing for war-relief
overseas described the work performed in his CPS camp as “stupid work. It was rebuilding the
wall and opening up vistas on the Skyline Drive. Of course, there was no traffic because the cars
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never had gas, it was rationed. So it was just a make-work project, I thought.”355 After touring
CPS camps in November 1942, a representative of the WRL wrote a critical report recounting
that one-third of the COs he interacted with voiced “considerable dissatisfaction” while the other
two-thirds would welcome “more significant work.”356 It wasn’t that routine manual labor was
objectionable per se: according to the author, the assignees would be happy to do the work “if
every shovelful of dirt were doing something for the refugees of Europe.”357
To some of those in search of opportunities for “active peacemaking,” the work of CPS
was perceived as utterly unsuitable. A journalist reported that
The grievance that is most often voiced in the camps, after the absence of pay and
provision for dependents, is the alleged lack of social usefulness of much of the work to
which they are assigned. Many of the CO’s possess more than average social
consciousness; not a few have been engaged in unpaid social work of various kinds in the
past. If a work project can be shown to possess some welfare implication, such as the
provision of free fuel wood for poor families, interest, morale and productivity go up with
a bound…But it is a frequent cause of complaint that much of the work assigned in the
camps is of the “boon-doggling” or “leaf-raking” type, that men are kept for months on
tasks which could be completed within days or weeks with the aid of a little modern
machinery.358
Correctly noting that not all assigned tasks were make-work, the reporter suggested that some of
the CO’s complaints might be hypercritical before going on to state the crux of the situation: the
“wide gap between a CO’s concern for the social value of the service he renders, and the general
attitude of the selective service officials, who wish to keep the CO’s busy and as much out of
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public view as possible.”359 Three men who chose to leave CPS and go to jail as absolute
objectors “felt they had been boon-doggling in the camp in a time of world crisis and that there
was no justification for it.”360
It was not only the COs who complained about their work assignments. After touring
CPS camps in November 1942, a representative of the WRL wrote a critical report noting that
the work assignments did not utilize the assignees’ “trained minds and established skills;” rather,
“70 percent of the projects could be done by able-bodied morons.”361 At the same time, FOR’s
journal Fellowship told its readers that the nation had a need for COs, saying “[h]ospitals, both
private and public, both general and mental, farms, social agencies, and many other
organizations are desperately under-staffed. Juvenile delinquency is increasing.”362 Severe labor
shortages impacted all sectors, from the industries producing matériel for the war to agriculture
to civil service, including police. In 1942, a California Citrus Growers Association official
estimated that fifty percent of the crop would rot due to an insufficient number of harvesters.363
Throughout the war, the Los Angeles police department was chronically short five hundred
officers out of a force of just over two thousand five hundred policemen.364 In the face of such
needs – and bowing to pressure from civilian and state agencies that were grappling with the
manpower shortage – and after numerous complaints on the part of the campers and some of the
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groups supporting CPS concerning the lack of meaningful work assignments, the Selective
Service approved the creation of “detached” or “special” service projects that deployed assignees
in a variety of settings that needed manpower, such as psychiatric hospitals and dairy farms.
According to the Selective Service, this move was made in recognition of the fact that many CPS
assignees, “for varied reasons, [would] never adapt themselves to [the work camps’] heavy
manual labor requirements.”365 Furthermore, “farming was the only vocation many of the men
from rural areas had acquired.”366
A special projects “unit” might be composed of the COs working at a particular hospital
or of all of the COs, nationwide, who were allocated to dairy farmers facing manpower
shortages.367 The creation of these detached projects was seen by many of those who had
advocated for alternative service as a positive step toward CPS being truly engaged in “work of
national importance.”368 The HPCs worked closely with Selective Service in creating the
detached service units, the vast majority of which were administered by one of the HPCs. The
creation of the special units was fraught with political issues and concerns, on both the part of the
HPCs and Selective Service. For instance, Selective Service felt “Public opinion and the
necessity of maintaining the war effort prevented the use of conscientious objectors in the fields
365
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of education and social welfare work where there was a possibility that they might spread their
philosophies and thus interfere with the winning of the war.”369 While COs could not be trusted
with schoolchildren and other impressionable minds, Selective Service saw no problem with
them working with certain other groups, such as psychiatric patients or cows.

Detached, or Special, Service
In 1941, the first year of CPS, all assignees worked with the Forest Service, the SCS, or
the National Park Service. (See Appendix M.) By the following year, there were 4,606
assignees in CPS camps, the majority of whom were attached to the Forest Service, the SCS, and
the National Park Service, but others of whom were working on projects overseen by the Bureau
of Reclamation and Fish and Wildlife. With the creation of detached service units, 174 CPS men
were assigned to special projects dealing with health. By 1943, the number of CPS assignees
working on “regular” work projects had stayed largely constant; however, the number of
assignees in special projects had greatly increased to 2,142. These special work projects were in
conjunction with the Agriculture Labor Administration, the Weather Bureau, the Coast and
Geodetic Survey, as well as hospitals, health-related programs, and guinea pig research, among
others. In 1944, the number of men assigned to the regular work projects dropped slightly, to
4,493, while the number of men assigned to the special work projects continued to climb, to
3,201. In 1945, 4,561 men were assigned to regular work projects and 4,082 were assigned to
special work projects. After the fall of Japan and the beginning of demobilization, the numbers
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fell dramatically: 880 men were assigned to regular work projects and 459 men to special work
projects in 1946.
National Book Award-winning poet William Stafford’s book Down in My Heart
recounts, in fictionalized form, incidents from his four years in the CPS. One of the book’s main
characters says “in Civilian Public Service the best men know they should be somewhere else –
somewhere doing something more important than Forest Service work, at a time like this. What
can we say, when…our children say, ‘Daddy, what did you do to win the peace?’”370 Sharing
this feeling, many COs sought transfers to the special work projects, which were felt to be of
more social significance. One CO, a Quaker and a star quarterback at NC State before being
drafted, explained his desire to make a meaningful contribution during his time in CPS:
One argument stuck in my mind. A fellow who later became a Presbyterian minister
said, “Well, you Quakers started CPS, now they got us stuck off out here in the woods.
Where’s our voice? We’re not saying anything, we’re just dogging the war.” Well, some
felt that way and others didn’t. I felt that I wanted to get into something a little more
meaningful than just going out sawing down trees, digging a ditch; that’s why I applied to
the smoke jumpers. Then I would have felt a little bit better if there had been some sort
of field service that I could have gotten into.371
Another assignee hit upon this same theme when he explained that “we weren’t doing work of
national importance…We had the sense that the government wanted to get us out of sight and out
of the war, that there was certainly in time of war a lot more important things that needed to be
done. A lot of people wanted to get into hospital work.”372 Another CO commented that he “had
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become concerned, particularly after Pearl Harbor, that we were really not doing work of
national importance. The work was interesting, it was outdoors, and I really thoroughly enjoyed
it, but I felt that, when people were dying, it was not the most significant thing to do. So I
applied for a transfer” to a public health project.373 Some of the special projects were purely
agricultural, but many contained some social service or humanitarian aspect.
In keeping with the desire to provide war relief and rehabilitation services to those
suffering from the war, there was a brief experiment with training CPS men to serve in war-torn
areas overseas. This detached service project placed assignees in foreign service training
programs at various universities; however, the Selective Service abruptly ended the project only
months after it began as a result of political disfavor and accusations of favoritism to COs. In
particular, the October 1943 Starnes Amendment to the War Act, which barred COs from serving
overseas, spelled the death of the training schools and stripped CPS of the international relief and
recovery element that was so central to the vision of some of the groups funding and
administering CPS.374
Over the lifespan of CPS, approximately a quarter of the work performed was dedicated
to preventing and fighting forest fires, while one out of every six man-days was spent dealing
with soil erosion.375 Over two thousand assignees volunteered in forty-one psychiatric hospitals
and seventeen training schools, all sorely understaffed due to staff either being drafted or taking
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higher paying jobs elsewhere.376 Other CPS units worked on public health programs both in the
domestic United States and in American territories in the Caribbean. Still other units (the guinea
pig units) were created to provide researchers with a pool of available and amenable research
subjects. A survey of men affiliated with one or another of the various Mennonite groups found
that these men viewed these special projects as more “significant in service to…fellow men”
than the work camp projects – a finding all the more striking given the MCC’s preference for
CCC-style work camps over special projects such as guinea pig units (though the MCC did
strongly support the idea of CPS becoming involved with mental health projects).377
MMC Survey of CPS Assignees’ Beliefs regarding the Social Significance of Various Work
Projects
Project
Mental Health Service
Public Health and Rehabilitation (Puerto Rico)
Public Health Service
Guinea Pig Projects
Omitted
Soil Conservation Service
General Hospital Service
Dairy Farm Service
Smoke Jumper Project
Forest Service
Land Reclamation Projects
Experimental Farm Service
Dairy Testing and Artificial Insemination Projects
National Park Service

Percentage ranking project as “most
significant in service to your fellow men”
29
15
13
10
6
5
5
4
4
3
2
2
1
1

Transfers
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Incoming CPS assignees were placed in CPS camps performing regular work projects.
After a period of time (frequently 90 days), COs were allowed to request transfers to other units,
including the special projects. Albert Keim, a historian who studied CPS extensively, estimated
that most CPS assignees moved three times.378 There were multiple reasons motivating men to
transfer. Transferring could allow an assignee to leave an odious placement or to simply
investigate the various options available to him, both around the country and across the various
types of camps. (See Appendix N.) In some cases, assignees sought to transfer to a camp
because it had a special feature, such as the Fine Arts Group at CPS camp # 56 in Waldport,
Oregon.379 Finally, transfers offered the possibility of ameliorating factors that were sore points
for many CPS men. For example, while the government did not pay campers for their work, in
some units, CPS assignees received small stipends. In other special units, CPS assignees
received wages (although Selective Service prevented them from accessing these wages, placing
the money in a fund that was supposed to be – but never was – paid out at the end of the war.)380
For some, the possibility of leaving the rural environs typical of a CPS camp for a placement in a
city was an important benefit of choosing to transfer to a special project. In other special
projects, men were able to perform assignments for they had experience and training: for
example, making use of one’s social service background at a training school for the
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developmentally disabled. Sometimes transfers allowed assignees to be closer to their families
or loved ones – maybe even close enough to make weekend visits possible. Some assignments
even offered the chance for a married CO to live with his family. (For example, some
understaffed mental hospitals were willing to hire the wives of CPS assignees to work with
female patients.381)
CO Edward Flud Burrows recalled his decision to transfer:
After Pearl Harbor, I became much more concerned about what I was doing. While I
accepted the fact that the [Blue Ridge] parkway was a valuable contribution to my
country…I felt that my individual ‘sacrifice’ in no way compared with that of those
fighting and dying in the Pacific…By January 1942, considerable discussion was taking
place in the camps and nationally about what ‘work of national importance meant.’ As
soon as the opportunity arrived, I applied for transfer.”382
Another CO, Herman Lehman, was also working on the Blue Ridge Parkway, a project that he
felt “hardly qualified as a wartime necessity.”383 He recalled that
the Mennonite CPS office…informed me of a new unit to be opened at the Training
School at Vineland, New Jersey. It was to be a small unit of twelve men, each a college
graduate with a minimum of two years’ teaching experience. I just qualified on both
counts, having taught in Virginia public school for two years with a Normal Certificate
prior to finishing college. The…office also sent a copy of an article published in the
Survey Graphic written by Dorothy Canfield and entitled “Thoughts at Vineland.” After
reading her article about this school, which was famous for its programs and research
with mentally handicapped children, I immediately applied for a transfer.384
CO Calhoun Geiger recalled that he and his brother volunteered to transfer to the CPS unit at
Virginia’s Eastern State Hospital “because it seemed to us a situation of rather serious human
381

Rachel Waltner Goossen, Women Against the Good War: Conscientious Objection and Gender on the American
Home Front, 1941-1947 (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 1997).
382

Edward Flud Burrows, “Recollections of Buck Creek (North Carolina) and Crestview (Florida): Civilian Public
Service (CPS) August 1941-February 1943,” The Southern Friend 14(2): Autumn 1992, 16.
383

Harold D. Lehman, “Harold D. Lehman: A Conscientious Objector’s Story,” The Human Tradition in the World
War II Era, ed. Malcolm Muir, Jr. (Wilmington, DE: Scholarly Resources Inc., 2001) 71.
384

Harold D. Lehman, “Harold D. Lehman: A Conscientious Objector’s Story,” The Human Tradition in the World
War II Era, ed. Malcolm Muir, Jr. (Wilmington, DE: Scholarly Resources Inc., 2001) 72.

113

need and more important than working on the parkway or fighting forest fires, as important as
those things were.”385 Another CO recalled that while he “had a personal dislike of hospitals,”
he decided to transferred to a CPS unit at Columbia University Medical Center because “it
seemed…that working in a hospital was more important than digging water holes.”386 CO Neil
Hartman, assigned to the Trenton, North Dakota CPS unit recalled that weathering a snowstorm
prompted him to seek a transfer.387
As desirable as transfers out of the camps may have been to many, transferring did not
mean leaving behind all problems. CPS assignees, regardless of whether they were in camp or
on a special project, were subject to Selective Service rules. Assignees who were particularly
vocal in expressing their grievances risked being barred from transfers. Sibley and Jacob stated
that CPS men firmly believed that the Selective Service had created a “black list,” writing,
“[w]henever requests of assignees were denied ‘for administrative reasons,’ they suspected their
names had been chalked up on the fatal roll.”388
The device was all the more effective for its mystery. Selective Service neither denied
nor admitted the existence of the list. No one knew for certain whether he was among the
elect, or what actions would merit selection, or what he might do to secure absolution.
As transfers to desirable projects became the prize plums in C.P.S., many men decided to
play safe and refrain from actions that would excite the seismograph in Selective Service
headquarters. Several instances indicate that Selective Service did take a man’s record
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into account in determining action on his behalf, though it is doubtful if any formal ‘list’
was kept of black sheep.389
Aside from onerous Selective Service regulations, there were aspects of the special projects that
were themselves problematic. For instance, CPS assignees to one special project, a mental
hospital unit, reported that they “were exploited and worked long hours. One attendant is
reported to have worked for seven months without a day off and days were twelve to fourteen
hours long. Food was of poor quality, inadequate and monotonous. Bedrooms had rats and
bedbugs.”390 A BSC-appointed investigator who visited a number of CPS units in psychiatric
hospitals and training schools reported that “[i]n four of the institutions visited seventy-two
hours a week or even more were required. In two of them the living conditions were
unsatisfactory, and in three the food was far from appetizing.”391 COs in other special
assignments had similar complaints of overwork and ill treatment. Furthermore, the CPS camps,
given their isolation and composition, had offered assignees a sort of protection from the
disapproving general public. By leaving the camps for special service units, COs commonly
encountered hostility and reproach on account of their pacifist stances.

A Spectrum of Views: A Wide Range of COs with Widely-Ranging Opinions of CPS
As a result of CO and church efforts, CPS assignments evolved from solely CCC-type
manual labor projects to a diverse portfolio including public health work and medical research.
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While some grievances were addressed, other complaints, such as the lack of pay or dependent
allowances, were never fully remediated. Regardless of what changes were made, some
assignees decided that they could not tolerate CPS. A small number of COs were
administratively separated from the CPS for “delinquency” (running afoul of either Selective
Service or camp regulations).392 Some dissatisfied COs “walked out” of camp, choosing to go to
jail as absolute objectors.393 Others decided to leave CPS to enter active or noncombatant
service. Some assignees remained in CPS but utilized such strategies as slowdowns and strikes
to express their unhappiness with the program.394 Sibley and Jacob concluded that “the
frustrations of C.P.S. probably did not seriously affect most men,” but that those who were
unhappy typically made their dissatisfaction known; thus, even those who did not share their
opinions were nonetheless well aware of them.395
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In Selective Service’s assessment, any unhappiness with CPS arose from the makeup of
the men in the program. It concluded that the CPS assignees constituted “four distinct types.”396
The largest group of COs, which “constituted no problem of discipline whatsoever,” was
composed of assignees “who were cooperative in every respect” and who “did a satisfactory
amount of good work on the projects and led well-regulated lives…during ‘off-duty’ hours.”397
The second, smaller, group “was also composed of good assignees, but they were of a type
somewhat prone to be influenced” so their “conduct depended to a degree upon whom they were
working or living with and also whether they were being observed by camp officials.”398 The
third, still smaller, group “was made up of assignees who were opposed to the civilian work
program in principle, but who advocated nonviolent passive resistance to it, patterning their
actions after Mahatma Gandhi.”399 The fourth and smallest group was composed of “those who
desired open and united rebellion, sabotage, and violence in their demonstrations of
noncooperativeness.”400 In the view of Selective Service,
These last two groups hardly belonged in C.P.S. Camps, but they accepted such
assignments, not having the honesty or courage of their convictions to refuse and stand
court trial as law violators…The presence of this type of Class IV-E registrant, sometime
referred to as a pseudo-religious objector, created difficulties of extremely critical nature
396
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in some camps and in so doing tended to cast disrepute upon the whole first effort of the
United States in work of national importance under civilian direction.401
The Selective Service’s assessment that some of the men in CPS should not have been in the
program was correct from the standpoint of the Selective Training and Service Act of 1940,
which specified that CO status would be accorded only if a CO’s objection to military service
arose from his “religious training and belief.”
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Chapter 4: Between Deviance and Acceptance
America had been divided, in the lead-up to World War II, between isolationists who had
no wish to be drawn into another war and those who thought it proper and appropriate for the
United States to ally itself with Great Britain and the other nations fighting Germany and its
allies. In this context, the Japanese bombing of Pearl Harbor was seen not only as propelling the
United States out of indecision and into war but also as uniting the country. A Congressman was
quoted as saying that he had “a feeling of real relief, that at last we are a united people.”402
Similarly, Secretary of War Henry Stimson’s “first feeling was of relief…that a crisis had come
in a way which would unite all our people.”403 The Chicago Daily News predicted that the attack
would swiftly heal “the deep division of opinion that has rent and paralyzed our country,” while
Time declared, “Japanese bombs had finally brought national unity to the U.S.”404 However,
contrary to these hopes and the narrative proffered by, among others, Tom Brokaw in his bestselling book (and documentary) The Greatest Generation, World War II was not exclusively “a
great unifying force,” “everyone’s war, from the impoverished North Dakota farm kid to the Ivy
League scion, the Hollywood star, the sons of the rich and powerful.”405 A portion of the
nation’s African-American population felt keenly that World War II was not their war and that
the fight against Aryan ideology in Europe was totally hypocritical. Pacifists also opposed the
war, even as they deplored the militarism unleashed by other nations.
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In the United States, World War II has come to be known as the “Good War,” a title
intended to differentiate it from conflicts such as the Vietnam War that have come to be
considered unacceptable and misguided by many Americans. This positive retrospective view
aligns with the popular support for World War II that existed while the war was being waged.
But historians studying World War II have demonstrated that the American homefront was not a
completely united front, through and through patriotic, bearing the discomforts and dislocations
of war stoically and without complaint.406 Even among the bulk of Americans who supported
the war, willingness to abide by wartime regulations sometimes waned, and patriotism
sometimes provided insufficient motivation to reconcile Americans to the onerous aspects of the
domestic homefront. People complained when consumer goods, especially tires and gas, were
rationed, and sometimes they found ways to ‘game” the system in order to travel or engage in
other activities that were supposed to be curtailed. People purchased items from the black
market, and they grumbled about price controls and frequent exhortations to buy war bonds.
Yet, in general, the American public supported the war and thought that draft-eligible men
should “do their duty” and fight. While conscription might conflict with the foundational
American value of liberty, the majority of Americans accepted it as an appropriate and perhaps
even needed measure. A public opinion poll in January 1940 asked what “should be done” with
COs if the nation went to war. Thirty-seven percent of respondents favored having COs perform
noncombatant military service, while twenty-four percent thought they should be assigned
regular military assignments (i.e. “make them fight”).407 Thirteen percent of respondents favored
exempting COs from military service, while approximately nine percent thought COs should be
406
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shot or put into jail. Later that year, another poll demonstrated public support for the idea that
draft-eligible men had an obligation to abide under conscription laws. After a much-publicized
incident where a handful of theological students (who would have received ministerial
exemptions from service) refused to register for the draft to protest conscription and were
sentenced to a year in prison, a poll found fifty-five percent of respondents deeming the response
to be “about right” while twenty-four percent thought it was “too severe” and twenty-one percent
thought it was “not severe enough.”408
Once the war began, the American public was willing to accept all sorts of policies,
including conscription and the internment and relocation of certain foreign aliens, in the name of
enabling victory.409 Not only was the nation at war, but the United States had been attacked, its
base at Pearl Harbor bombed in an event that would, in the words of President Franklin
Roosevelt, “live in infamy.”410 The nation and its soldiers were fighting for – variously, and all
at the same time – defense of their families and “the American Way,” revenge, to aid allies, to
defeat evil, to end the war and go home, and, according to the President, for the “Four
Freedoms” – the freedom from want, the freedom from fear, the freedom of belief, and the
freedom of expression.411 (See Appendix O.) Among many of those who understood of the
geopolitical situation of the day, the war was widely perceived as a noble one: a fight against
408
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fascism and totalitarianism and a fight to liberate those who had been conquered by invaders. To
others, the war provided an antidote, of sorts, to the problems that had beset the United States
during the 1920s and 1930s.412 While not everyone could agree what the United States was
fighting for – in 1942 most Americans had no “clear idea of what the war [was] all about” - “few
questioned the need to fight.”413
COs stood apart from this unified country. Of the over thirty-four million men who
registered for the draft during the World War II era, only 72,354 men (about .2 percent) applied
for CO status.414 Of those who attained CO status, approximately 12,000 entered CPS.415 To be
a CPS assignee was to be a minority, taking a stance few took and participating in a program that
accounted for only a fraction of nation’s draftees. In contrast to the interwar era when the peace
movement had been active and strong, the CPS experiment was conducted in an era of patriotic
fervor in which to be a CO was to deviate from the societal norm. Millions of men were in
uniform, and forty-four percent of the gross national product was war production.416 In this
context, World War II American COs understood that they were a minority. Furthermore, they
were aware of the possibility that their fellow Americans might decide, at any time, to attack
412
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them for their stance, as had happened during World War I. This chapter examines the nation’s
reactions to CPS and to its assignees, as perceived by the COs and their families.

Creating public support for the war
It fell to the Roosevelt administration to make sure that the domestic homefront remained
supportive of the war, obeyed war-related policies, and contributed to the war effort, either by
working in essential occupations such as agriculture and industry or by purchasing war bonds.
Keenly aware of what he considered Wilson’s missteps during World War I (one of which was
the fostering of a “calculated hysteria” toward anything perceived as German or anti-American),
Roosevelt first opposed to the use of propaganda but later changed his mind.417 While national
cohesion and support for the war effort seemed to arise spontaneously in the nations that had
physically felt the impact of war, this was not the case in the United States.418 The nation had
been attacked, but with the fighting outside of the continental United States, danger largely felt
remote. The nation’s experience of the war was second-hand, through the absence of a
generation of men who were occupied in various ways by the war effort, through the absence of
consumer goods, and through domestic upheavals that accompanied the war – a wave of internal
migration and its resultant impact on the nation’s economy and race relations; massive expansion
of the federal workforce; occasional strikes; an increase in the numbers of women working
outside of the home and the resultant impact on childcare strategies and demands upon the
community. Such collective inconveniences, without a common sense of unity and purpose to
make them seem worthwhile, were dangerous, both to the political order and to the war effort.
417
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Blum stated that “in the absence of a perceived and immediate danger, of a shared
response to collective peril, it fell to exhortation to provide a substitute, however pale…and for
that purpose federal agencies and private institutions utilized techniques earlier developed by
national advertising and by the media it sustained.”419 Trying to walk the “fine line between
voluntarism and compulsion” in its management of the homefront, the Roosevelt administration
relied upon the expertise and tactics of Madison Avenue.420 From war bond campaigns that
utilized Hollywood performers to the pamphlets, radio programs, literature, and movies produced
by or in connection with various governmental entities, the focus was on “selling the war” (and
the policies that accompanied it) rather than explaining it.421 American comics, films, and
literature depicted the Japanese and Germans as inhuman (and in the Japanese case, subhuman),
thereby transforming a geopolitical war into one about fundamental natural identities and a
struggle between races and civilizations.422 Historian Robert Westbrook argued that
“representatives of the state and other American propagandists” used two primary arguments, the
first of which appealed to the “putatively universal moral values” of the Four Freedoms or the
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Atlantic Charter.423 Increasingly, however, they “implored Americans as individuals and as
families to join the war effort in order to protect the state that protected them,” their families, and
their private interests.424 This line of argument sought to convince Americans that, by supporting
the war effort, they were looking out for their families, their friends, and their community. As
such, the battle involved all Americans, regardless of sex or age.425 The government sought to
emphasize this feeling that all Americans were participating in the war effort – through their
jobs, their labor in victory gardens, scrap drives, and civilian defense, or through buying war
bonds or conserving food.426 Such widespread engagement in a common cause was believed to
reinforce both national unity and morale.427
In addition to promoting the themes of common cause, nationalism, and race, the war
effort was hortatory, urging civilians to act in desirable ways. In his analysis of understanding
and behavior during World War II, Paul Fussell concluded that American civilians “had to be
aware of an obligation not just to buy war bonds and stamps but to be consciously a virtuous
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person at all times.”428 The unspoken message was that, in order to be good enough, as a nation,
to win the war, you needed “to pitch in, to abandon disbelief, sarcasm, pessimism, or any sign of
heterodoxy, and to play the game with sincerity and devotion.”429 The spoken message was that
“[p]erforming your duty had immense consequences” – after all, careless lips sink ships.430 (See
Appendix P.) The war era, thus, “was a moment when everyone felt obligated to instruct others
in ethics.”431 (See Appendix Q.) As one advertisement phrased it, “every loyal individual in the
United States” was now part of we-all, a collective unit backing the Commander-in-Chief and
the war effort. (See Appendix R.)

Deviating from a Social Norm
Those who sought to claim CO status found themselves quickly instructed as to how they
ought behave. Al Holtz recalled that, when registering for the draft, he “sat before a motherly
type who was to take his name and address. ‘Put me down as a conscientious objector,’ he said.
‘Oh, now, you don’t want to talk like that,’ said the motherly type, looking a little horrified.”432
Uriah Mast recalled the secretary of his local draft board “chewed me out because of the fact I’d
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gone CO.”433 One CO, sentenced to prison as an absolute objector, got advice from a prison
guard: “Don’t you guys see that you will be outcasts after it’s over? I mean, you won’t be able
to go into a bar…Right away someone will ask what you did in the war and before you know it
you’ll be out on your ear.”434 Such experiences made it clear that it was considered shameful to
be a CO. Other reactions made it clear that more than shame was at stake. CO Elden Birky
recalled being told by a member of his draft board, “If I had my way…I’d take you all up in the
hills and shoot you.”435
Dealing with disapproval (and sometimes worse) is a constant motif in the narratives
written by those who served in CPS. CO Joe Nunnally wrote, “There were many times that I and
other CO’s had to stand up alone against what seemed to be the entire world.”436 To the COs and
their supporters, there was ample evidence of hostility to their principled stand. One draftee
recalled, “My coworkers at the creamery did not agree with my anti-war stand. On one occasion,
I was working under a large concrete beam when someone threw a quart milk bottle (glass) so as
to hit the beam over my head. Hundred[s] of pieces of glass rained down on me. There were
other incidents of open hostility.”437 Another CO recalled receiving “[t]hreatening postcards and

433

Uriah Mast in Heather T. Frazer and John O’Sullivan, “We Have Just Begun To Not Fight”: An Oral History of
Conscientious Objectors in Civilian Public Service during World War II (New York, NY: Twayne Publishers, 1996)
46.
434

Jim Peck, We Who Would Not Kill (New York, NY: Lyle Stuart, 1958) 24.

435

Matt Sabo, “Standing Against the Flood,” The Oregonian, November 18, 2001, A21.

436

Joe Nunnally, I was a Conscientious Objector, In Camp - In Prison – On Parole: a very Personal Story of the
Difficulties of Experiences of One who Believes War Is Now Obsolete (Berkeley, CA: Sooner Publishing Company,
1948) 24.
437

Howard Ten Brink, “A Tale — Wart and All,” Roots and Fruit 1(1): no date,
http://www.stanislausconnections.org/r&f/07-ATale.htm, accessed 2/8/2013.

127

letters, most of which were unsigned.”438 A CPS assignee who suffered a broken leg when he
was thrown from a truck suspected the attending doctor of deliberately mis-setting the leg.439
CO F. Evert Bartholomew recalled receiving “quite a bit of derision” from his fraternity brothers
and noted that his CO stance had resulted in the end of a friendship with someone who had been
one of his “closest friends, who had been a friend…through grammar and high school.”440 In
Washita Country, Oklahoma, the local draft board circulated the names of registrants who
requested Form 47 (the form to be completed by those seeking CO status) to the local ration
board and to the War Labor Board, resulting in these men being certified as “nonessential” on
agricultural grounds and thus losing their tires, gas, and farm implement rations.441
In some cases a CO had not experienced personally opposition, disapproval, or abuse, but
he knew peers who had. CPS assignee John Burrowes recalled a CO who had been “run out of
town,” his café destroyed by arson.442 While not all COs experienced scorn, exclusion, threats,
or similar ramifications from taking the CO stance, enough did that these would become
emblematic of the World War II CO experience. Regardless of their diverse personal
experiences, the men of CPS would have all understand the part of Down in My Heart where
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Stafford wrote, “I was familiar with the edge on his voice. He knew we were CO’s.”443 The
edge on a person’s voice, a social snub, a broken engagement, a thrown milk bottle – these were
all ways in which COs experienced “the tyranny of the prevailing opinion and feeling; against
the tendency of society to impose, by other means than civil penalties, its own ideas and
practices as rules of conduct on those who dissent from them; to fetter the development, and, if
possible, prevent the formation, of any individuality not in harmony with its ways, and compel
all characters to fashion themselves upon the model of its own.”444
Central to the accounts of many COs was the perception that they were making a choice
different from that which was socially expected or socially accepted. One CO wrote that he and
his fellow CPS assignees “were clearly out of step with society as a whole.”445 Another CO
described himself and other CPS assignees as being “oddballs” at time when their peers were in
uniform.446 William Stafford’s book based on his experiences during four years in CPS
conveyed the dislocation felt by COs who felt they had suddenly gotten out of step with the rest
of society:
During the war years we who openly objected and refused to participate often felt alone,
and said good-by and went away to camp or to prison…Those of us who objected openly
found our country conquered overnight – conquered by aliens who could shout on any
corner or in any building and bring down on us wrath and hate more intense than on any
foreigner. The country we had known was gone, had completely disappeared, was wiped
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out in a bombing that obliterated landmarks which had stood for years – long since before
we were born.447
This sense of being out of synch with the larger society is succinctly conveyed by the title of one
CO memoir, Two Against the Tide. This imagery was shared by another author, who began his
article by asking “How many Americans have breasted the tide of popular feeling and refused to
accept regular military service?”448
One analysis of the World War II homefront concluded that “a stream of war rhetoric
flooded the American consciousness, proclaiming absolute, total, holy goals.”449 In this context,
it was no surprise that a CO felt that that “every magazine, newspaper, movie, or stranger was a
challenge to convictions that were our personal, inner creations.”450 CO J. Henry Dasenbrock
recalled
Sugar and gasoline were sharply rationed. You couldn’t get a new car and tires were
almost impossible to replace. The news was full of battles won or lost in places whose
names had never entered our awareness before. Movies dealt mostly with war related
themes. War permeated our thought and colored every action and decision. It even
penetrated the churches – few were the preachers who failed to bless our clean young
warriors and to damn the perfidious Japs and the barbaric Germans and the craven
Italians and to pray for victory.451
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Indeed, the very clocks on the wall and the timepiece on one’s wrist called the war to mind, for
the nation had switched to Daylight Saving Time (called War Time) to conserve energy.452
On September 21, 1943, an eighteen-hour war bond marathon featuring radio personality
Kate Smith resulted in listeners pledging thirty-nine million dollars. A researcher who
interviewed listeners found that people who heard continual updates about how much money had
been pledged compared themselves to those who were pledging, with “the resulting
dissatisfaction with their own inadequacies in terms of socially established standards” driving
them to pledge.453 The researcher concluded that “[o]nly those with especially strong ego
defenses could withstand the self-impeachment,” “the strong sense of unworthiness and guilt.”454
For COs, this self-impeachment would have been possible with every radio broadcast, movie,
newspaper, or any other aspect of life that somehow was a reminder of the war. One CO recalled
that his workplace had a sign that stated:
America First
If you are an American at heart, Act like one.
Speak the English Language
If you don’t know it, LEARN IT.,
If you don’t Like it, MOVE.”455
In the face of such messages, going against the tide was likely difficult, even for COs who were
strong in their antiwar convictions. Jewish and Catholic COs may have had a particularly tough
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time, given the support of the majority of their coreligionists for the war. Jewish CO Nathaniel
Hoffman sounded a note of understanding when explaining that he had been a source of
embarrassment to a rabbi:
I hitched up to Hartford and went to the services of a temple which had a very prominent
rabbi. And I went up after the service and told him [that I was a CO], and I think he was
visible embarrassed. In that area in West Hartford, there was a substantial Jewish
community. There was a lot of war work being done; the Jewish people typically were
all out for support of the war, support of their sons who were drafted right across the
board. And I could see that he didn’t want to really talk with me at any length. Just say
hello and that was it. I’m not sure that was terribly unusual in few of the fact that his
temple he had so many hundreds of men drafted.456
Indeed, some Jewish COs were disowned by their families and shunned by their neighbors who
could not understand their unwillingness to fight in a war where their co-religionists were being
slaughtered.457 Such sentiment was not confined to Jewish groups: one CO asked his Methodist
church to contribute money for his CPS board only to receive “a very angry letter back saying
that I was a disgrace to the church and they certainly were not going to give me anything.”458
Across the board, COs were viewed as deviants. One dissertation stated bluntly that
“[p]acificism in the context of a modern total war is, almost by definition, a form of social
deviation.”459 A CO-turned-sociologist differentiated between “encouraged deviants” who were
encouraged to become COs – for instance, men who were born into and raised in an HPC, some
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of whom may have served in the military if not for pressure from their communities to take a
pacifist stance – and “resister deviants” who had no such community support for their CO
stance.460 Another article, written by two former members of the AFSC, was concerned with
“the study of the reasons why a group of men [took] a stand so deviant from the accepted cultural
pattern.”461

UnAmerican?
Refusing to fight was seen as a stark depiction of one’s separateness from American
culture and values. A CPS assignee in 1942 wrote, “we have been classified as conscientious
objectors, a term seldom used these days to express respect or admiration.”462 War propaganda
promoted themes of patriotism, sincerity, self-sacrifice, honor, generosity, heroism, and
participation; all these values were suspect in one who would not take up arms for his country.463
GIs were portrayed as hard workers; among those on the homefront, COs were portrayed as
slackers and shirkers.464 GIs were athletic; COs were sissies, maybe even effeminate or
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homosexual.465 GIs were portrayed as the American “everyman;” what then was a CO? In
William Stafford’s book, Down in My Heart, one of the CPS assignees posed this very question,
saying, “‘we look like civilians, in this world so carefully divided between civilians and
uniforms, but we are not actually free to act like civilians…what are we, anyway?’”466 CO
Benjamin Reid described CPS as “a queer kind of experience, because it’s all out of the
mainstream of life…all sorts of pariahs, all sort of tossed out on the edge of society.”467 In a
nation celebrating its reinvigorated sense of community, COs did not fit in.

Public and Private Attitudes about COs
A March 1, 1944 Office of Public Opinion Research national poll asked 1,199 people if
they approved or disapproved of conscientious objectors, defined as “men who refuse to fight in
the war because they believe that to do so would be wrong.”468 Seventy-four percent of the
respondents expressed disapproval of COs, while just over eighteen percent expressed approval.
Almost eight percent gave no opinion. Such polling data indicated broad, but not universal,
disapproval of COs. In fact, the general public may have been more accepting of COs that it
seemed. While the CPS assignee who concluded that the term CO was “seldom used…to
express respect or admiration” was not being overly dramatic, a psychologist found that
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“attitudes toward CO’s [were] as diverse as the individuals who [held] them.”469 This researcher
found a sample of male college students to be roughly neutral on the issue of conscientious
objection generally, approving more of religious objectors than of non-religious objectors.470
The students identified most COs as being motivated by sincere conviction against war rather
than by cowardice, and they approved more of those objectors who participated, in some form, in
the war effort than of those who did not. When asked to situate their position on a social
rejection “thermometer,” the mean response (15 degrees) indicated a willingness to have a closer
relationship than friendship with a CO but a rejection of having a CO as a family member;
however, almost half of the students surveyed indicated a willingness to have a CO in their
family.
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Social Rejection Thermometer Scale471
I feel that conscientious objectors should be shot as traitors.
I feel that conscientious objectors should be imprisoned.
I don’t want anything to do with conscientious objectors.
I would accept conscientious objectors only so far as having them for speaking
acquaintances.
I would accept conscientious objectors only so far as having them for friends.
I would treat a conscientious objector no differently than I would any other person, even
so far as having him become a close relative by marriage.
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The students were also surveyed about how they would feel about current COs once the war was
over. A majority of the respondents stated that they would not treat CO’s different from nonCOs with regard to such issues as hiring preference, eligibility for civil service jobs, candidacy
for public office, or social relations (in other words, they would be “just as friendly” to former
COs and to individuals who had not been COs).472
The researcher, Dr. Leo Crespi, found these student respondents to be more accepting of
COs than was the general American public. As described above, seventy-four percent of the
respondents in a national poll expressed disapproval of COs, while just over eighteen percent
expressed approval.473 Yet Crespi found, through door-to-door interviews of 300 non-black
individuals in Trenton, New Jersey, evidence to suggest that public and private attitudes about
COs diverged.474 Respondents were asked to fill out the Social Rejection Thermometer Scale
twice: first, in accordance with their own feelings and then in accordance with their perception of
the attitude of the general public. Crespi reported results that showed respondents rejected COs
less than they anticipated the general public would. The mean for the Trenton respondents, when
speaking about their perception of the attitude of the general public, was at sixty degrees
(anticipating that the general public would not want anything to do with COs). With regard to
their own views, however, the mean for the Trenton respondents was significantly lower than
sixty degrees. Fifty-six percent of the Trenton respondents gave an answer of twenty degrees or
less on the scale, with more than one-third of the respondents selecting zero degrees. Thus, it
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may have been that Americans disapproved of COs less than it seemed, (though Crespi did find a
minority of respondents who strongly disapproved of COs).
Regardless of the real feelings of the American people, it was widely perceived that COs
were met with disapproval. World War II COs had to contend both with individuals and with
group attitudes, and while there were people who were kind and accepting – sending food or
other contributions to the CPS camps, assuring a CO that his job would be waiting when he
returned – as well as people who were hostile and threatening, there was also the general feeling
that to be a CO was to be an unpopular minority. The mainstream press occasionally presented a
positive perspective about COs: for example, an anonymous editorial in the New York Times
described CPS assignees as sincere, self-respecting men “whom it has been too much the custom
to regard as fantasts or extremists because they happen to be sensitive on a point of conscience, a
trait that has been honored since Christianity began.”475 But for all that some Americans
approved of COs and many more Americans’ disapproval of COs was only of a moderate to low
level, the general perception (or, to use Crespi’s preferred term, stereotype) was that COs were
not held in high regard during World War II. Indeed, in February 1943, the Senate considered a
bill that would have ended CO status.476 While that bill failed, COs did not receive government
pay or benefits and, in myriad other ways, were made to feel that theirs was not a supported
stance.

Anticipated Consequences and Ramifications of a CO Stance
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The decision to seek CO status was not lightly made. During World War I, numbers of
COs had experienced abuse in the army training camps and been prosecuted and sentenced.
Some had died. Their families and home communities had likewise been attacked by the larger
society. Because of the revisions to the draft act, World War II-era COs had some level of
assurance that they would not be outright mistreated upon induction. Nevertheless, they were
concerned about the ramifications of their CO stance both at that time and in the future (though
for COs who were members of deeply pacifist communities, there seemed to be less concern
about how their anti-war stance would affect their futures, both occupationally and socially).
One young pacifist who would enter CPS wrote to his brother that his “stand in this war is taken
and it is a firm one whether it leads to jail, joblessness, or the grave. Daily, I am disciplining
myself for what is to come, for I am soldier of peace and for this job it takes infinitely more
courage and discipline than is required of the soldier of war.”477 Before entering CPS, he had
feared that he might lose his job for not buying war bonds.478 Several months later he reported
that he
was called in to the State Office to explain my stand about this war…[The] Director of
the State Dept. of Assistance and Child Welfare had heard that I was not in sympathy
with the war effort and had become quite concerned about having such a person on the
staff…When I told him I should like to do re-construction work in war-devastated areas,
he told me that that would be helping the enemy. He finally said, and repeated several
times before I was out of there, that the State Department could not have anyone on its
staff who is not contributing to the war effort in this emergency. Well, he did not fire me
outright…but he left a decision pending the final classification by my Draft Board.479
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When, later, he had an employment offer in Arizona, he was concerned that his antiwar position
might cause him trouble: “Nebraska has helped and protected me in my anti-war stand and that is
something I might not find in Arizona. Perhaps life will be difficult out there.”480
Some COs, such as Ernest L. Hixson (mentioned in Chapter 5), did lose their
employment as a result of their stance; others had job offers revoked.481 In a case that was
upheld by the Supreme Court, Clyde Summers was denied admission to the Illinois bar on the
grounds that, as a CO, he could not met the standards set by the required oath to defend the
constitution.482 Louisiana passed a law banning local and state governmental agencies from
knowingly employing a CO; likewise, the Assistant Attorney General of Kentucky decided that
conscientious objectors could have their teaching certificates revoked, and the Florida Supreme
Court upheld the dismissal of a teacher who was classified 4E.483 A CO from Baltimore was
denied an absentee ballot while he was in his CPS camp.484 COs also feared discrimination in
the post-war period, in which it was assumed that veterans would have priority in job placement.
One CO’s wife wrote, “We felt certain that we would not be accepted by society when we got
out [i.e., when her husband was released from CPS], that our training in music, religion,
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literature, science, drama would have to be put by.”485 A Jewish CO resigned himself to the fact
that “there was no way that I was ever going to be employed again in average middle-class
circles.”486
Becoming a CO, for some, meant breaking both from the past and from the previouslyanticipated future. In an interview, Stafford described being drafted into CPS to have been like
“a big earthquake in your life,” explaining “when your life is upset…All those benchmarks in
your life are foreign – your government, your school system, your minister, your family, your
neighbors, the mayor, the police force. You can’t count on the police. I mean, it’s better if they
don’t know who you are if you’re walking down the street. That’s the difference.”487 One CO
equated the experience of being a CO during World War II with the experience of AfricanAmericans in a racist society, saying, “The feeling an assignee has in being hunted like an animal
on a lonely highway at night, or in being accosted by a half-dozen burly men and called
unprintable names, is an indescribable feeling, which I am sure most of our twelve million darker
brothers in America feel many times as doors are closed to them and profanities are hurled at
them.”488
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With the draft channeling men away from the homefront, the presence of a draft-aged
man immediately signaled to onlookers that the man was disabled or otherwise not “normal.” In
a song of the era, “There’s a Star Spangled Banner Waving Somewhere,” the singer longed to be
a soldier but could not serve in the military due to a physical disability.
God gave me the right to be a free American
For that precious Right I’d gladly die
There's a star spangled banner waving somewhere
That is where I want to live when I die
Though I realize I’m crippled, that is true, sir
Please don’t judge my courage by my twisted leg
Let me show my Uncle Sam what I can do, sir
Let me help to bring the Axis down a peg489

The song’s narrator was confined to the homefront because of a handicap that made him
ineligible to participate in the activities of a “normal” male of his age. In contrast to this
narrator, who rued his exclusion from war, the CO voluntarily chose to stay out of the fight. For
COs, it was not some sort of physical or psychological defect that barred them from service in
military but their own opposition to the war – something many in the general public would have
perceived as a moral defect. CPS assignee Leonard Schmidt said, “It would have been easier to
go into the army…as far as public opinion [was] concerned.”490 To be a young man in American
when most of your peers were at war was problematic. One young man called up for military
service relatively late during World War II remembered that “it began to eat on me and I began
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to feel funny about everyone going and me staying behind.”491 William Kittredge recalled those
who did not serve in the military as being ostracized, writing: “A lot of able and well-connected
young men were granted agricultural deferments. Raising food, the story went, was as important
as shooting…Even so the young men who stayed home lived in a kind of hell. Old men called
them cowards, and the label stuck when the war ended, and for decades afterward.”492
It was common for COs to be perceived as, or at least depicted as, cowards.493 One
woman raised in a Church of the Brethren community recounted that her best friend’s father used
to ask her “How does it feel to have a brother with a yellow streak up on his back?”494 Amish
CO Uriah Mast recalled that sometimes a stranger would holler something like “Hey, you
yellowbellies” at him and his fellow CPS assignees.495 In Down in My Heart, one of the COs
asks, “When people say we are cowardly or dumb, and so on, for not joining in the war, how can
we prove that it isn’t so?”496 Elsewhere in the book a main character recounted his run-in with
police: “In the big room at the jail where the officers first took him were men being held for
investigation, and the policemen had said to them: “Here’s a dirty yellow bastard who wouldn’t
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fight for his country. Anyone who wants to bust him - go ahead.”497 A CO recalled that a
classmate, “about to enlist, gave me the classical argument about the Japs raping my
grandmother and ended by assuring me I was ‘yellow.’”498 Another CO recalled being called a
“yellow belly” while the Washita County, Oklahoma local draft board referred to COs as “unAmerican yellow dogs.”499 A CO working in a CPS unit at Philadelphia State Hospital recalled,
“everyone knew I was a CO so I frequently heard passengers talking about a ‘yellow streak down
my back.’ After I got off the bus, they would sometimes step on my heels as we walked along
the sidewalk.”500 Another CO wrote to his family about his run-in with a farm supervisor:
The farm boss absolutely hates us. He thinks we…are cowards and yellowbellies. He
had a son over seas and I can see why that would make him feel that way. I have tried to
do my work well and see if I couldn’t make friends with him so that he might have the
chance to understand us a little better. After I had worked on the farm three weeks he
ceased to give his orders to me. He had them passed on thru his assistant. I would wave
to him in a friendly manner when passing and he would never admit recognition altho I
know he saw me…Anyway, to-day, the boss told another farm attendant not to talk to me
because I am a CO and un American…[After the attendant said he would still talk with
the CO] the boss said we were not to work in the same field again. I am always to be in a
field by myself.501
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Responding to this perceived linkage between COs and cowardice, one military man wrote in a
letter supporting his brother’s appeal (seeking CO classification) that “[f]ear of personal danger,
I am sure, has nothing to do with his refusal to participate in the war.”502
The connection made between the CO stance and courage (or the lack thereof) was not
confined to those attacking the CO position. Supporters understood that some COs would want
to demonstrate that their stance was not merely a cover for cowardice. John Haynes Holmes, the
chairman of the American Civil Liberties Union as well as a minister, writer, and advocate of
non-violence, opined that CPS assignees were increasingly unhappy with their work assignments
because these involved “too much of the ‘raking of leaves’” and “not enough of toil and danger
to test their mettle and challenge their devotion.”503 For those CPS campers involved in fighting
forest fires, he felt that provided
great relief, for [it] involved terrific exertion, a battle against a fearful foe, and a hazard
of injury and death comparable at least to that encountered by soldiers at the front…a real
‘moral equivalent of war,”…But…Many C.O. camps in ordinary times offer little but the
commonplace occupations of ditch-digging, road-building, forest-clearing, tree-planting.
What wonder that sincere men, standing for a great principle, are contemptuous of what
they are doing, and thus tempted sooner or later to be contemptuous of themselves!504
Many CPS men sought work assignments that they perceived as socially significant, but, as
Holmes suggested, some COs sought dangerous assignments to “atone” for refusing to serve in
the military, or because they thought it only fair that they should face risks when other draftees
were doing so, or to demonstrate personal courage.505 The Hartford Courant reported that “a
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group of conscientious objectors at the Theological Seminary have offered their services as
members of bomb demolition squads, perhaps the most dangerous job in the civilian defense setup.”506 One CO described his rationale for deciding to request assignment to a “smoke jumping”
unit (parachuting firefighting, a particularly dangerous activity):
I want to get in this if I can, first of all because it is a real demonstration of another use
for aeroplanes and man’s inventive genius – putting out fires rather than starting them,
stopping destruction rather than spreading it; secondly, I want to get in this because there
is a real element of danger to it and it offers a demonstration that the pacifist is not a C.O.
simply to avoid risking his own neck.507
Another CO, speaking of the appeal of smoke jumping, said simply “I felt I wasn’t a coward, but
I wanted a chance to demonstrate it in a very dramatic way.”508 (See Appendix S.) Another CO
who applied to be a smoke jumper described the opportunity as “dangerous and glamorous” and
appealing to COs who “were eager to show that they were not into [CPS] because of any fear of
danger.”509 For some COs, seeking a dangerous assignment was a way of atoning for bringing
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shame upon their families.510 For others, it was merely an exciting opportunity quite different
from the monotony of CCC-style work camps.

Masculinity and Conscientious Objection
In some cases, being a CO meant enduring questions not only of your courage but of your
masculinity. According to historian Marian Mollin, the era’s “culture of militarism…identified
self-sacrifice and courage as the primary markers of manly citizenship.”511 Notably, Irving
Berlin’s 1942 Broadway musical and later film This Is the Army depicted the war as turning boys
into men. The narrator of one of the show’s songs explains
To look at me you wouldn’t think
That I was once a skinny gink
That doctors thought I would never last
I thought I had so many ills
And I was always taking pills
But that is all a thing of the past
The Army’s made a man out of me
A man out of me, a man out of me
My mother and my father agree
The Army has made me a man
I used to sleep with brother, but now I sleep alone
I used to be a tenor, but now I’m a baritone
My girl said when she sat on my knee
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The Army has made me a man512
Likewise, when the mother of several soldiers complained that she had not raised her sons to kill
or to be killed, her husband responded, “The army will make men out of them!”513
If courage was an essential marker of masculinity during World War II, the widespread
assumption of a linkage between the CO stance and cowardice entailed an assault on the
masculinity of COs.514 Men who were not in the military were not real men in the social and
cultural imagination of the day. A writer of World War II-era romances stated that “The hero of
a love story must be in uniform or have a very good reason for not being in uniform,” a
sentiment echoed in popular songs.515 One, called “They’re Either Too Young or Too Old,” has
the singer assuring her soldier boyfriend that he need not worry about romantic competition from
men on the homefront:
They’re either too young, or too old,
They’re either too gray or too grassy green,
The pickings are poor and the crop is lean.
What’s good is in the army,
What’s left will never harm me.
They’re either too old or too young,
512
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So, darling, you’ll never get stung.516

COs posed so little competition that they are not even mentioned. COs simply did not fit the
World War II picture of an American man. Kathleen E.R. Smith’s analysis of American popular
music of the era concluded that many songs focused on the relationship between the archetypal
Soldier Boy and his Girl Back Home.517 In one such song, called “He’s 1-A in the Army and
He’s A-1 in My Heart,” the female singer emphasized that part of the reason she loves her man is
because he is serving in the military:
He’s 1-A in the army and he’s A-1 in my heart,
He’s gone to help the country that helped him get a start.
I love him so because I know he wants to do his part,
For he’s 1-A in the army and he’s A-1 in my heart.518
In contrast, one CO recalled “a girl I very much liked who ridiculed my pacifism.”519 CPS
assignee Dwight Rieman composed a song that he and fellow campers sang to the tune of “The
St. Louis Blues”:
I’ve got those CO blues,
I’m just as blue as blue can be,
It’s all because,
it’s all because,
It’s all because of what
Selective Service did to me.
I signed old form 47
516
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conscientiously, you see.
Now see what
Selective Service has done to me.
They told me the work would be good,
They sent me out to the woods,
And all I do is cut notches in trees,
cut notches until I’m down on my knees,
And when it’s 25 below,
Oh, Lord, how I do freeze.
Now my gal, she gave me the air,
I can no longer look on her face so fair.
She tossed me aside
like a battered toy
And gave her heart
to a soldier boy.
I’m getting bluer day by day,
And I don’t know how long it will be,
before I get out of this mess.
But the man who signs my release,
the Lord will surely bless.520
By not following the normal path for an American male of draft age, COs risked social
rejection or exclusion: for instance, failing in the competition to attract female attention. A
former CO, looking back, thought one of the reasons he never married was not knowing how to
explain to a woman his experiences in CPS and, after walking out of CPS, in prison.521 Another
CO attributed his marrying later in life, in part, to his decision to enter CPS.522
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Individual acts of nonconformity were not seen, however, as having merely individual
consequences. During the 1930s the idea of a sex roles had come to command academic
attention, accompanied by the belief that “the more perfectly the members of any society are
adjusted to their statuses and roles the more smoothly the society will function.”523 In this light,
by not acting like real men the COs endangered the very order and operation of society. Such
concern was evidenced by the government’s ongoing concern that draft-eligible men who did not
conscientiously oppose military service would nevertheless claim to be COs in order to avoid
military service, thereby negatively impacting military manpower.
One CO who could not easily be counted among those whom American females on the
homefront would ignore was Hollywood actor Lew Ayres, who played the titular role in the
popular Dr. Kildare series. He was criticized upon announcing that he was a CO and would be
serving in CPS. One critic wrote, “For shame Lew Ayres, hiding your supposed manhood
behind” the claim of religious objection to war.524 Another wrote to President Roosevelt to
protest this “man (I have another word fore [sic] him) called Lew Ayres literally thumb[ing] his
nose at his country” and to suggest that people like Ayres be told “to either fight or get out.”525
(See Appendix T.) Another detractor stated that Ayres’ CO stance was “the equivalent” to
failing to intervene “if his mother or sister was being ravaged by a sex degenerate,” a comment
which one scholar reads as instituting that Ayres failed to meet the “moral obligation” of men to
523
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be protectors.526 American soldiers during World War II envisioned themselves fighting, among
other reasons, to protect their mothers, sisters, girlfriends, and daughters. (See Appendix U.)
Some American propaganda conjured up the phantom menace of white, presumably American,
women being raped by the enemy, often a Japanese soldier depicted as sub-human or beastly.
(See Appendix V.) COs were commonly asked what they would do if their sister (mother,
grandmother, etc.) was being raped – would they stand by peacefully or protect their women?
Another arena in which the COs’ deviation from the traditional male sex role was keenly
felt by both the COs and those around them dealt with the cultural expectation that men be the
economic providers (“breadwinners”) for their families. Men in CPS received from the
government neither pay nor dependent assistance, and it was immensely troubling to many of the
assignees that they were unable to provide for their families or that their families had to provide
for them.527 A wife of a CPS assignee recalled that, “When John came to my parents’ home…to
state our intentions to marry, my father could not, as he said, ‘condone an engagement, let alone
a marriage.’ How could John support a wife on [his CPS allowance]? John found it hard to
argue the point.”528 The FOR reported that the failure of Congress to provide for the wives and
children of the men sent to CPS camps resulted in some men entering into the Army in order to
provide for their dependents and in “great hardship on the wives and children of those who feel
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they must refuse military service at whatever sacrifice.”529 Indeed, many CO wives spoke of
having to rely upon their families, churches, or outright charity in order to maintain themselves
and their children while their husbands were assigned to CPS. This fact is apparently the aspect
of CPS that most impinged upon the assignees’ own sense of their masculinity.
The derogatory phrase “work of national impotence” that some COs used to describe
their work assignment was not only a pun on the CPS program’s promised “work of national
importance” but hinted at what historian Rachel Waltner Goosen described as “the emasculating
climate in which American C.O.s found themselves.”530 An underlying belief that COs were not
“real men” might be detected in the Selective Service’s statement that it created special units
after recognizing that many CPS assignees, “for varied reasons, [would] never adapt themselves
to [the work camps’] heavy manual labor requirements.”531
Those who disapproved of COs were not the only ones making a link between an antiwar stance and a lack of masculinity. Two former members of the AFSC’s CPS administrative
team published a paper in which they characterized World War II COs on the basis of such
factors as height, weight, age, educational attainment, religion, and vocation. These authors had
administered the Strong Vocational Interest test to the COs in Friends-administered CPS units
and reported that the COs tended “to be more interested in and inclined toward artistic and social
service occupations” and “less interested in the business occupations” than in a sample of non529
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COs.532 These vocational interests led to the COs being classified “toward the feminine end of
the M-F scale” (despite the fact that COs were taller and heavier at induction than were men in
the Army) with the authors stating, “Conscientious objectors, like women, have more interests in
musical, artistic, and literary activities and in people than do non-conscientious objectors, who as
more representative men, prefer mechanical, scientific, physically strenuous, and selling
activities.”533 The equating of conscientious objection with femininity tapped into longstanding
cultural tropes about women having a natural proclivity to avoid conflict and force and thus
being inherently predisposed to pacifism and other higher moral virtues. The common complaint
that COs were valuing idealism over rationality could also be read as an equation of COs with
feminine, rather than masculine, characteristics, given the longstanding cultural assumption that
“men are rational while women are emotional.”534
It was not only when compared to G.I.s that the masculinity of CPS assignees was called
into question. Rather, the radical pacifists and those who identified with them “actively
promoted a definition of pacifist action that equated political militancy with a rough and rugged
style of heroic manhood.”535 With political protests framed as a way for objectors “to defend
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and define their masculinity,” those who performed the alternate service that the government
demanded were seen as unmanly by the pacifist movement’s radical wing.536
A Jewish publication reported that Jewish prison inmates, unable to fight for their
country, viewed their pacifist coreligionists as “‘queers,’ cowards or psychopaths.”537 This was
just one articulation of the perceived linkage between COs and homosexuality.538 A CO who
was jailed was diagnosed by the prison doctor as a “latent homosexual;” another, who walked
out of CPS and went to jail as an absolute objector, was threatened with gang rape.539 One CO
wrote that, with “no USO troupes converging on us, no busloads of dancing partners,” the CPS
camp was a place where, “with the agglomeration of so many men living closely, certain latent
eroticisms and dormant abnormalities are awakened and present a formidable problem.”540 If
COs were not perceived as real men, they were not typically seen as homosexuals either – but the
label did pop up from time to time.

Traitors and Dupes
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Less common than the linkage between COs and cowardice was the perception that COs
were traitors; nevertheless, some felt this way. One incident, at CPS camp #31 in Camino,
California, was telling. The camp’s FOR group made toys for the children of Japanese ancestry
being held in an Arizona internment camp. When the box of toys was delivered to the post
office, rumors spread “throughout town that the conscientious objectors were sending subversive
material, guns, dynamite, or other contraband to the Japanese.”541 The box was inspected and
eventually allowed to be mailed, but an editorial in the local newspaper stated that “when the
conscientious objector felicitates the Jap in the centralization camp with gifts, we take it such
C.O. is a bird of ‘similar feather’ and demand that the government treat them as such if so
determined.”542 The idea that COs might be traitors was in keeping with the perceived linkage
between pacifism and treachery revealed in the reaction to “Massacre by Bombing,” an article
written by noted English pacifist Vera Brittain. Her argument against bombing population
centers appeared in Fellowship, the journal of the FOR, where it was endorsed by twenty-eight
prominent American citizens, including clergymen and educators. The “usually heavy” reaction
in the New York Times letters section (“50 to 1 opposing” Brittain) reflected the notion that those
who disagreed with the American military were supporting the enemy.543 A chaplain wrote,
saying, “the results of such sentiment…are surely a great incentive for our…enemies to carry
on…Can we not hope and anticipate that those leaders in the religious life of our service
men…take no part in weakening their morale or deflecting them in any way from the goal,
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victory?”544 Likewise, the board of directors of Freedom House said that those who endorsed
Brittain’s article had “given a great lift to enemy morale. What greater hope could we give our
enemies than to proclaim a doubt about using all available means to defeat them?”545 More
bluntly, a front-page response in the New York Daily Tribune declared that “many of the ‘facts’
in this strange pamphlet turn out to be reproductions of Nazi propaganda,” while the President of
the National Association of Evangelicals for United Action wrote to the New York Times to
“repudiate the un-American pacifism.”546
If COs were not necessarily traitors, they could be, as some of the above letters
suggested, unworldly dupes. In her 1942 analysis of American society, renowned anthropologist
Margaret Mead suggested that pacifists were naïve, writing, “To disarm when you have no
technique for keeping your adversary disarmed is a form of silly wishful dreaming within the
framework of war, characteristic of so much pacifist thinking.”547 This image of the CO as naïve
and unworldly was especially applied to Mennonite COs, who were often described as
uneducated, placid, simple, stolid, obedient, and hardworking. Ignoring that Mennonite COs
often were educated, owned and operated farms, and functioned successfully in their social,
communal, and economic dealings, a typical article stated that “The young Mennonite, in most
cases, is an earnest, simple farm boy, unshakable in his conviction of the divine authority of the
commandment, ‘Thou shalt not kill,’ but otherwise quite obedient to constituted authority. He is
better fitted physically and psychologically for the hard outdoor work under the CPS regime than
544
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the city student or intellectual.”548 A 1942 article in the New York Times portrayed Mennonite
and Brethren CPS assignees as unable to “see the world as it is because their eyes are not
sufficiently open.”549 Quaker COs, on the other hand were portrayed as egotistical dreamers,
unable “to see the world as it is because” of their “conceit.”550

Interactions with non-COs
In the CPS camps, the CO had a refuge from hostility. One newspaper article described
newly-arrived assignees shedding “the self-consciousness they have felt as marked individuals”
and finding “a fellowship of like-minded men.”551 However, it was a limited refuge, for even in
camps the men had interactions with non-COs, members of the local community or work project
supervisors. Henry Swartzentruber, an Amish CO who spent four and a half years in the
Grottoes, Virginia, CPS camp, wrote, “Attitudes toward us as COs surfaced at times, especially
when farmers had soldier boys in service.”552 Another CO, writing of his experience in a CPS
camp in North Carolina, recounted that a former CCC man rebuffed an introduction to a CPS
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man, saying, “I don’t want to meet any of those damned cowards.”553 Another World War II CO
recalled that
We met some opposition from the townspeople and in the camp when we first got there.
The atmosphere against us was very hostile. People would call us “conchees.” They
would day it behind our backs, but it was meant to be heard. It even got to the point that
people were calling us ‘yellow bellies’…Our bosses tried us out every way they could.
We had government foremen…[from] the Bureau of Reclamation. Most of them were
military men or had been military men. We had some bosses who had sons in the army.
The first thing, they took us out to work in the early-morning winter when it felt like forty
to eighty degrees below zero, just to see whether we would go.554
Another CO rued the “general sort of condescension or even contempt of the people who were in
charge of you [on project], who treated you as some sort of crazy person or malingerer or
coward.”555
Martin Ponch recalled that he and two other men from his CPS unit feared for their lives
when they were confronted at a skating rink by townspeople who did not want them there.556
Another CO described walking from church to his CPS camp when a car stopped and its
occupants “berated and threatened” him, said they were going to kill him, and insisted that he get
in the car.557 Other COs told similar stories, in some of which the threatened violence was
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carried out.558 Adrian Wilson recalled that after he divulged that he was a CO he was turned out
of the car in which he had hitched a ride. “So I got out of the car and started hitchhiking again.
Well he turned around and went off the road trying to run me over. The headlights beamed in
my eyes and I fell down in the gutter on the roadside and just missed being run over.”559 Other
threats were merely verbal:
At first some of the Forest Service men had talked largely, among themselves when some
of our men had happened to overhear, about their enmity for CO’s; and I myself had
overheard one man, later our friend, say in the ranger station, “I wish I was
superintendent of that camp; I’d line ‘em up and uh-uh-uh-uh” – he made the sound of a
machine gun.560
William Stafford’s book Down in My Heart retells, as fiction, an actual event: his and two other
COs from his CPS camp’s experience with a hostile mob of men from the local town. Another
CO shared this concern about dealing with a mob of unfriendly locals, writing that, in his CPS
camp, “[o]ne topic, good for a one-hour bull session anytime it’s broached is: What will we do if
the camp is mobbed? ‘Grab your girl’s picture and run,’ was one quip.”561 A CO in that same
camp recalled that the police confiscated an assignee’s camera after he took a photograph of the
local town and that the CPS camp director’s wife was refused service in local stores.562
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In some cases, a CO found his stance to be distained, not only by the general public, but
also by his own family. While in CPS, CO Warren Sawyer wrote to his aunts, recounting an
argument between him and his father.
I said we were working for world brotherhood, etc., and dad flew right there. He asked
me if I really thought that I could have a brotherhood with the Germans, those dirty,
rotten stinking bastards, he said. Of course my answer was that there is that of God in
every man and a few other quotations such as “Love thy neighbor.” That made him
hotter. Then I proceeded to point out that…Hitler is a by-product of the stupidity of the
allies of the last war. He proceeded to tell me that we must hold them down tighter so
that they will never rise again. I suggested that this country is then defeating the very
thing for which it is fighting, democracy. They preach democracy but do not give it to
others. There he hit the ceiling. He told me, “If you ever mention the dirty stinking rats
in this house again I shall kick you out and chase you around the block.”563
Another man, when asked if his family was supportive of his decision to become a CO,
responded:
It was almost a total inability to understand how a Jewish person could not go along with
what the country needed, or Jewish people needed, in terms of what Hitler was doing. I
can’t say that I was supported, but I was a favorite son, and they were embarrassed by it,
quite embarrassed, but didn’t take any active opposition…I’m sure that my parents
probably never acknowledged when they moved to this small town one of their sons was
a CO.564

CO Edward Burrows recounted that his family was “horrified. They thought I was committing
some really terrible mistake.”565 He had wanted to not register but had agreed to do so to “make
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it easier for” his family.566 Nevertheless, his family was upset when the newspapers reported
that there were only two COs in the state. CO Hoosag Gregory explained that his family was
“thinking…of the shame that I would bring on myself, and the way in which it would affect my
whole career and waste all my years of academic work. That was the vision they had, and so
they were really bitterly against me” being a CO.567 CO Hobart Mitchell recalled being “cut off”
by his aunt and uncle and his brother-in-law saying that “he hoped he would never meet me,
intimating that ostracism was the least I could expect…He thought all CO’s should be taken up
in an airplane and dumped out.”568 CO Marshall Sutton recalled alienating his father when he
“wrote a letter…against a renewal of the conscription bill and [his hometown newspaper]
published it…he was very upset about the publication of the letter.”569
In some cases, family reactions were mixed. One wife of a CPS assignee recalled her
mother-in-law saying to her, “I wish you’d talk to Carroll’s father. He won’t discuss the subject
[i.e., conscientious objection] with me. And he won’t read the newsletter from Gatlinburg [CPS
camp]. I do, at least, read it and try to understand.”570 Another CO explained that his “family
was really very considerate,” but “[t]hey didn’t understand, and on occasion it would come
out…the sister older than I am was married and had a little child who had never seen his father
because his father was in service and had left before the boy was born…she asked me rather
566
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pathetically, she said, “Would you mind just trying to explain to me again why you did this?”
And it was that that made me realize how much what I had done had affected everybody.”571
One man informed his twin, who was seeking CO status, that he had divulged the news to
their extended family, reporting
Then followed a long discussion about such a stand, and I dare say it was intelligent and
the attitudes of Uncle Burr and Aunt Marie were quite tolerant. As for Ruth and Merle,
they had little to say, because I don’t think principles of living ever touched them that
deeply. Anyway, that was the first cat out of the bag as far as relatives go, and I was glad
I did it. I figured it was good sense because it would make matters easier for all of us…I
should have told [Dad] because he might have gone around making excuses or avoiding
the issue.572
This report was met by the would-be CO’s reply that “Dad is now 100 percent behind me, well
not quite 100 percent, but he accepts my position and knows that there is no use trying to change
me.”573 In contrast, he informed his twin, their older brother
got excited…and telephoned me long distance last Sunday. He wanted me to come home
immediately so that he could help me ‘think this through’…Of course, I knew what Louis
meant by wanting to help me think this through. He wanted to more or less force me to
change my mind…I refused to do what he requested & he blew up. Over 1200 miles of
wire he tried to argue with me, shouting goddammit this and goddammit that. It really
seemed so silly. He gave me such utterly ridiculous arguements. [sic] He wanted to
know whether I would protect myself from a stone falling from a mountain cliff. Would
you put up your hands & ward it off, he asked, or would you just let it hit you?...What
made Louis most angry was my statement that I was not ashamed to go to prison, that I
was not afraid to go & was not worried in the least about it. As a last resort arguement
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[sic] he said that Dad would be ashamed and hurt & that I should consider the feelings of
the rest of the family.574
CO Carroll Feagins experienced opposition both from his parents and his in-laws but received
support from his wife’s grandmother, who did not think much of “peacetime pacifists.”575
Feagins’ father-in-law conceded that the CO stance was “a Christian thing to do” but condemned
it nevertheless as “most impractical - a damn-foolish thing to do,” saying, “You’ll never be able
to get a decent job after the war. Why don’t you apply for 1-AO and go along as a
noncombatant? You could probably play in the band or something.”576 Another CO’s parents
“reluctantly approved” his decision, but his brother-in-law, “who had been like a father to me all
my life, refused to talk to me after learning I had registered as a CO.”577 CO Arthur A. Ekirch,
Jr. learned that his wife’s aunt and cousin had written to Selective Service to complain that he
was not serving in the military.578
William Stafford’s introduction to Down in My Heart stated, “Many of us were alienated
from our families…and from wives or sweethearts (‘There’s something about a soldier…’).”579
One CPS assignee received a letter from his fiancée, saying, “How could you do this to me? All
of my girlfriends are engaged to military men.”580 In some cases, COs felt that their wives or
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girlfriends did not fully support their stance; in other cases, it was the wives of the COs who
endured hostility from family or community members.581 Engaged to a CPS assignee and deeply
sympathetic to his pacifist viewpoint, one woman recalled that she “received a flow of letters
from my mother crying her hurt as ‘losing her daughter.’ She wanted my happiness but she
could not agree with our views in the midst of war.”582 On their wedding day, she received a
registered letter from her father asking “do you realize what you are doing, that you’re breaking
your mother’s heart?”583 She returned to graduate school after her wedding to find her teaching
fellowship terminated by her department head, who disapproved of “married graduate students
and of pacifists.”584 When she followed her husband to his CPS camp, lodging with a local
family, “a carload of men ineligible for the draft came by the house with their guns to show the
Reagans what they thought of them harboring the wife of a Conchie.”585 When someone fired a
gun in her direction when she was walking, she assumed this was a message from the same men.
Another wife of a CO recalled that
As the day of Carroll’s departure for CPS approached, I began to notice a change of
attitude in many of our friends. They did not express outright disapproval of the position
for which they had known all along he had registered, but a few began to indicate some
surprise that he actually was going through with it. They displayed a bit of coolness
toward him, seemed to be avoiding his company and mine, too, until after he had gone.586
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Not only did she and her husband experience a loss of friendship, they also lost a promised
teaching position on account of their “convictions about this war.”587 Unable to find another
teaching position to support herself and her child, this woman had to seek assistance from her
parents and her in-laws, none of whom supported her husband’s CO position. When she visited
her in-laws, she found that whenever there were guests, her in-laws spoke of their other son, who
was in the military, leading some to assume that she was the other son’s wife. She was offered
housing and a job only to have them both revoked upon learning that her husband was in CPS.
She finally obtained a teaching position but was instructed by her supervisor that, when asked
what her husband did, she was to answer that she was not free to talk about it, thereby leading
questioners to infer that he was involved in secret war work.
CO Benjamin Reid decided to leave CPS because of the negative impact his presence
there was having on his wife. He explained that “there was a lot of pressure from my wife’s
family on her because of what I had done. This got on my nerves. And I decided, well, the heck
with it, I’ll give [CPS] up and I’ll accept a 1AO classification and go on in as a
noncombatant…my wife and daughter had to move in with her parents, and that was a large part
of the stress, you see. Her parents were good, straight, all-American patriots, and they gave her a
very hard time because of the stand I had taken.”588 A fiancée of a CPS assignee likewise
experienced pressure from her parents. When she revealed their plans to marry, “they kept
saying, ‘You must think of your future. What is your life going to be? How, if you have
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children, will you ever let them face the whole thing? He’s cut off his whole future. You’ll have
no success. He may be a very fine fellow, but why do you sacrifice your future?”589
On the other hand, some COs had no negative reactions from their families or
communities.590 One CO, a lawyer, stated that he had “genuine support” from his family and his
Methodist church.591 He recalled that the church “had a serviceman’s flag with about 40 of their
young men in military service, [and] they put a star on the flag for me in Civilian Service.”592
Another CO recalled his father, who served in World War I, telling him “I think it took a lot
more courage for you to be a conscientious objector than it did for me to be a Marine.”593
In the HPCs, the default position was that draftees would be COs, serving either in CPS
or, perhaps, as noncombatants. In these communities, the CO stance would be accepted while
serving in the military would have been considered deviant behavior. Historian Rachel Waltner
Goossen noted that “[f]or many persons raised in the historic peace church denominations, the
combination of family history and deeply rooted religious ideology produced staunch pacifist
convictions, even in the face of mass mobilization…These religious groups expected members to
live out a firmly held set of beliefs, including non-participation in war, that went against the
589
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grain of the broader culture.”594 One CO, from an Old Mennonite community, stated that his
family was “expecting me to [join CPS]. They’d have been disappointed if I’d done anything
different.”595 One woman who was raised in a Church of the Brethren community recounted
that, in 1940, her church youth group had discussed the likelihood of another war. To prepare
the young members for conscription, adult church leaders lead an activity in which “we roleplayed draft boards, with the adults really interrogating girls and boys in the youth group about
what we were going to do.”596
Even those who ardently supported the war sometimes supported the rights of others to
oppose, or object to, the war. In the case of the CO who feared losing his job because he would
not buy a war bond in the local bond drive, he explained his “viewpoint and…position with
respect to [the] war” to his County Director, whom he described as “an ardent militarist and a
patriotic hater of Germany…a Dane by birth [who] thinks that since Hitler raped Denmark, the
world should rape Germany and thereby right a wrong.”597 To the CO’s surprise, the County
Director informed him that “he respects my viewpoint and my stand, I did not have to participate
in purchasing the ‘defense’ bonds” and thereafter the director was “extremely fine” about the
man’s antiwar position.598 Likewise, when this CO explained his position to one of his
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supervisors, “She, too, said that she respects my viewpoint and that my attitude in no way would
jeopardize my job or my standing with the Division. In fact, [she] said that she herself tended to
be in accord with the pacifist viewpoint as she could not but see that the war [was] tragically
futile.”599 Another CO, who had felt that the government foremen were testing the COs in his
CPS camp, declared, “I developed a lot of respect for those government men who had sons in the
army. If you did your job and lived up to what you believed, you got along just fine.”600 One
CO explained that he “had a cousin who was in the legislature, and politically it would have been
very harmful, but he did come over and offered to see if there was anything he could do. He
wanted to support me.”601 Many COs reported finding soldiers to be understanding of, and often
supportive of, their stance. For instance, Man O’War, a newspaper published by soldiers
stationed in Camp Santa Anita, CA, stated
We do not happen to agree with the creed of COs, but we do agree that they have a right
to feel as they do. We are fighting this war to prove that a man has a right to be free and
to worship as he will. It ill becomes a group of professional patriots, whose contribution
to our fight for the Four Freedoms consists of seeking to oppress a minority, to feel that
they are to judge what is honorable service to the nation.602
Similarly, literary scholar and cultural critic Paul Fussell concluded that
One might think the most vigorous soldierly contempt might be directed at conscientious
objectors, but no: since most of them were set to hard labor in camps, they were regarded
as virtually members, if a bit disgraced, of the armed services, and their circumstances
were conceived to be little more degrading than those of the troops in, say, the non-
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combatant quartermaster corps. That the COs endured lots of chickenshit made them like
brothers.603
In contrast, according to Fussell’s analysis, the civilian whom servicemen “most despised” was
the man classified as 4-F, physically unfit for service.604
While declaring oneself to be a CO entailed the possibility of dealing with pushback from
one’s family, one’s community, and one’s nation, the potential for conflict existed on yet
another, far more intimate level: the personal level. In his book on the AFSC’s work in Europe
from 1917 to 1919, Rufus Jones wrote
Every great war, of necessity, forces those who believe war to be incompatible with their
interpretation of Christianity to investigate anew their position and to re-think the basis of
their faith. The millstones of war grind “exceedingly small.” There is nothing which
does not have to experience the pressure of these stern pulverizers. Even the ideals of the
soul are thrown into the all-embracing hopper for the grist of war, and they do not always
come through uncrushed, unreduced.605
The toll of taking a CO stance led a former CPS assignee to comment, upon re-reading letters
from that period of his life, that “It was as though I were being transported back some 45 years in
my life, and involved in that terrible emotional struggle again. I started to cry and couldn’t
stop…”606 Even once a man had been declared a CO and had made the choice to enter into CPS,
he did not necessarily experience closure. As described in this chapter, almost every aspect of
603
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life held the possibility of reminding the assignee that he was engaged in something other than
what was considered normal for a man of his age. For reasons of social pressure, the need to
provide wages for dependents, or because of dissatisfaction with CPS, approximately five
percent of those who served in CPS sought reassignment as I-A-O (available for noncombatant
service).607 Nine hundred and five CPS assignees sought reassignment as I-A (available for
regular military service.)608 One CPS assignee recalled that
I had to decide where I was or was not a CO. And I dithered a great deal about this. I
thought of saying, “I’m not a CO, and I’ll go to the army if I have to.” Or we had this
sort of medial classification in which you could go into the army as a noncombatant, IAO
they called it. Or else you could say, point-blank, “I am a CO, and I can’t and won’t go
in.” And as I say, I dithered for a long time among those three choices…finally I
decided, well, I am a CO. The basic questions, as far as I could see, was whether you
were or were not willing to shoot a gun and take somebody else’s life, and I decided I
was not willing to do that. And the next question is, “Are you willing to be part of the
war effort even if you don’t shoot a gun?” and I decided, you couldn’t really separate
those two things. Once you go into military service, you are, in effect, shooting a gun,
whether you’re actually doing it or not, and I decided that I couldn’t do that either. So
then I said, “Okay, I’m a CO.” Then I had to persuade the draft board of all this.609
He succeeded in persuading his draft board but, once in CPS, decided to leave the program with
the intention of being assigned to noncombatant service. This indecision was shared by many
CPS assignees, one of whom wrote, “re-assessment would be an integral part of our lives under
conscription...[e]ndlessly we would review our position, the roots of our belief, and how we
could best live out our” convictions.610
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Among those men who entered CPS, there was a spectrum of how willing individuals
were to engage in activities that supported the war. While most COs chose to engage in strictly
civilian tasks, a few worked in munitions factories and other war-industry labor capacities.611
Some campers declared themselves conscientiously unable to perform assignments that raised no
such qualms in other campers. One such activity was the harvesting of sugar beets, a
controversial assignment because sugar was used in the manufacture of explosives.612 Likewise,
some “guinea pigging” assignments were more obviously applicable to humanitarian efforts
(e.g., the study of starvation), while others were more closely linked to military need (e.g., trials
of anti-malarial agents). Each camper had to decide what his conscience would or would not
allow. For instance, one CO who went to jail for refusing induction and was paroled to CPS
wrote that he “had to figure out satisfactory reactions to certain situations: stand for national
anthem (yes), buy war bonds (no), pay war taxes (yes), hang out with guys in uniform (sure),
volunteer to test diets and extreme heat and cold with results that may benefit our military (yes),
express opinion on bombing of Dresden (not unless asked), and so on.”613
Being a CO during a world war tested individual conviction, family ties, and social
networks. CO after CO, regardless of whether they decided to enter CPS, serve noncombatant
service, or face imprisonment as an absolute objector, recounted the strains of the time. Being
inducted for “the duration plus six” meant that nobody knew how long they would be under
Selective Service authority and that only the end of war offered closure. Thus, even as many of
the COs abhorred the loss of life and the civilian disruption wrought by the war, they found
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themselves compelled to yearn for victory. Only after being discharged from CPS would the
program’s assignees have a chance to be just another American rather than a visible, stigmatized
oddball.
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Chapter 5: Men of Peace and the Search for the Perfect Pesticide: COs, the Rockefeller
Foundation, and Typhus Control Research

The early incarnation of CPS, involving resurrected CCC work camps, had not envisaged
the use of assignees as research subjects (though, in a sense, every assignee was a subject of the
experiment that was CPS). Yet, in 1942, a group of COs assigned to a forestry camp agreed to
serve as research subjects in addition to their official work project duties. They volunteered to
be infested with lice and then to apply experimental lousicides to their clothes in a series of field
trials designed to test the efficacy and tolerability to humans of candidate lousicides. This
chapter describes the research, why it was conducted, and why COs volunteered to participate in
it. This chapter also explains why the researchers, the COs, the HPCs, and other relevant
stakeholders were all pleased with this collaboration, which would provide the inspiration for the
creation of “guinea pig units” in which the COs’ assigned work was serving as research subjects.

Taking on Typhus
Typhus, a bacterial disease transmitted by the feces of the human body louse, is a wellknown co-traveler with armed conflict. The association of typhus with war, prisons, famines,
and mass exoduses had been noted for hundreds of years.614 Typhus was a major problem during
World War I, killing both soldiers and civilians; thus, as a second world war became increasingly
probable, interest in typhus escalated. Typhus prevention and control were considered urgent
military needs, and the Army’s interest in typhus was echoed by humanitarian organizations,
which foresaw the disease impacting civilians.
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One humanitarian organization anticipating the resurgence of typhus was the Rockefeller
Foundation. Established in 1913, the Rockefeller Foundation was intended “to promote the wellbeing and to advance the civilization of the peoples of the United States and its territories and
possessions and of foreign lands in the acquisition and dissemination of knowledge, in the
prevention and relief of suffering, and in the promotion of any and all of the elements of human
progress.”615 In keeping with its expansive mission, the Rockefeller Foundation funded and
managed a disparate portfolio of activities around the world. During World War I, the
Rockefeller Foundation gave over 20 million dollars to the American Red Cross and other
organizations involved in war relief.616 The involvement of the Rockefeller Foundation in war
relief was later seen as a “major mistake;” and with the perceived approach of renewed armed
conflict, the organization was cautious about how it would become involved with war relief
activities.617 Straight-out relief activities would be avoided in favor of tasks that were more in
keeping with the Rockefeller Foundation’s core mission.618
From the beginning, the Rockefeller Foundation had a special interest in disease. When
the Rockefeller Foundation began operation in 1913, a unit was created for the purpose of
continuing and expanding the work of the Rockefeller Sanitary Commission for the Eradication
of Hookworm Disease, an earlier project that was in the process of disbanding.619 From its
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beginning in hookworm eradication, this unit – which had several name changes but was known
during World War II as the International Health Division or IHD - amassed a disparate portfolio
that included educational and biomedical campaigns targeting specific diseases, support for
laboratory research and the creation of public health institutes, and efforts to build a public health
infrastructure within the United States and in countries around the globe.620,621 Indeed, prior to
the creation of the World Health Organization, the IHD was “arguably the world’s most
important agency of public health work.”622
Some of the Rockefeller’s World War I war relief funds had been used to finance antityphus efforts.623 The Rockefeller Foundation later estimated that there had been more than 25
million cases of typhus in Russia from 1917 to 1921 (resulting in between 2.5 and 3 million
deaths) and declared that “[w]orld war epidemics in Poland, Serbia, Rumania, Lithuania, and the
Near East were on a comparable scale.”624 Extrapolating from this experience, the Rockefeller
Foundation anticipated that typhus would once again become a major health problem with the
620
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outbreak of armed conflict. In 1940, the Rockefeller Foundation noted that it “expected that
typhus fever will assume increased importance in Europe and the Orient as the result of the
present wars;” indeed, typhus was considered “one of the most dangerous of the potential
epidemic diseases which were expected to occur during or after the war.”625,626 Thus, despite the
fact that typhus had “never been a special interest of the International Health Division,” the IHD
was charged with including “typhus fever in [its] program for the control and investigation of
specific diseases and deficiencies.”627 The Rockefeller Foundation noted that it “expected that
the Red Cross and government health agencies will be responsible for the routine control of
typhus through delousing and vaccination, but the need for critical evaluation of vaccination and
authoritative advice as to methods can perhaps be best met by an organization like the
International Health Division.”628
The IHD hired a new staff member, who was sent to Harvard Medical School to work
with a researcher who had recently made advances in developing a typhus vaccine. This staff
member was intended to learn from the experienced scholar and then “be available for field
service in planning and carrying out controlled trials of typhus vaccination under epidemic
conditions, should the opportunity arise.”629 However, within the year, the Rockefeller
Foundation decided to expand its typhus-related activities beyond vaccines. Rockefeller
Foundation researchers had discovered that they could combat malaria and yellow fever by
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targeting the carrier of these diseases, the mosquito. By this same logic, typhus could be
prevented by targeting the louse.630
Louse disinfestations techniques of the day were unsatisfactory and were difficult and
expensive to implement in the field. One IHD staffer vividly described the problems with
current methods of delousing:
the procedure for delousing required the infested persons to remove all of their clothes,
which were then subjected to heat while the persons bathed. When large numbers of
persons were involved, this process was very cumbersome, expensive, and time
consuming. People objected to the damage done to their only garments by the heating
process…Furthermore, shortages of fuel and apparatus for heating the clothing were the
rule under those circumstances which fostered the outbreaks of typhus. In addition,
reinfestation of persons deloused by this method could, and usually did, occur
immediately.631
He concluded that “More practical and rapid methods of delousing were urgently needed.”632
However, chemical lousicides were difficult to use and frequently toxic to humans. Many
chemicals that killed lice or lice eggs in the laboratory were not practical for use on humans
infested with lice.633 Given this state of affairs, in December 1941 a recommendation was made
that the IHD “extend its present program of typhus studies to include field investigations of all
types of typhus control.”634 As part of this adjustment in focus, the IHD would expand its typhus
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research staff “to include such clinicians, epidemiologists, entomologists, and engineers as may
be necessary to carry out field investigations of the most pressing problems.”635

Cooperating on Louse Control
The expansion of the IHD typhus program from vaccine research to louse control was
clearly motivated by the military situation. In the same document that recommended expansion
of the typhus research program -- an interoffice memo dated just days after the Japanese attack
on the American fleet at Pearl Harbor -- the writer stated:
it is apparent that typhus is increasingly rapidly in Europe. There is danger of serious
interference with the Allies’ prosecution of the war if it spreads further in Russia, invades
the Allied forces in Africa, or goes into England. It is a problem of major concern to this
country in the contemplation of an American Expeditionary Force. The control of typhus
is a responsibility which Great Britain and the United States will have to face in winning
the war…It is essential that when the time comes for this country to go into action against
typhus – and it is apparent that we shall have to bear most of this responsibility – we go
in with some measure of preparedness behind us.636
IHD director Dr. Wilber A. Sawyer, who had ties to both civilian and military researchers,
informed his colleagues that “the National Research Council and the medical authorities of the
Army and Navy” were “greatly interested in” typhus, and he told them that it was “probable that
laboratory experiments on the killing and repellant power of chemicals will be undertaken and
supported with Government funds.”637 He was correct: the Surgeon General of the Army’s
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office made arrangements for the United States Department of Agriculture’s Bureau of
Entomology and Plant Quarantine (USDA BEPQ) to conduct research on insecticides and insect
repellants targeting “insects of medical importance.”638 Military representatives had argued that
such research was a “compelling need.”639 (See Appendix W.)
The urgent need for effective typhus prevention methods, and the fact that these methods
needed to be developed quickly, promoted collaboration and communication between disparate
entities. The federal agency heading up civilian research in support of the war effort, the Office
of Scientific Research and Design (OSRD), funded insecticide research conducted at the BEPQ
laboratory in Orlando, Florida, and the BEPQ group worked cooperatively with the IHD,
exchanging both promising insecticides and research findings.640,641 A hallmark of World War II
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era research in the United States was the collaboration of disparate entities - governmental and
non-governmental, military and civilian - toward common objectives. In this case, different
stakeholders joined together to prioritize the development of an effective lousicide.642 For some
of these collaborators, the interest in typhus stemmed directly from its relevance to the war. The
Rockefeller Foundation’s interest in developing a lousicide was multifaceted. First, the IHD’s
raison d'être was halting disease transmission. Seeking to prevent typhus by preventing lice
infestation was in line with their efforts at preventing hookworm infestation by preventing the
hookworm larvae from entering a human host and preventing malaria and yellow fever in
humans by destroying the mosquito vector. Second, recalling the civilian costs of epidemic
typhus during and after World War I, the Rockefeller Foundation was concerned about the
humanitarian implications of inadequate louse control measures. Last, but not least, they sought
to aid the U.S. military in its search for workable, effective methods of typhus prevention.
For the Rockefeller Foundation during the World War II era, there was no apparent
hesitation about seeking to serve both humanitarian and military ends simultaneously. It was not
uncommon for IHD directors to have military backgrounds, and many Rockefeller Foundation
staff members took on additional roles during the war, serving as advisors and staff to
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commissions, governmental agencies, etc. 643 In addition to his duties as director of the IHD,
Sawyer served on both civilian and military bodies concerned with medical matters, serving as
the chairman of the National Research Council’s Subcommittee on Tropical Diseases, the
director of the Commission on Tropical Diseases under the Board for the Investigation of
Epidemic Diseases in the Army, and as a consultant to the Navy’s Medical Department.644 It
was not only the staff of the Rockefeller Foundation and IHD who took on wartime roles: the
Rockefeller Foundation itself produced, and provided for free, yellow fever vaccine for the U.S.
military.645 Other examples of cooperation with the military included Rockefeller Foundation
staff giving talks at military hospitals.646 Indeed, the IHD’s decision to set up a study of
delousing methods, discussed below, likely stemmed from a suggestion by the chairman of one
of the many wartime committees on which Sawyer served.647

The Louse Lab
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While the IHD’s foray into typhus research was initially limited to the issue of vaccines,
its approach quickly expanded to include vector control. Accordingly, in February 1942, Sawyer
approved the creation of a laboratory devoted to the study of louse control.648 The lab was to be
housed at the Lower East Side District Health Office at 341 East 25th Street in New York City, a
location selected in part due to the “ample sources of lice available, especially in the municipal
flophouses of the lower East Side.”649 Dr. William Davis, newly hired from the Johns Hopkins
School of Hygiene and Public Health, and Charles Wheeler, an entomologist, were selected to
head the laboratory’s louse-control study.650 The louse-control program had two research tasks:
to study the biology of the louse and to devise a means of killing lice and preventing
infestation.651 A major component of the second research focus was investigation of the
insecticidal properties of various chemical substances.
Before beginning its work on louse control, the Louse Lab needed to obtain a supply of
lice. The severe infestation of the clothing of a patient admitted to Bellevue’s alcoholic ward
provided an ample supply of louse eggs, which were incubated and hatched.652 (See Appendix
X.) Body lice feed upon human blood, so the lice were sustained by feeding on five New York
University medical students, each of whom was paid to spend one to two hours daily at the lab
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with the lice feeding on their bodies. (See Appendix Y.) Over time, the lab obtained a collection
of several thousand human lice in various stages of maturation.
The Louse Lab’s field trials of anti-louse powders were first attempted with “Bowery
bums.”653 The Bowery, the most famous skid row in the United States, had a substantial number
of homeless individuals, and it was to this population that Davis turned for experimental
subjects.654 On June 15, Davis reported that he had gone to the 25th Street Municipal Lodging
House and hired 10 of the residents for two weeks, at a salary of $7 for the period.655 Noting that
three of the ten men were “already lightly infested” with lice, he planned to establish lice on all
of the men. Five men would serve as controls while the other five would apply experimental
anti-louse powders. The men were not to take baths or wash their clothes for two weeks.
Nightly, Davis would count the number of lice on the men’s clothing.
Davis quickly encountered problems. An interoffice memo reported “considerable
difficulty in securing suitable subjects.”656 The men Davis had hired were deemed “very
unreliable and some of them not at all cooperative.”657 While convenient, these men were not
optimal research subjects for the Louse Lab’s purposes.
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“Much More Willing To Cooperate”: COs as Research Subjects
Dismayed that CPS had been reoriented from relief work to manual labor, and saddled by
the campers’ complaints, the program’s backers were intrigued to learn that some British COs
were serving as research subjects. An early mention of the British COs participating in medical
research was made in the January 1942 issue of Fellowship, the journal of the FOR. In a
recurring page called “Youth News and Plans,” mention was made of a British CO who was
seeking to make contact with pacifists in the United States. The CO’s letter was quoted at
length:
We play the part of human guinea pigs. Scabies is the subject under research; we allow
ourselves to be infected with the scabie mites, whose activities are then closely observed.
We hope out of these investigations will emerge an improved method of treatment and
other data. We consider ourselves privileged to be participating in these experiments.
The work is as far removed from the war effort as it can possibly be; the work is, I should
imagine, the ideal alternative service.658
A follow-up communiqué was published in the March issue of Fellowship, in which the same
CO explained that he was one of twelve CO volunteers who submitted
ourselves to infection and [allowed] the course of the disease to be followed on our
persons. For this we had to sleep in bedding that had previously used by a scabies
patient; wear the patient’s underclothing night and day for specific periods; and go
without bathing for weeks. Finally we were all inoculated with the scabies acarus. The
result of all this has yielded valuable data which have created widespread interest both in
the medical world and the press.659
He went on, saying, “It has been a revelation to many people to see pacifists doing so much
useful work for society; to be a pacifist here has almost ceased to be a stigma.”660
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A few months later, the use of British COs as research subjects made it into the
mainstream American press. An article entitled “British Conchies Starve and Thirst in
Experiment Seeking Way to Relieve Agony of the Shipwrecked” in the June 1st issue of
Newsweek spoke approvingly of the “abundance of merit” demonstrated by those participating in
the “heroic experiment,” and informed readers that the “risky ordeals of the anonymous conchies
bring them army private’s pay, and they suffer discomforts second only to those of active
service.”661 The experiment that provided the bulk of material for the Newsweek article was one
in which twelve COs and a researcher abstained from water to develop survival guidelines for
shipwrecked sailors. The article briefly mentioned other research conducted on British COs,
including the study of experimental scabies infestation.662
In the weeks following the publication of the Newsweek article, Paul Comly French,
NSBRO’s executive secretary, composed a letter to Dr. Thomas Parran, the Surgeon General of
the United States and a Scientific Director of the IHD. French wrote:
The conscientious objectors in England on several recent occasions have volunteered to
be used as “guinea pigs” in various medical experimentations under the direction of the
British Ministry of Health. It has occurred to me that there might be opportunities for
some of the men in our C.P.S. Camps to volunteer for such service here. If you have any
experimental work in mind in which this type of service would be helpful, we would be
glad to have some word from you so that we might line up volunteers for your
consideration.663
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French forwarded a copy of this letter to a Selective Service official, inquiring if “this sort of
thing would be a line of service that men might engage in with value.”664
Ten days after French penned his letters, David Swift, a member of the AFSC, met with
IHD Associate Director Dr. George Strode. It was to Strode that Davis reported; Strode also had
pre-existing relationships with the AFSC on account of its overseas humanitarian assistance
programs.665
As a result of his meeting with Swift, Strode suggested that Davis accompany Swift to a
CPS camp to “investigate this possibility at first hand.”666 It wasn’t a moment too soon to
identify a new population of research subjects: three days after Strode’s meeting with Swift, an
internal IHD memo deemed the homeless men hired by David to be unsatisfactory research
participants. The memo went on to say, “Dr. Strode has discussed this matter with Mr. Swift of
the Society of Friends, who…is of the opinion that conscientious objectors would be much more
willing to cooperate than persons making use of the municipal lodging houses.”667 Davis needed
a more controlled environment for his study, which was being derailed by uncooperative
research participants. The COs, who were isolated in a remote camp, seemed a more appealing
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subject population for a study in which individuals were expected to endure first infestation with
lice and then the application of chemical powders.
Davis and Swift visited CPS Camp #32, in Campton, New Hampshire, on July 1, 1942.
CPS Camp #32, which was known variably as Camp Campton or West Campton, was
administered by the AFSC. The work assignments were under the Forest Service’s jurisdiction
and included such tasks as “maintaining and improving the capital investments of the Forest
Service, grading road banks, building bridges, constructing lookout towers, maintaining
telephone lines, clearing trails, repairing buildings and other jobs involved in the maintenance of
the fire prevention service of the White Mountain National Forest.”668
Davis reported back to the Rockefeller Foundation that the camp was the “best
opportunity yet presented of testing the control of lice on human subjects.”669 A number of
factors favored the plan. Trying to “find things for the men to do which are useful to society,”
the camp’s director was eager to cooperate and “offered to furnish men for experiments on
starvation or vitamin-deficient diets.”670 Furthermore, the director was willing to provide the
researchers with use of “a side camp where the men are completely isolated from their fellows
and the rest of the world.”671 Davis felt the necessary arrangements – transporting lice and the
experimental “killing agents” from New York to Campton, supplying the volunteers with
underwear, and supervising the experiment – could “all be made easily” and the project could get
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underway quickly.672 Most importantly, the proposed experimental subjects were cooperative.
Davis reported that volunteers were “willing to live…in complete isolation for 18 days, without
changing or washing their underwear, clothing, or bedding. They are willing to be infested with
clean lice and to try out any powders or sprays which we think safe for human trial in any
manner or amount which we desire.”673 The men also agreed to sign statements that they would
not sue for damages.
With both the Rockefeller Foundation and the AFSC in favor of the proposed study,
Strode wrote to Selective Service requesting permission to conduct a field study at the Campton
CPS camp. Strode justified his request by explaining that the National Research Council’s
Subcommittee on Tropical Diseases was promoting the development and testing of new
insecticides and noted that the “armed forces of the United States are greatly interested in the
studies…and the Surgeon General of the Army has requested the utmost speed in finding a
satisfactory insecticide which can be employed with safety and efficacy by troops.”674 Indeed,
Germany was likewise engaged in anti-typhus research.675 Furthermore, Strode explained that
the Rockefeller Foundation was working cooperatively with the Department of Agriculture,
which was conducting research on insecticides and insect repellants for the military. Seeking to
forestall possible objections to the proposed project, Strode stated that participation was not
hazardous to the volunteers’ health, nor would it significantly reduce their work output.
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The Selective Service quickly responded, granting permission to proceed with the
experiment.676 Permission for the study was also requested, and received, from the U.S. Forest
Service.677 The Rockefeller Foundation Health Commission Scientific Directors’ committee
allocated $3,000 for louse-control studies in New Hampshire.678 As all the pieces fell into place,
Camp Campton’s director wrote to Strode to inform him that the volunteers were ready and that
side camp would begin on July 27th. He concluded, “We are very happy to have this opportunity
to aid your research and hope that you will call upon us in the future, no matter how dangerous
the project may be.”679

Camp Liceum
As promised, on July 27th, a temporary (“side”) camp consisting of seven dormitory tents,
a cook tent, and a dining tent was set up in Glencliff, New Hampshire, approximately 40 miles
away from the base camp.680 (See Appendix Z.) The residents of the side camp – nicknamed
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“Camp Liceum” (and occasionally “Camp Lyceum”) – worked eight and a half hours daily
rebuilding a road that had been destroyed by flooding.681
Louis Riehl, a Rockefeller Foundation entomologist, and Davis explained the rules of the
experiment: no purposeful killing of lice, no changing or washing of underwear or bedding, and
no removal of undergarments except for removal of undershirts as necessitated by heat during
the workday.682 Participants would be allowed to bathe or change outer clothing without
restriction. The thirty-two volunteers removed their undergarments and donned new sleeveless
cotton jerseys and blue cotton shorts. Each pair of undershorts sported a patch containing lice
eggs and between 50 and 100 adult lice (which had been bred at the Louse Lab and which fed on
Dr. Davis during their journey to the camp.)683 One of the volunteers recalled:
The first night was uncomfortable. The business of getting acquainted is often awkward,
and possibly these laboratory-bred insects were just as embarrassed as were the campers.
(It is hoped they slept better.) But, with few exceptions, there was no serious
discomforture after that. The bites were no worse than those of the mosquito, and apart
from a certain amount of uninhibited scratching in public, the men felt and behaved more
or less normally.684
Each man’s clothing was examined daily and the number of lice counted was recorded
for each volunteer. (See Appendix AA.) The researchers noted the location of the lice, their
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apparent age, and the condition of the human subject.685 On August 5th, Davis decided the
average louse count was high enough to start testing the powders. Two men were not assigned to
the treatment groups due to their particularly variable lice counts. The remaining thirty subjects
were ranked according to their August 5th lice counts and then divided into six groups of five
men.686 To create equivalent groups, Davis assigned to each of the groups some men who had
high louse counts and some who had low counts. Once the treatment groups were determined,
subjects were given a bottle containing thirty grams of their assigned powder and told, “Spread it
over your entire underwear and the armpits and crotch of outer clothing: pay particular attention
to seams and folds. The better you spread it, the less they bite!”687 Seven powders were tested,
of which five – code-named 39, 45, 46, 47, and 48 - were Rockefeller creations. Powder 47,
which had no active ingredients, served as a control; powders 39, 45, 46, and 48 contained,
among other ingredients, 2,4 dinitro-6-cyclo-hexyl phenol.688 The two non-Rockefeller powders,
code-named YAT and NLE, came from the Department of Agriculture group in Orlando, and
their compositions were not revealed to the Rockefeller researchers.689
By the day following the powder application, Davis was already urging the IHD to follow
the trial with others. Noting that the study “seems to be the nearest yet devised to actual field
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conditions, and it can be rigorously controlled and observed,” Davis advocated using the COs to
test other powders “since we have not yet exhausted our own mixtures or those at Orlando.”690
The trial ended August 15, 1942. (See Appendix AB.) No group was deemed louse-free, as the
men were reinfested as the eggs on their clothing hatched.691 YAT was associated with no
problems, but the men treated with NLE developed scrotal irritation. The Rockefeller powders
containing 2,4 dinitro-o-cyclo-hexyl phenol stained clothing a pale yellow.
A second field trial, involving 27 volunteers began on August 24th. Many of the subjects
from the first trial participated in the second.692 Davis used the same infestation technique as
before, and once again the subjects lived in the side camp. The substances tested were powders
83 (control), 87, 91, 94, MYL, and spray P. Powders 87, 91, and 94 contained, among other
ingredients, 2,4 dinitro-6-cyclo-hexyl phenol.693 Powder 91 and Spray P included pyrethrum, a
plant-derived natural insecticide that was obtained primarily from Japan, Kenya, and the
Dalmatian coast and thus was in short supply during the war.694 MYL - the formula for which
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the BEPQ would not reveal even to the Louse Lab – was the anti-louse powder used by the U.S.
Army.695
On September 1, 1942, the groups received their treatments; six days later the spray
group was treated a second time. In addition to their normal labor, men in the MYL, 91, and 87
groups made a five-hour mountain climb wearing thirty-pound packs.696 At the conclusion of the
trial, powder 87 “had a perfect record, ridding all men of all lice immediately and keeping them
clear for a week;” however, it “was obviously not practical” due to skin and clothing staining and
nasal irritation.697 Powder 94 was equally effective but even more problematic: “It stained the
body and stung if inhaled and even produced burning of the scrotum in one case.”698 Given the
irritant effects of powders 87 and 94, the men who received those powders were excused from
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the study a few days early.699 Both powders 91 and MYL killed all lice present on the day of
treatment and gave evidence of being effective a week later. Indeed, subjects in these groups
were reinfested with lice during the study, only to have the insects die. However, both powders
had “slight…disadvantages”: MYL temporary irritated the anuses of two volunteers, while
powder 91 stained skin and clothing and, in one man, caused a temporary redness of the
scrotum.700 Spray P was the least effective agent.
The third trial commenced September 22, 1942, at which time the weather had turned
cold with snow flurries. Twenty-eight men volunteered for the experiment, which ended on
October 9, 1942. The men wore long underwear made of 25 percent wool. The powders tested
were 151, 152, 153, 154 (control), 169, MYL, and 180. Davis reported that “no irritation of
scrotum, body skin, anus, or excessive sneezing or coughing” was observed to result from the
experimental powders, but “several men had severe dermatitis from the bites of the lice.”701 As
before, there was staining of clothes and skin.
By early October 1942, the Rockefeller anti-louse studies involving COs had come to the
end. Results were shared with the BEPQ and the Army Surgeon General’s office.702 Based on
the three trials, Davis and Wheeler recommended the use of powders MYL and 153. The
researchers did not consider either MYL or 153 the ideal lousicide; nevertheless they were
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considered “far superior to any of the insecticides similarly used in World War I.”703 As a
follow-up to the New Hampshire trials, Strode and Davis mapped out a plan to conduct an antilouse field trial in Mexico.704 In December 1942, President Roosevelt created the U. S. Typhus
Commission, a group that included Davis and others of those involved in the testing of
experimental lousicides.705 The CPS guinea pigs expressed themselves ready to participate in
further testing, but the IHD researchers were off to other locales.706

The Campton Guinea Pigs
Who were the COs who volunteered? Like all CPS camps, CPS camp #32’s population
was in a constant state of flux as men were moved in and out of the camp by Selective Service.
The camp was administered by AFSC and, as such, had a more heterogeneous composition than
did CPS units sponsored by other churches. A roster of the West Campton CPS camp made
between the time of Davis’ first visit to the camp and the start of the first field trial describes 123
campers hailing from twelve states and the District of Columbia and representing 85 skills and
occupations, ranging from sign painter to florist to doctoral student in mathematics.707 The
campers hailed from 94 colleges and universities, and they belonged to 28 religious
703
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denominations. The largest number of men (25) declared themselves non-affiliated, with the
second largest number (22) affiliated with the Friends. Half of the listed affiliations (including
Christadelphian, Judaism, Pentecostal, Presbyterian, and Universalist) were represented by only
one CO.
By comparing the published results of the field trials (which lists volunteers by initials)
with Camp # 32’s roster, it is possible to identify the assignees who might have volunteered in
the field trials. Using the CPS directory to eliminate assignees who could not have been at CPS
unit #32 during the time of the field trials allowed the identification of most, though not all, of
the men who served as guinea pigs on this project. In some cases, I found additional evidence,
such as a news story, that confirmed an individual’s participation in the research.708 I also
located a preliminary list of volunteers that CPS camp # 32’s director had sent to Dr. Davis prior
to the first trial and a letter written by Dr. Davis in which he listed the name of the participants in
the third trial.709 By cross-referencing this data, I was able to not only identify the majority of
the research subjects but also to track some of the research subjects’ participation across the
three field trials. (See Appendix AC for identified participants and their brief biographies, as
given on the camp roster and in the CPS directory.) I was able to identify twenty-nine of the
thirty-two participants in the first field trial, seventeen of twenty-seven participants in the second
field trial, and all of the third trial’s twenty-eight participants. The identified participants ranged
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from 21 to 33 years of age.710 A newsletter described the forty eight total participants in the
three field trials as “made up of 9 undergraduates and 9 graduate students, 3 college professors, 7
highschool teachers, 7 business men, 2 insurance agents, 2 lawyers, 3 laborers, 1 farmer, artist,
government employee, social worker, publisher, newspaper man.”711 The majority of the
identified men had attended, and many cases graduated from, post-secondary programs,
including universities, business colleges, religious college, and teachers colleges, though some of
the volunteers reported no higher education. A number of the schools attended were religious in
origin or heritage (for instance, Earlham College, Haverford College, Monmouth College and
Swarthmore College). Some of the assignees were experienced travelers. Many of the identified
volunteers reported involvement in religious activities either as their vocation or their hobby;
another subset of the group reported involvement in social work-type activities, either religious
or secular.

On Choosing to be a Subject
The faithfulness of these residents of Camp Liceum in carrying out their research duties
was noted by Davis and Wheeler, who wrote: “The cooperation given by the volunteers was
remarkable. None gave up the experiment because of its discomforts. None complained, and we
believe that none killed lice intentionally. A few men who were severely bothered at night took
over their underwear and left it inside their bed, and this made little difference in the counts and
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is considered insignificant.”712 Indeed, at the conclusion of the second trial, Davis noted that
everyone “seemed very happy and glad to cooperate so that there was no scarcity of volunteers”
for the final study.713 This echoed the statement from the AFSC camp director who, prior to the
start of the experiment, notified the researchers that “so many men wish to take part that we have
had a difficult time knowing who to eliminate.”714 At least half of the volunteers participated in
more than one of the three field trials (although this is likely an undercount, due to the lack of
information available about the volunteers in trial two.)715 Indeed, the COs volunteered
themselves for another round of field trials, but William Davis declined, since he and his
colleagues were headed out of the country.
Why was there such enthusiasm for participating in the study? The answer to that
question varies for each of the stakeholders: the Rockefeller researchers, the AFSC, and the
volunteers themselves. For the Rockefeller researchers, the primary motivation for working with
COs was the promise of cooperative subjects. Indeed, it was only because naturally louseinfested vagrants were deemed to be too uncooperative that the organization sought a different
population on which to conduct its time-sensitive research.
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For the AFSC, there were two primary motivations for allowing the Rockefeller
researchers access to the men. First, the AFSC deemed many of the CPS unit work assignments
to be make-work and longed to be engaged in meaningful humanitarian work. The AFSC had
originally envisioned sending CPS men overseas to work on war relief projects, but this plan had
come to naught. The AFSC had then sought to use the time that COs were in CPS camps to train
the men to conduct such service after discharge, but this effort had been halted as well. As such,
the AFSC was very receptive to the idea that men in camps could serve a humanitarian cause at
the same time as they performed the manual labor desired by the U.S. government.
After his meeting with IHD Associate Director Dr. George Strode, AFSC staffer Swift
had reported to NSBRO that the proposed study was inherently humanitarian in intent. “Because
all attempts to eliminate lice from European cities after the last war proved ineffective, the
Foundation is particularly anxious to discover whether this new method, more easily applied to
the total population of a stricken city, is really effective in other than laboratory conditions.”716
Indeed, the study design was intended to reproduce “to a certain extent the conditions under
which the poverty stricken population in a European city might be living.”717 Likewise, Davis’
presentation at Camp Campton had underscored the humanitarian motivation of the research.
Davis reported, “The talk touched on the problem of typhus after the last war, the louse as the
vector of typhus, the problem of louse control in a civilian population, and the need to test out
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louse-killing substances in actual human trials.”718 Davis explained to the potential volunteers
that any findings would be “restricted to the use of the allied nations during the war,” as was
“true of all significant scientific research being done today;” but he assured the prospective
subjects that “the Rockefeller Foundation [was]…primarily interested in international health and
its great job in typhus prevention [would] probably come after the war and be carried on
irrespective of national boundaries.”719 (Despite this emphasis on the humanitarian implications
of the research, it is impossible to separate the IHD’s anti-louse research from the U.S. military’s
interest in preventing typhus.720 Indeed, when setting up the Louse Lab, IHD representatives
told the New York City Commissioner of Health that the project’s “main objective is to obtain
information for application in Europe and by our armed forces.”721)
A second reason for the AFSC’s enthusiasm for the lousicide trials stemmed directly
from the organization’s desire to be involved in war relief.722 The AFSC longed for the COs to
be engaged in relief and reconstruction work in overseas locales impacted by the war: since that
was not possible, helping a pre-eminent humanitarian organization like the Rockefeller
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Foundation do research that would eventually be of use overseas must have seemed like the best
available option. AFSC staffer Swift concluded that the project seemed “well worth the trial,
both for the intrinsic value which may develop from this experiment and because cooperation
with the Foundation may open the way at some future time to more extensive participation in
their medical and reconstruction work.”723 Furthermore, the opportunity to be involved in the
search for an effective method of preventing typhus may have been of particular interest to the
AFSC, given that its volunteers had fought the disease in Poland after World War I.724
But what of the COs who chose to be part of the study? What were their motivations?
Who did they perceive as the beneficiary of their participation? The men were paid six dollars
for their participation, but it seems highly unlikely that this galvanized the men to volunteer.
First, payment was not discussed prior to the start of the experiment. Second, for at least the first
field trial, all but one of the men donated their remuneration.725 Davis perceived the campers’
willingness to volunteer as arising from a sense of altruism. He reported that the COs
represented many types: some were “crackpots” but a “certain proportion [were] honest pacifists
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of high ideal and Christian beliefs eager to aid humanity,” adding that the volunteers were
“practically all from this ‘good’ group.”726 But what did the volunteers themselves think?
Before addressing this question, I must acknowledge an issue that is central to any study
such as this. As Faden and Beauchamp caution, “‘Informed consent’ is a creation of a broad
range of social practices and institutions in the twentieth century. To remove the notion from
contemporary cultural and historical contexts in which it was nourished in order to test
retrospectively for its presence” in another setting “is a dangerous undertaking requiring special
precautions.”727 Thus, I am making no claims that the COs who participated in the anti-louse
trials necessarily gave what would be considered genuine informed consent. My claim is much
more constrained: simply that we know these men participated in one or more of the anti-louse
trials conducted under the auspices of the Rockefeller Center’s IHD. From the available
evidence, it appears that the choice to participate was voluntary. However, we do not have solid
evidence of what the men were told about the purpose of the trial, what its risks, harms, and
benefits would be, or what the result of not volunteering would be. Volunteers were asked to
sign waivers; however, as I have been unable to find a copy of this waiver, I do not know what it
stated. With these provisos, in this section I attempt to shed light on the campers’ motivations to
volunteer by relying upon what information I was able to glean from the available sources.
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One volunteer, Larry Miller, wrote, “The idea of conscientious objectors voluntarily
participating in human guinea pig experiments captured the interest of many men.”728 Many
COs throughout CPS were interested in the opportunity to perform work that would contribute to
the betterment of the world and society. One volunteer in the anti-louse trials stated that his
participation stemmed from his desire “to do something that would contribute to a better world”
and that typhus control efforts were “focused more towards the civilian population that would be
involved in the war.”729 CO Martin Ponch stated that the anti-louse trials were an “effort to
satisfy some of us who wanted to do work of national importance as the government had
asked.”730 Likewise, CO Stephen Angell recalled
Since I loved nature and the mountains, they couldn’t have found a more delightful place
for me [than the West Campton CPS camp]. I just loved it there. But my conscience
weighed heavily on me that I wasn’t really doing work of national importance. I was just
having a damn good time. It was an AFSC unit run by the Quakers, and they were
looking around for special projects that individuals could sign up for. One of the projects
was trying to find a powder that would destroy lice that are the carriers of typhus and
cholera, potential dangers in the planned invasion of Southern Europe. We had a chance
to volunteer to be in this experiment, which I thought was a delightful opportunity.731
In an article describing the field trials, CO David Jack stated that
A non-pacifist wrote of one of our men, “The fact that he has volunteered for such a
project is an act of sheer heroism on his part. Those of us who knew him remember him
as a painfully clean person.” That is a very pleasant thing to hear, but none of us are
heroes or martyrs…We were sent here to do “work of national importance.” We may be
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contributing a little to work that might be of international importance. And we’re pretty
grateful for the chance.732
The case of Melvin (Mel) Weightman is provocative, with regard to the value some COs
placed on the guinea pig studies. Weightman, a twenty-seven-year old Friend who had
graduated from Haverford College and was working in the insurance business, entered CPS June
10, 1942, reporting to the West Campton CPS camp. He participated in the field trials and, after
their completion, he wrote an account for the camp newspaper, in which he stated, “Although the
sacrifice in terms of time and comfort were not great, the fact that the men were willing and so
eager to serve is perhaps indicative of the spirit with which Civilian Public Service will welcome
in the future any opportunity to perform a humanitarian work.”733 Several weeks later, he
“refused to perform any” of his assigned work – cutting trees, constructing a fire tower,
improving fire roads – “on the ground that it was not work of national importance.”734 As a
result, he was tried and convicted. Without further information, it is impossible to know what
prompted Weightman’s protest, but given the timeline (that Weightman worked until after the
trials were completed) and Weightman’s favorable presentation of the anti-louse study, it may be
that while he did not find his forestry assignments to be of national importance, he did consider
the guinea pig project to have been an importance use of CO manpower.735
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A CO who volunteered for the anti-louse studies declared, “They also serve who only
stand and scratch.”736 Proof that COs were serving their nation was important in the context of a
nation swept with rhetoric about service and of a time when COs were often viewed with scorn,
dislike, and condemnation (see chapter 4). The social acceptability of serving as a CO may be
deduced from the New York Times wedding announcement of one of the COs who participated in
the anti-louse trials. Announcing “Former Army Nurse Married to John S. Pullman Jr.,” the
notice went on to state that the bride “served with the Army Nurse Corps for eighteen months in
New Guinea and the Philippines.”737 In contrast, the announcement made no mention of what
John Pullman, Jr. – who served in the West Campton and Brattleboro Retreat CPS units – did
during the war. Instead, Pullman is described as “an alumnus of the Hotchkiss School and
Wesleyan University…[who] attended also the Cornell University Law School and the
University of Chicago School of Social Service Administration.”738
The COs at West Campton were not immune from the dislike, scorn, and suspicion that
was generally the World War II CO’s lot. One of the men who participated in the anti-louse
trials lost his job on account of being a CO. His local newspaper reported that “Ernest L.
Hixson, a former Glassport High School teacher, was relieved of his connection with the school
at a special meeting of the school board last month…The board decided he was not entitled to a
renewal of his contract inasmuch as his leave was not given to take part in the military program

736

The Compass, 1, Civilian Public Service, November 1942, 23.

737

“Sally Hitchcock Bride in Vermont,” New York Times, May 23, 1948, 67. ProQuest Historical Newspapers New
York Times (1851-2007).
738

“Sally Hitchcock Bride in Vermont,” New York Times, May 23, 1948, 67. ProQuest Historical Newspapers New
York Times (1851-2007).

205

of the country. He has been in a camp for conscientious objectors in New England.”739 The lack
of acceptance of COs was succinctly illustrated by a sign posted in a barbershop in nearby
Plymouth, New Hampshire. It proclaimed, “NO SKUNKS ALLOWED! So you …
CONSCIENTIOUS OBJECTORS Keep to H_ _ _ _ out of this shop!”740 (See Appendix AD.)
Martin Ponch, a CO who was assigned to the West Campton CPS unit, recalled, “We woke up
one morning to find out Plymouth had burned down and they never called the men from the
camp...They were willing to let 1/3 of their town burn down rather than let those damn COs
come out.”741 An undated handbook published by the men of CPS Camp #32 summed up the
state of community relations thusly:
Over the past year individuals in camp have developed good relations in the community
through church, business and social acquaintances. We are a conspicuous minority in a
rural area, and our contacts with the public infrequent, so it is important that we as
individuals accept the responsibility to maintain our carefully built goodwill and develop
it further into the larger areas of the community with which we have little rapport. The
public relations committee feel that this may best be done by acting as normal citizens,
and by relating ourselves to the activities of the community primarily as persons and not
as C.O.’s.742
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Some COs came from environments in which religious pacifism was the norm and where
it was expected that draft-aged men would adhere to a CO stance. Other COs, however, found
themselves very much at odds with their home communities and sometimes even their friends
and/or families. As discussed previously, campers frequently wished to prove to themselves,
their families, their communities, and the nation at large that they were neither sissies nor
shirkers but loyal citizens.743 One resident of the Lyceum wrote that his father, who had been
“wounded from mustard gas” while serving during World War I, was “wounded again, this time
by my stand as a conscientious objector. He couldn’t explain my CO position to his friends.”744
The West Campton COs may have been motivated to volunteer for the anti-louse
research to prove their willingness to serve the nation. At the same time, it seems likely that
Davis was correct in perceiving the men’s willingness to volunteer as arising from a sense of
altruism. The CPS service records of many of the volunteers who participated in the anti-louse
trials include postings to camps where the work assignments had a social service orientation.
(See Appendix AE for information about anti-louse trial participants’ later placements in social
service-oriented CPS units.) Further evidence that many of the campers who volunteered for the
anti-louse trials were strongly dedicated to helping others can be derived from their post-CPS
activities. (See Appendix AF for information about anti-louse trial participants’ post-CPS
activities.) Several of the men worked for the AFSC after their discharge from CPS, in some
cases as careers. Others worked as ministers, psychologists, or as social service providers, and
many were labor, environmental, and social activists. As described above, several of the
volunteers stated that they choose to participate in the anti-louse trials because they wanted to
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perform a constructive, humanitarian-oriented endeavor. It is impossible to extrapolate from
those men to their peers and thus claim that all the volunteers shared this motivation for
participation in the study. However, the volunteers’ records, both within CPS and in their postwar civilian capacities, supports the hypothesis that this group of men were interested in
performing humanitarian, social-service type work. This conclusion is in concordance with the
impression of a reporter who visited the West Campton CPS unit in 1943 (after the anti-louse
experiments) that the campers had “a keen desire for assignment to overseas relief and
reconstruction work.”745 “At the time of my visit,” the reporter wrote, “there was almost a
competition to acquire the necessary qualifications for assignment to the ambulance unit which
the American Friends Service Committee had planned to send to China.”746 He described many
COs as possessing “more than average social consciousness; not a few have been engaged in
unpaid social work of various kinds in the past. If a work project can be shown to possesses
some welfare implication, such as the provision of free fuel wood for poor families, interest,
morale and productivity go up with a bound.”747

The Risks of the Study
What harm(s) did participation in the studies pose to volunteers? Being infested with lice
would have been unpleasant. Lice feed on human blood, and this feeding would have caused
skin irritation and, in some people, severe reactions.748 The Rockefeller researchers, however,
did not view the infestation with lice as hazardous to the volunteers in of itself. It would not
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have been uncommon for researchers working in this arena to have had personal experience with
lice feeding on them and thus some idea of what the CO volunteers would experience.749
(Indeed, the Rockefeller researchers kept the lice alive during their journey from the Louse Lab
to the New Hampshire CPS camp by letting the insects feed on them.) The Louse Lab kept its
lice alive by allowing them to feed on medical students who were paid for their participation.
This approach was “patterned largely after those [methods of cultivations] which were
demonstrated to be entirely safe in the last war.”750 While a human may “develop slight
dermatitis at the site of the louse bites,” this “promptly disappears if louse feeding is
discontinued.”751 Rather than focusing on any potential harms of infestation, the Rockefeller
researchers concentrated on that fact that the lice were lab-bred and free from disease. This
sterling provenance of the lice appears to have led them to conclude that the COs’ infestation
with lice would not be harmful.
Once the second field trial was underway, Dr. Davis observed that the men who had
already been exposed to lice, including himself, suffered a more bothersome reaction once the
insects were reintroduced. He noted that while he had “suffered no trouble from feeding 1700
lice twice daily for 4 days when transporting them to the first experiment,” he “had marked
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whealing and itching from the 1000 lice fed on transport this time.”752 Likewise, volunteers who
had not developed a rash until two weeks or more into the first experiment developed a rash as
quickly as the second day of the second trial. This hypersensitivity was even more evident
during the third trial in which several volunteers were “severely bothered by the 100 new lice,”
although “the great discomfort of the men soon subsided as they again became used to the beasts,
and the insects died off.”753
Overall, the Rockefeller researchers did not seem to dwell upon the risks associated with
the exposure to experimental insecticides. They would have known there would be some:
indeed, the point of the field trial was not only to test the effect of the insecticidal substances on
lice but to witness how the substances affected the men employing them. Side effects were not
incidental outcomes; rather, the identification of side effects was one of the goals of the research.
However, the researchers were only interested in what side effects were plainly evident, not
bringing along specialized equipment of any sort for evaluating the health of the volunteers.
Given the short-term focus of war-related research, the long-term impact of exposure to these
chemicals was not a consideration. I am unaware of any attempt to conduct long-term followups on any of the volunteers. (This is in keeping with the fact that there has not been adequate
investigation of long-term effects on humans for most chemicals.)
The Rockefeller researchers likely did not expect any side effects to be serious in nature,
given their assurance to Selective Service that “this work would not constitute a health hazard to
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those who volunteer,” nor would it significantly reduce their work output.754 As their partners at
BEPQ would not share the formula for some of the powders, the Louse Lab researchers would
not have known, in all cases, precisely what compounds they were applying to the volunteers.
The Louse Lab conducted its own analysis of at least some of the substances given to them by
collaborating research teams, which may have bolstered Dr. Davis and his colleagues’ faith that
the compounds not overly toxic to man.755
One of the agents involved in the field trials was 2,4 dinitro-6-cyclo-hexyl phenol, which
was sold as a pesticide into the 1980s by Dow under the brand-name Dinex. Today, this
compound is known to cause skin, eye, and respiratory irritation.756 At least one IHD staff
member expressed concerns about the substance’s toxicity to humans, but his concern was
largely disregarded by the staff of the Louse Lab, based on the available information about
toxicity.757 A fact sheet prepared by the Louse Lab characterized 2,4 dinitro-6-cyclo-hexyl
phenol as causing serious side effects, including death, when given intravenously to various
animals; however, it stated, “In our own experience, baby mice living in a jar heavily sprinkled
with 1.5. per cent D-N appeared well and developed normally after a 12 hr. exposure, though
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they, their food, and the water bottle were heavily covered with the dust.”758 It added,
reassuringly, “Dr. Riehl [an IHD entomologist] has often been covered with 1.5 per cent D-N
dust.”759
The results of the trials demonstrate that a number of the experimental substances were
associated with adverse effects on the volunteers ranging from localized skin irritation to nasal
irritation to coughing to skin staining. NLE, one of the investigational substances whose
composition was not shared with the Rockefeller researchers, was found to cause among the five
men who tested it “a peculiar cherry-pink rubor of the lower portion of the scrotum. The skin
was wrinkled and came off in dry bran-like scales; beneath the scales the epidermis was smooth
and shiny. This reddening was even throughout the whole lower portion.”760 Two of the tested
powders, numbers 87 and 94, were so irritant that the volunteers exposed to them were excused
from the trial a few days early.761
If they did not know to anticipate those side effects prior to the field study, Davis and
Wheeler learned by observing them among the volunteers. The researchers reported that some of
the investigational substances caused nasal irritation or stung the nose if inhaled. (Inhalation was
possible, given that the investigational substances were applied via powders shaken out of bottles
or, in one case, sprayed onto the research subjects’ underwear.) Powder no. 87, which contained

758

“D-N,” attached to William A. Davis, “Letter to Colonel Stone,” August 24, 1942, folder 262, box 33, series 100,
record group 1, collection 100 Typhus Fever July-De 1942, Rockefeller Foundation Archives, RAC.
759

“D-N,” attached to William A. Davis, “Letter to Colonel Stone,” August 24, 1942, folder 262, box 33, series 100,
record group 1, collection 100 Typhus Fever July-De 1942, Rockefeller Foundation Archives, RAC.
760

William A. Davis and Charles M. Wheeler, “The Use of Insecticides on Men Artificially Infested with Body
Lice,” The American Journal of Hygiene, 39:2, March 1944, 165.
761

Dr. William A. Davis diary excerpt, September 7, 1942, box 13, series Davis, William (1942-1943), record group
12.1, Rockefeller Foundation Archives, RAC.

212

1.5 percent 2,4 dinitro-6-cyclo-hexyl phenol in pyrophyllite dust, was deemed “obviously not
practical” due to the nasal irritation it provoked.762
It is worth noting that COs were not singled out for the testing of these chemicals. As
described, the Rockefeller Foundation had initially sought to test them on homeless men. The
BEPQ also tested the potential chemicals on humans in an “arm-and-leg test” in which lice were
placed on cloth that had been treated with experimental insecticides and then the cloth was taped
to the arms and legs of research subjects.763 Compounds that passed the arm-and-leg test were
tested on men who were infested with lice, dusted with the experimental insecticides, and then
confined to a dormitory for up to seventy days. The subjects used in these tests appear to have
been black laborers in Florida.764
How CO-guinea pigs viewed the risks of participating in medical research is the subject
of chapter 9. However, this issue must be discussed briefly at this point in light of
correspondence between one of the West Campton guinea pigs and the IHD’s Dr. Davis. Stanley
Harbison was a participant in the third West Campton field trial. Before coming to the West
Campton unit, he had served in CPS unit #9, a Forest Service camp in Petersham, Massachusetts.
His later placements included CPS unit #53, a Forest Service camp in Gorham, New Hampshire,
and CPS unit # 43, which provided medical and social services in Puerto Rico. Upon hearing
that William Davis was interested in conducted another field trial on COs, Harbison informed his
762

William A. Davis and Charles M. Wheeler, “The Use of Insecticides on Men Artificially Infested with Body
Lice,” The American Journal of Hygiene, 39:2, March 1944, 168.
763

Edmund P. Russell III, “The Strange Career of DDT: Experts, Federal Capacity, and Environmentalism in World
War II,” Technology and Culture 40(4): 1999, 777; R.C. Bushland, et al., “DDT for the Control of Human Lice,” in
P.N. Annand Chief, and Members of the Staff, U.S.D.A. Agr. Res. Adm. Bureau of Entomology and Plant
Quarantine, “Tests Conducted by the Bureau of Entomology and Plant Quarantine to Appraise the Usefulness of
DDT as an Insecticide,” Journal of Economic Entomology 37(1): February 1944, 126.
764

“Experimental Studies in Louse Control,” no date, folder 88, box 9, series 4, record group 5, collection Davis,
William A. (Louse Lab) June - Oct 1942, Rockefeller Foundation Archives, RAC.

213

peers at Gorham of the opportunity, explaining to Davis that he “presented the entire matter to
our camp meeting in a similar manner to that which you originally presented it at Campton, plus
some sidelights on Campton’s experience on your first three experiments.”765 After several
weeks of discussion, the campers decided that they were willing to host such a field trial.
Harbison, however, had something more in mind, writing in a separate letter to Davis, “Although
I have not said anything to anyone yet about the possibility of having an experiment in a hospital
as you mentioned, I have been discretely talking to men here about how far they will be willing
to endanger their lives or health.”766 From these conversations, Harbison was of the impression
that “at least 12 men would cooperate in your contemplated project.”767 What the project
entailed was unspecified; however, it may have involved giving men typhus, given that Harbison
asked if having had typhus conferred future immunity to the disease. He explained his interest,
asking, “could one who has recovered from typhus fever safely work in areas where typhus is
prevalent[?] I am thinking especially in terms of post-war relief and reconstruction.”768
Harbison asked for a speedy decision about the proposed project, stating that “it will help our
morale a great deal to have men going onto such work, and the sooner I can give hope for it the
better.”769 Thus, in Harbison’s estimation, participation in an undefined research project would
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boost the morale of some of his peers, twelve of whom would likely be willing to endanger, to
some extent, their lives or health.

Legacy of the Study
Davis’ and Wheeler’s findings were published in March 1944; however, their data had
already become a mere footnote to history. In December 1942, the Orlando group tested a
powder known as DDT (dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane) on the body louse.770 First
synthesized in 1873, DDT was rediscovered in 1939 by Dr. Paul Müller, who won the Nobel
Prize for his discovery and for his demonstrations of the compound’s insecticidal properties. In
August 1942, Müller’s employer, the Swiss company J.R. Geigy, A.G., informed the British and
American governments about DDT and its properties.771 Due to Swiss neutrality, information
about DDT was also made available to the Axis Powers. Geigy’s American subsidiary submitted
samples to the U.S. Department of Agriculture, and testing demonstrated phenomenal results.
By May 1943, the Cincinnati Chemical Works, a subsidiary of Geigy, had begun producing DDT
for military use. The Allied Forces quickly embraced DDT, replacing the MYL and AL 63
powders that had previously been used by the American and British forces respectively.772
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While MYL was considered “a good insecticide,” with the availability of DDT, it was quickly
abandoned.773
Davis and Wheeler wrote, “The ideal powder must contain a louse-killing ingredient
which is simple, convenient, safe, cheap, and applicable on a large scale.”774 DDT fit the bill. It
kills insects effectively and quickly through nerve poisoning yet is relatively nontoxic to humans.
It was cheap to produce and retained its toxicity for a long period of time, lessening the need for
repeat applications. DDT was hailed as a miracle pesticide until the early 1960s, when its
negative environmental impact became a matter of public concern.
The story of typhus during World War II is a success story. From the start of the war
through August 1945, only 61 cases of epidemic typhus were recorded in American service
members, despite the fact that millions were deployed.775 Even more impressive, a typhus
epidemic in Naples, Italy was halted through the use of lousicides. Despite their desire to help
develop effective methods for preventing typhus, the CO guinea pigs did not play a central role
in the victory against typhus. The discomforts suffered and risks taken by the subjects ultimately
were for next to naught, given DDT’s ascendance as the insecticide par excellence. While the
residents of the Lyceum didn’t conquer typhus, they did expand the alternative service options
available to CPS camps. While the anti-louse trials were conducted on CPS assignees who were
performing forestry work to meet their alternative service obligations, “guinea-pigging” itself
quickly became a form of alternative service. More than five hundred COs eventually
participated in one or more of more than forty different experiments sponsored by the OSRD and
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the Office of the Surgeon General.776 Much of this research was conducted on COs whose
alternative service assignment was to be a research subject (unlike the experiments described in
this chapter, which were in addition to the volunteers’ assigned forestry labor.)
In closing, it is noteworthy that a number of men who volunteered for the anti-louse trials
would choose to volunteer as a medical research subject yet again. Larry Miller would later
volunteer in a diet experiment conducted by researchers from the Harvard Fatigue Laboratory
and in an Office of the Surgeon General of the Army-run study of atypical pneumonia.777 Martin
Ponch later volunteered to serve as a subject in altitude research being conducted at Harvard
Medical School.778 David Bacon would transfer from West Campton to participate in the
psycho-acoustic research conducted at Harvard University.779 George Loveland later served in
the University of Pennsylvania jaundice study. John Steer participated in the dietary research
conducted at West Campton.780 Robert (Bob) Dick served in multiple studies as a member of the
University of Rochester guinea pig CPS unit (see chapter 8), and Francis Walton served in the
Massachusetts General Hospital’s guinea pig unit that was testing malaria drugs. F. Porter
Sargent and William Seeman would transfer from West Campton to the Welfare Island guinea
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pig unit. Russell Tuttle participated in the atypical pneumonia experiment at Pinehurst, North
Carolina.
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Chapter 6: CO Guinea Pigs

The use of COs in the Rockefeller Foundation’s anti-lice studies was happenstance, a
product of researchers who needed compliant subjects being introduced to a group of men who
were looking to perform what they considered to be socially-significant work. The news that
COs were available and willing to serve as research subjects quickly spread, and researchers
thronged to apply for their own CO-subjects. Selective Service and the HPCs (particularly the
AFSC and the BSC) established special projects in which CPS assignees served as human
subjects for researchers. Unlike the West Campton assignees, who were assigned to a forestry
project and participated in the anti-lice study in their free time, in the guinea pig units, the COs’
assigned work project was to serve as a research subject (and possibly, when not engaged in
research, as a laboratory assistant or hospital orderly.) This chapter details the scope of research
and describes the policies and procedures pertaining to establishing and running a CO guinea pig
project. This chapter also discusses how various stakeholders – specifically, researchers, the
HPCS, and individual COs – and the general public viewed the use of CPS assignees as research
participants. First, however, this chapter discusses alterations in the practice of medical research
in the United States during World War II, specifically the increased emphasis on applied (rather
than basic) research, the quest to reduce the amount of time necessary to produce findings, and
an increased reliance upon human subjects.
Individuals in this cultural milieu, just a few years before what would come to be called
the “golden age of American medicine,” would likely have had a very different understanding of
serving as a research subject, even for a nontherapeutic study, that would individuals in today’s
bioethically-aware, scandal-sensitized, and authority-distrusting society or from an early era in
which research was widely perceived to be something done to those who were less fortunate or
219

somehow vulnerable. In contrast, World War II-era Americans likely would have thought highly
of medical researchers and of research in general. This generally positive perception of medical
research is notable throughout this chapter.

The American Research Effort: The OSRD and its CMR
In his reflections on the history of American science, Nathan Reingold concluded that
American “scientists usually rise and salute when the flag is raised, especially during
wartime.”781 During World War II, civilian researchers thronged to offer their services to the
war effort. In just one representative example, the “entire [American] entomological profession
reoriented its activities when hostilities broke out” and sought to ensure that it, as a group, was
available to render whatever services were needed to prosecute the war.782 After the war, one
scientific administrator stated that “No pressure of public opinion…tended to coerce scientists or
industry or university administrators to assist the” war effort; rather “[w]hat was done was done
voluntarily, largely on an unpaid and part-time basis.”783
The government sought to harness this patriotism among scientists.784 On June 27, 1940
President Franklin Roosevelt established the National Defense Research Committee (NDRC) to
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“correlate and support scientific research on the mechanisms and devices of warfare, excepting
those relating to the problems of flight.”785 (See Appendix AG.) Dr. Vannevar Bush, a former
vice-president of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology who had become president of the
Carnegie Institution of Washington (a private organization devoted to the advancement of
scientific research), was named chair.786 The NDRC was directed to “aid and supplement the
experimental and research activities of the War and Navy Departments” by contracting “with
educational institutions, individuals, and industrial organizations for scientific studies and
reports.”787 Simply put, the NDRC was charged with mobilizing and coordinating civilian
researchers studying questions of interest to the military. For the NDRC, these questions – for

Japan’s Germ Warfare Operation (New York, NY: HarperCollins, 2004); Sheldon H. Harris, Factories of Death:
Japanese Biological Warfare, 1932-1945, and the American Cover-up, revised edition (New York, NY: Routledge,
2002); George J. Annas and Michael A. Grodin, eds., The Nazi Doctors and the Nuremberg Code: Human Rights in
Human Experimentation (New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1992); Robert N. Proctor, Racial Hygiene:
Medicine Under the Nazis (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1988); Walter E. Grunden, Yutaka
Kawamura, Eduard Kolchinsky, Helmut Maier, and Masakatsu Yamazaki, “Laying the Foundation for Wartime
Research: A Comparative Overview of Science Mobilization in National Socialist Germany, Japan, and the Soviet
Union,” Osiris, 2nd series, volume 20 (2005), 79-106; Gerhard Baader, Susan E. Lederer, Morris Low, Florian
Schmaltz, and Alexander V. Schwerin, “Pathways to Human Experimentation, 1933-1945: Germany, Japan, and the
United States,” Osiris, 2nd series, volume 20 (2005), 205-231; T.M. Gibson and M.H. Harrison, Into Thin Air: A
History of Aviation Medicine in the RAF (London: Robert Hale Limited, 1984); and Jordan Goodman, Anthony
McElligott, and Lara Marks, “Making Human Bodies Useful: Historicizing Medical Experiments in the Twentieth
Century,” in Jordan Goodman, Anthony McElligott, and Lara Marks, eds., Useful Bodies: Humans in the Service of
Medical Science in the Twentieth Century, (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2003) 1-23. In
contrast to the United States, some of these nations had no background of separation between science and the
government; nevertheless, in each of these countries the role of the state vis a vis research increased during the
second World War. See Spencer R. Weart, “The Physics Business in America, 1919-1940: A Statistical
Reconnaissance” in The Sciences in the American Context: New Perspectives, ed. Nathan Reingold (Washington,
D.C.: Smithsonian Institution Press, 1979) 312.
785

“Order Establishing the National Defense Research Committee” in James Phinney Baxter 3rd, Scientists Against
Time (Boston, MA: Little, Brown and Company, 1946) 451.
786

James Phinney Baxter 3rd, Scientists Against Time (Boston, MA: Little, Brown and Company, 1946) 14; Daniel J.
Kevles, The Physicists: The History of a Scientific Community in Modern America (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1995) 293-6.
787

“Order Establishing the National Defense Research Committee” in James Phinney Baxter 3rd, Scientists Against
Time (Boston, MA: Little, Brown and Company, 1946) 451; James Phinney Baxter 3rd, Scientists Against Time
(Boston, MA: Little, Brown and Company, 1946) 14.

221

example, how can a boat tell if a submarine is near? – were largely tied to the development and
refinement of technology.
In July 1941, a year after NDRC’s creation, a reorganization created the Office of
Scientific Research and Development (OSRD), with Bush as director. While the NDRC had
been focused solely on research pertaining to weaponry and other instruments of war, the
OSRD’s mandate was wider. Within the OSRD was the newly-formed Committee on Medical
Research (CMR), created to “advise and assist the Director in the performance of his medical
research duties with special reference to the mobilization of medical and scientific personnel of
the nation.”788 The CMR leadership was composed of representatives of the Surgeon Generals
of the Army, Navy, and Public Health Service and four civilian members appointed by the
President.789 While its composition changed over time, as of August 1945, the CMR was
composed of 315 individuals who served in twelve committees and thirty-four subcommittees.790
These twelve committees were focused on the fields of aviation medicine; chemotherapeutic and
other agents; convalescence and rehabilitation; industrial medicine; information; medicine;
neuropsychiatry; pathology; sanitary engineering; shock and transfusions; surgery; and the
treatment of persons injured by gas.
The creation of the CMR arose from the limitations of the National Research Council
(NRC), which had been created during World War I to apply civilian research expertise to the
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American war effort. As a private organization that did not receive federal funding, the NRC
was largely unable to conduct research even though it was apparent that “many of the questions
put to [it] could not be answered from existing knowledge and many of the procedures
recommended [by the NRC] were obviously susceptible of improvement.”791 Seeking to remedy
this situation, the CMR was authorized to receive and disperse federal funds. One scholar
described the CMR as “[o]perating under a direct presidential mandate, with a clear purpose, and
what was tantamount to a blank check.”792 (The CMR spent more than $24 million on
approximately 600 contracts given to universities, hospitals, research institutes, and industrial
firms.793) The CMR and the NRC were deeply intertwined; indeed, in the assessment of one
scholar, the NRC committees “acted as the operating arms for OSRD” in the realm of
medicine.794 CMR funds were disbursed on research proposals reviewed, approved, and in some
cases conceptualized by the NRC committees.795 The chair of the NRC’s Division of Medical
Sciences served as vice-chair of the CMR, and the chairs of the NRC’s eight major medical
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committees became CMR consultants.796,797 The CMR was even housed in the Washington D.C.
headquarters of the National Academy of Sciences, the NRC’s parent organization.798
The director of OSRD, Vannevar Bush, described the entity as “an effective partnership
of scientists, engineers, industrialists, and military men, such as was never seen before, which
exemplified the spirit of American in action at its strongest and best.”799 Through the OSRD and
its constituent committees, a wide swathe of the nation’s civilian researchers were utilized in
service of America’s military needs. Over 1500 medical doctors and PhDs worked on CMRrelated research, as did 4000 other types of laboratory personnel.800 These civilian scientists
were pulled into war work, often finding themselves working on issues that were new to them
but for which their skills and training were relevant.801 During the war, mathematicians
calculated the efficacy of various bombing techniques, chemists tested insecticidal compounds,
psychologists developed methods by which to gauge individual service members’ aptitudes, and
medical researchers targeted malaria, a disease which had all but disappeared from the United
States. The case of Werner Bachman is typical - Bachman, a chemist known for his work on sex
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hormones, was asked to develop a practical method for the large-scale manufacture of an
explosive called RDX. (Having had no previous experience with explosives, Bachman reported
that his “heart sank” when he learned of his assignment.802) At the close of the war, the OSRD,
which was conceptualized as solely a wartime agency, was terminated.803
The anti-louse trials were not contracted by the OSRD, but they were conducted with the
full knowledge and support of people involved in the various components of this wartime
scientific effort. The majority of subsequent guinea pig CPS projects were authorized by the
OSRD/CMR, which not only vetted, approved, and funded the projects but also provided
guidance for the use of human subjects.804 As such, it is essential to understand the culture of the
OSRD and its medical arm, the Committee on Medical Research (CMR).

The Rush to Results and Its Impact on Medical Research
According to the official history of the OSRD, while “the prevention and cure of disease
was a peacetime occupation of medical research” - and thus the charge given to the CMR did
not appear to be all that difficult - in “practice[,] the quantitative shift of emphasis, the
dislocation of interest was so great that much of the research had to be conducted practically de
novo.”805 The Deputy Director of ORSD concurred, writing, “The shift in emphasis and even
direction [of medical research] was enormous. Many subjects of minor importance in peacetime
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become of controlling importance in war” while “[s]ome subjects are born of war.”806 The war
altered the state of medical research in the United States via the channeling of manpower and
scientific talent into certain fields of study and away from others. For example, while “[t]ropical
medicine had been considered of rather academic interest to the health of the United States” prior
to the war, it became vitally important to a military sending troops to tropical regions.807
Civilian research personnel were shifted as research needs changed. Accompanying the
shift from their original studies to projects deemed more important to the war effort, researchers
were sometimes physically relocated.808 In some cases, academic scientists were temporarily
released from their home institutions in order to work on higher-priority projects elsewhere.
OSRD grants and contracts were concentrated among a relatively few recipients, creating hives
of research. Restricting these research funds to a small number of well-established programs
“was much criticized at the time, but such criticism was overridden by the preeminent need to
stop the Axis.”809 The flow of talent to such research hubs resulted in personnel shortages in
many academic settings but was nevertheless deemed worthwhile on the grounds that researchers
should be utilized where they would be most useful to the war effort. Men who were exempted
from the draft on grounds of being employed in essential research had to remain attached to a
priority research project in order to not be subject to induction into the military. Thus, as
projects concluded, researchers would move to new projects to maintain their draft exemptions.
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In other cases, researchers sought transfers to projects that they considered more relevant to the
war effort.
At the same time, the war necessitated a major shift in the tempo of research – a shift that
favored certain fields of study to the detriment of others. Researchers of all stripes felt pressured
to answer questions of military relevance and importance on a timeline that would allow their
findings to be used on the field of battle. Time – or the lack thereof – was perceived as critical
challenge to researchers’ attempts to aid the war effort. The “brief official history” of the
American scientific effort during World War II declared “time was the deciding factor of the
conflict,” stating:
Given time and sufficient scientific manpower, adequately organized to meet service
needs, any major industrial power can produce new weapons that will help to tip the
scales in its favor. The physicist or chemist engaged on war research knows that he is
matching his wits against physicists or chemists in enemy laboratories, equally bent on
giving to their national forces that measure of technological superiority on which success
in modern war largely depends. It is small wonder that he works with feverish energy,
and that his imagination responds to the challenge of his opportunity.810
Even the volume’s title – Scientists Against Time – conveys the sense of urgency that drove
American researchers. Dr. E. B. Fred, the chair of the United States’ biological warfare research
group, instructed members that their guiding principles must be “Speed, Accuracy, and
Secrecy.”811 This need for speed was highlighted in a researcher’s comment to the Rockefeller
Foundation’s Dr. Davis that the anti-louse experiments would “have highly pertinent data for the
army, and I think we must to everything possible to get those data as soon as we can do so
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accurately.”812 Indeed, Vannevar Bush was proud to report that under the OSRD “[s]urgical
techniques, blood substitutes, antimalarials, [and] penicillin…advanced at far beyond the
peacetime rate.”813
The sense of urgency shaped the practice of research in multitudinous ways: impacting
what research questions were asked, which scientists worked together, and where they worked.
The fact that the war would be won or lost in years, rather than decades, entailed that researchers,
if they were to be useful, re-orient themselves from basic science and theoretical investigations
in favor of studies that offered short-term, practical results.814 Research questions that would
require prolonged periods of study, no matter how valuable the eventual payoff might be, were
shelved in favor of investigations of shorter-term questions that would meet immediate needs. A
figure centrally involved in the administration of the NDRC explained, “In war, time is of the
essence. ‘Getting there firstest with the mostest’ applied…Therefore, the basic problem of
mobilizing science during World War II was the problem of setting up rapidly an organization or
organizations which would connect effectively the laboratory, the pilot plant, and the factory
with each other and with the battlefront.”815 He continued:
In modern industrial life we can trace a chain which starts in the pure research laboratory,
passes through the applied research laboratory, the development group, the production
line of our factories, and ends with the consumer. Under ordinary peacetime conditions it
812
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may be months or years before those who work in the laboratories of applied research
become aware of the significance of new knowledge acquired in the laboratories of pure
research…Whatever may be the time lag, the applied chemist or physicist proceeds from
time to time to start work along new lines, stimulated by the discoveries in pure research.
From here…it is still a matter of months or years…There is, I believe, a very close
analogy between the chain which connects the scientists and the consumers in peacetime,
and the chain which connects the scientists and the users in time of war – the soldiers, the
sailors, and the air men. The difference is primarily in the time scale.816
This compression of the research process necessitated researchers halting at least some of their
prewar activities and assuming roles and responsibilities that were of direct utility to the war
effort. The research questions investigated were primarily of interest to the armed services rather
than civilians.817 Longer-term or theoretical studies were largely shelved, as the quest for usable
results made even the most promising bench science irrelevant for the duration of the war. A key
NDRC administrator noted that “by and large very little basic research was done under OSRD
auspices…time set a limit to what could be done; the basic knowledge at hand had to be turned
to good account. For the duration further advances in pure science for the most part were
suspended.”818 Likewise, the “study of chronic and degenerative diseases was necessarily
shelved” until after the war.819
Recalibrating scientific research away from long-term investigations to short-term ones
necessitated altering both research questions and research practices. The chair of the CMR, Dr.
A.N. Richards, underscored this shift, explaining that
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War itself defines the medical problems which must be attacked…the groundwork of an
accelerated approach to solutions of these war problems had already been prepared by the
unhurried work of a host of investigators during past decades, many of them working on
problems which they regarded as fundamental and from which they may have had little
anticipation of practically useful application. These same investigators, stimulated by
war necessities and ardently eager to make their capacities useful to the fighting men,
changed not only the tempo of their work but also their points of view
in the quest for research findings that offered practical applications.820 U.S. government
entomologists “believed that war conditions required a different set of criteria for evaluating
technology than did peacetime. Instead of focusing on a few species in relatively fixed areas,
they would look for methods that could be transported worldwide to control a variety of
species.”821 Furthermore, “they would look for quick, rather than ideal, solutions to
problems.”822 An NDRC administrator stated that scientists “desired that their work be effective
in the war then raging. They demanded further information about immediate questions.”823 If
researchers were to be redirected from their own interests to areas of interest to the war effort,
they wanted to be of use. One investigator wrote, “since I can’t do plant physiology, I want my
efforts directed along lines which are pragmatic. The most immediate application to the war
effort the better. Human physiology has been interesting but I cannot justify myself working at it
unless I can see the immediate application of this work.”824 The chair of the CMR, Dr. A.N.
Richards, captured the impact of the rush-to-results mentality when he described wartime DDT
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research as “applied research, pure and simple, and in no sense basic or fundamental.”825 Those
investigators who conducted field studies felt even more strongly the importance and timeliness
of their research. After spending time at an army training center in the California desert Dr.
Edward F. Adolph, a physiologist who studied the impact of extreme temperatures, reflected:
I feel an importance about my physiological work in the desert that rarely impressed me
in the laboratory. Everything in the desert trusted me to deliver a result…I feel that I am
a biological engineer, determining the fate of human beings. Men are to work in the
desert to the limit of human endurance. I am to find what that limit is, and then provide
means of stretching the man beyond the limit. General Patton said that reason the white
man defeated the Indian was that he waited for winter when the Indian was at great
disadvantage; he never did defeat the Indian in summer. I am entrusted with a small
share in putting one set of men at an advantage over the enemy.826

Reliance on Human Subjects Research
The pervasive perception that scientists were racing against time served to foster the use
of human research subjects. Human experimentation was favored over the use of animals,
plants, or tissue cultures for the simple reason that findings on humans could be used in the field
more quickly than findings on non-human subjects. The CMR funded research on animals, but
when research on human subjects was a viable possibility, it was pursued. Human subject
research was also pursued because there were no available animal models for several topics of
interest to the CMR, such as atypical pneumonia. A monograph on American medical research
published just a few years after the conclusion of World War II stated that
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In the case of bacteriology and immunology…experimentation was often seriously
delayed by the inability to find suitable laboratory animals…Without suitable animals,
almost no experimental progress could be made. There remained the possibility of
human experimentation…During the recent war the procedure was adopted
systematically for the first time in this country, through the use of conscientious-objector
volunteers under controlled conditions.827
Aside from infectious diseases, there were other types of studies that simply required human,
rather than animal, subjects. For example, the CMR’s “program of research in fields of human
and animal nutrition,” which “developed along four main lines, concerned with food composition
and preparation, diagnostic methodology, physical and mental fitness of men in relation to
nutritional factors, and the chemistry of vitamins,” frequently dealt with research questions that
could only be answered “by controlled experiments on human subjects.”828
The need for research on humans resulted in scientists who had not previous used human
subjects learning to conduct studies on people rather than animals. One researcher recalled that
his colleagues had been working with oyster hearts and insects, but after the bombing of Pearl
Harbor, they ceased working on their individual projects and began assisting a senior researcher
who had begun to study issues related to human physiology in high altitude. The researcher
recalled that “Nobody in that department…had ever worked in lung physiology. The equipment
was so primitive à la today, you wouldn’t be able to do anything at all, by today’s standards.
And so it became a great challenge. And everything was new: whatever you thought of was
new, whatever you tried was new.”829 He later recalled, “We knew all about such things as how
fast the fruit fly can beat its wings, how and why the rattlesnake changes color, and how to
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activate or inhibit enzymes found in grasshopper eggs, but not of us had ever…measured the last
gasp of air in a lung. We were the most unlikely crew to have been assembled for the unknown
job that lay ahead.”830 A disgruntled CPS assignee who served in a different medical study was
dismissive of the researchers, saying: “They were all guys who would trap animals and study
their habitat, and they would at times cut them up to see what was in their stomachs. They were
used to working with animals, small animals. They were interested in deer and wildlife; that was
their background and training, and they didn’t know the first thing about dealing with human
beings.”831
Scientists crafted their experimental protocols and carried out their research with full
knowledge of the press of time. To be of use to the military effort, findings were needed
quickly. Studies that had a humanitarian focus, such as investigations into the best diet for
rehabilitating the victims of starvation, were likewise under extreme time pressure, for the
minute the fighting stopped, the work of postwar restoration would begin. The CMR of the
OSRD sought to coordinate the efforts of civilian researchers and to facilitate the timely
answering of urgent questions. By vetting experimental protocols and deciding which ones
merited funding, by contracting researchers to investigate specific areas of interest, and by
setting rules for the conduct of human subjects research, the CMR was crucial in shaping
American research during World War II, including most of the research that utilized COs as
human subjects.
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Non-CO Sources of Study Subjects
COs were far from the only population to serve as the subjects of American research
conducted during World War II. Subjects for nontherapeutic studies conducted under the
auspices of OSRD/CRM included members of the research teams, as will be described in
chapters 8 and 9. Medical students, a key source of research subjects prior to the war, were
utilized, but their numbers were decreased due to the draft. In some cases, the Armed Forces
made soldiers available as research subjects.832 For example, both military and civilian
researchers used soldiers in fatigue studies and studies on water requirements and deprivation.833
However, with the Army largely “unwilling to allow CMR investigators the use of military
personnel” for research, insufficient soldier-subjects were available to meet the demand from
civilian researchers.834
Hospitalized patients provided another source of research subjects. Malaria was a topic
of enormous concern to the CMR, and patients at New York City’s Goldwater Memorial
Hospital, Bellevue Psychopathic Hospital, and Manhattan State Hospital; Boston’s
Massachusetts General Hospital and Boston Psychopathic Hospital; Manteno, Illinois’ Manteno
State Hospital; and Memphis, Tennessee’s Gaston Psychopathic Hospital were all infected with
malaria in CMR-approved research.835 For years, treatment for certain diseases entailed the
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deliberate infection of patients with malaria in the belief that the resultant fever would destroy
the causative organisms of their initial disease (for example, the spirochetes that cause syphilis).
Thus, use of such patients in CMR research was seen to offer patient-subjects a therapeutic
benefit (from the induced malaria) in the context of a nontherapeutic research protocol.
In some cases, prisoners and inmates in reform schools or other correctional settings were
used in research studies. In the summer of 1942, sixty-five prisoner-volunteers in the
Massachusetts State Prison Colony in Norfolk, MA were injected with bovine albumin.836 247
prisoner-subjects at the federal penitentiary at Terre Haute, Indiana were participants in a study
of gonorrhea. Prisoner-subjects were also used in jaundice studies, but “the largest and most
important use of prisoners” occurred in the field of malaria research.837 Malaria-related
experiments were conducted at the U.S. penitentiary in Atlanta, the New Jersey State
Reformatory, the United States Army Disciplinary Barracks, and, most famously, Stateville
Prison in Illinois.838 (See Appendix AH.) The history of the use of these groups in
OSRD/CMR-authorized research is outside the purview of this dissertation; however, in order to
properly contextualize the use of COs as research subjects – the topic of the remainder of this
chapter – it is essential to bear in mind that other groups also served as the subjects of America’s
World War II-era medical research.
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Recruitment for CO Guinea Pig Projects
When an investigator desired to use CO-subjects in his research, the OSRD’s Committee
on Medical Research (CMR) made a request of Selective Service’s Camp Operations
Division.839 If Selective Service and the HPCs were amenable to the proposed research, the
investigators “interviewed the occupants of a conveniently located [CPS] camp and asked for
volunteers.”840 Openings in guinea pig projects were advertised in CO-targeted publications,
allowing interested COs requesting a transfer to the project. CO Harry Martens recalled,
“Somewhere, maybe it was on a camp bulletin board, I found information that asked for
volunteers willing to be human subjects in a medical experiment to begin in June at Pinehurst,
North Carolina. I signed up.841 CO Marshall Sutton recalled that “[a]s the Assistant Director at
[a] CPS camp, I was receiving a lot of mailings including an invitation to join the semi-starvation
experiment in Minneapolis at the University of Minnesota.”842 CO Neil Hartman had decided to
volunteer for the Byberry Mental Hospital CPS unit. “After they accepted my application, they
wrote me a letter to ask I would be willing to volunteer as a ‘human guinea pig’ for the study of
hepatitis for two days a week.”843 That the recruitment process was less than perfect can be
inferred from one investigator’s recommendation to Selective Service that, in the future,
“Provision should be made for the issuance of a detailed and accurate prospectus in recruiting
839

Irvin Stewart, Organizing Scientific Research for War: The Administrative History of the Office of Scientific
Research and Development (New York, NY: Arno Press, 1980 reprint) 109.
840

Irvin Stewart, Organizing Scientific Research for War: The Administrative History of the Office of Scientific
Research and Development (New York, NY: Arno Press, 1980 reprint) 110.
841

Harry Martens in Sharon Hartin Iorio, Faith’s Harvest: Mennonite Identity in Northwest Oklahoma (Norman,
OK: University of Oklahoma Press) 217.
842

Mary R. Hopkins, ed., Men of Peace: World War II Conscientious Objectors (Caye Caulker, Belize:
Producciones de la Hamaca, 2010) 92.
843

Mary R. Hopkins, ed., Men of Peace: World War II Conscientious Objectors (Caye Caulker, Belize:
Producciones de la Hamaca, 2010) 181.

236

volunteers…The prospectus should indicate rate of pay, provisions for maintenance and housing,
duties and responsibilities, purpose and general value of the project, possible dangers and health
hazards and term of service.”844

The CO Guinea Pig Projects
According to Selective Service, CPS men provided 150,713 man-days of labor in the
guinea pig units.845 The increasing use of assignees in such projects is evidenced by Selective
Service statistics. From the start of CPS, on May 15, 1941, through June 1942, no man-days
were logged for scientific research projects conducted under the auspices of OSRD or the Army
Surgeon General.846 (See Appendix AI.) From July 1942 through June 1943, 10,920 man-days
spent in medical research were reported; from July 1943-June 1944, 35,040 man-days; and from
July 1944 - June 1945, 61,929 man-days. At that point, the days began to decline, with 40,800
man-days reported for the period of July 1945 through June 1946. Only 2,024 man-days were
reported for July 1946 through the end of the CPS program in March 1947.
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A similar trajectory was seen in the numbers of assignees assigned to the guinea pig
units. The Selective Service records show no COs assigned to guinea pig units for 1941 and
1942, years during which CPS assignees were largely working with the Forest Service, the Soil
Conservation Service, and the National Park Service.847 (See Appendix M.) By the following
year, 44 men were assigned to OSRD research projects, a number which increased to 156 in
1944. In 1945, 224 COs were assigned to OSRD research projects and another 102 were
assigned to research under the auspices of the Office of the Surgeon General. By 1946, the
number of men assigned to guinea pig units had dropped dramatically, to five in OSRD research
and ten in OSG research.
As the number of guinea pig units grew, Selective Service kept track both of the number
of units and their foci. According to its report, there were thirty-two different CPS units under
the auspices of the OSRD (collectively known as CPS Unit 115) and nine under the authority of
the OSG (collectively known as CPS Unit 140).848 These projects were diverse in foci, and they
varied in length from days to years. The Selective Service report described the scientific
research projects that utilized CPS men as research subjects as dealing with such topics as
“malaria, jaundice, [a]typical pneumonia, frostbite, starvation, altitude pressure, life-raft rations,
poison gas, sea water, and hot and cold weather.”849 Selective Service provided the following
information about OSRD/CMR-approved guinea pig projects. (I added or corrected the
information in brackets.)
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OSRD/CMR-approved CO Guinea Pig Projects
Selective
Facility
Service
Unit
Number
115.28
University of
Illinois

Location

Type of
Project

Capacity
of CPS
assignees

Date
Date
approved closed

Chicago, IL

Cold weather

13

Nov 30,
1942

Northwestern
University
Medical
School
Massachusetts
General
Hospital
University of
Minnesota
University of
Chicago

Chicago, IL

Diet-altitude

7

Aug 20,
1943

Boston, MA

Sea water

7

Sept 15,
1943

Minneapolis,
Minnesota
Chicago, IL

Thiamine

40

High altitude

1

Sept 15,
1943
Sept 15,
1943

115.30

University of
Illinois

Urbana, IL

Heat

8

Sept 24,
1943

115.16

University of
Michigan
Massachusetts
General
Hospital
Welfare
Island
Hospital
[Manteno
State
Hospital/]
University of
Chicago
Haskins
Laboratories
Cornell
University
Columbia
University

Ann Arbor,
Michigan
Boston, MA

Physiological
hygiene
Malaria

10

Oct 11,
1943
Feb 24,
1944

[New York,
NY]

High altitude

8

Mar 20,
1944

Chicago, IL

Malaria

21

May 23,
1944

New York,
NY
[Ithaca], NY

Sensory device

2

Bed rest

8

New York,
NY

Malaria

4

June 28,
1944
June 30,
1944
Sept 2,
1944

Stanford
University

Palo Alto,
CA

Malaria

1

115.31

115.10
115.18
115.29

115.11
115.5
115.23

115.13
115.27
115.25
115.9
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1

Sept 25,
1944

June
22,
1944
Oct
31,
1944
Dec
31,
1945
Feb 1,
1946
Jan
20,
1944
Feb
31,
1944
Feb 1,
1946
Dec
31,
1945
Nov
4,
1945
Aug
12,
1946
Dec 1,
1945
Feb 2,
1946
June
30,
1946
Dec
31,

115.17

University of
Minnesota
University of
Michigan
Welfare
Island
Hospital
Welfare
Island
Hospital
Ohio State
University

Minneapolis,
Minnesota
Ann Arbor,
Michigan
[New York,
NY]

Starvation

39

Weather

4

Life raft ration

11

[New York,
NY]

Altitude
pressure

38

Feb 8,
1945

Columbus,
OH

Physiology

6

Apr 21,
1945

Goldwater
Memorial
Hospital
University of
Rochester
University of
Rochester
New York
University
Harvard
University

[New York,
NY]

Malaria; [diet]

36

July 3,
1945

Rochester,
NY
Rochester,
NY
New York,
NY
Cambridge,
MA

Cold weather

8

Physiology

13

Poison gas

2

Psychoacoustic

13

Aug 20,
1945
Aug 25,
1945
Aug 28,
1945
Sept 15,
1945

115.6

Metropolitan
Hospital

[New York,
NY]

Frost bite

4

Oct 9
1945

115.19

Massachusetts
Institute of
Technology
California
Institute of
Technology
University of
Southern
California
Massachusetts
General
Hospital
Indiana
University

Cambridge,
MA

Malaria

1

Oct 26,
1945

Pasadena,
CA

Malaria

2

Nov 20,
1945

Los Angeles,
CA

Altitude
pressure

1

Jan 4,
1946

Boston, MA

Malaria;
28
[convalescence]

Bloomington, Climatology
Indiana

4

Feb 1,
1946

New York
Hospital

New York,
NY

1

Feb 18,
1946

115.12
115.4
115.3
115.20
115.22
115.14
115.21
115.8
115.7

115.1
115.2
115.24
115.15
115.26

Bed rest
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Nov 13,
1944
Dec 15,
1944
Feb 5,
1945

Jan 4,
1946

1945
Feb 1,
1946
Dec 8,
1945
Feb
15,
1945
Feb
15,
1945
Mar
5,
1946
May
9,
1946
Jan 8,
1946
Apr 8,
1946
Feb 1,
1946
June
12,
1946
Dec
27
1945
Apr 8,
1946
Feb
28,
1946
Feb
15,
1946
Aug
9,
1946
Sept
26,
1946
Nov
25,

115.32

Mayo Clinic

Rochester,
MN

Aero medical

2

Apr 11,
1946

1946
May
15,
1946

In addition to the OSRD/CMR research projects, CO were also utilized as research subjects in
Office of the Surgeon General-sponsored projects.

OSG-sponsored CO Guinea Pig Projects
Unit
Number

Facility

Location

140.2

Philadelphia

Pennsylvania Jaundice

140.3

Neurotropic
virus
[infectious
hepatitis]

42

140.9

[Yale
Connecticut
University,
New Haven;
Connecticut
State
Hospital,
Middletown;
and Fairfield
State
Hospital,
Newtown]
Chicago
Illinois

Physiology

13

140.1

Pinehurst

140.6

Ann Arbor

North
Carolina
Michigan

140.7

Minneapolis

Minnesota

Atypical
189
pneumonia
Physiological 5
hygiene
Starvation
65

140.8

Chicago

Illinois

Nutrition

10

140.5

New York
City
[New York]

New York

Frost bite

5

New York

Life raft
ration

90

140.4

Type of
Project
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Capacity
of CPS
assignees
94

Date
approved

Date
closed

Nov 2,
1944
Jan 27,
1945

May 29,
1946
Mar 22,
1946

May 30,
1945
July 3,
1945
Jan 31,
1946
Jan 31,
1946
Apr 9,
1946
Apr 18,
1946
Oct 11,
1946

June 24,
1946
Sept 29,
1945
Aug 22,
1946
June 26,
1946
Dec 10,
1946
Sept 24,
1946
Dec 10,
1946

Deficiencies in Record Keeping
These Selective Service lists are not completely accurate portrayals of the CPS guinea pig
program. For example, they do not include research studies conducted on COs assigned to nonguinea pig CPS units (“part-time guinea-pigging”), such as the dietary research conducted on
volunteers in CPS camps in West Campton, New Hampshire and Magnolia, Arkansas or the
seasickness/airsickness research conducted by investigators at Wesleyan University on COs
assigned to nearby Middletown State Hospital.850 Further evidence of the lists’ inaccuracy is the
lack of mention of such research efforts as the use, at the California Institute of Technology, of
twelve CPS assignees who tried to stay awake 112 hours.851 Furthermore, according to this list,
the guinea pig unit at the University of Rochester (New York) began in 1945, while, as we will
see in chapter 8, it actually began in February 1944 and included more than the cold weather and
physiological research noted in this list. Partial corrections to the record of the CPS guinea pig
projects are available at The Civilian Public Service Story, an online archive of information
about CPS launched in conjunction with the seventieth anniversary of CPS. While The Civilian
Public Service Story website corrects some of the errors on the Selective Service list (for
example, it includes the West Campton and Magnolia research), other errors remain (for
example, the Wesleyan research is not mentioned). Thus, there remains work to be done to
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This has further implications for trying to understand who the guinea pigs who participated in the research studies
were. A history of the Mennonite contribution to CPS states that there were never more than eleven Mennonites in
Unit 115 at any one time, leading its author to conclude that “The Mennonites made their major contributions in
other areas of service.” (Melvin Gingerich, Service for Peace: A History of Mennonite Civilian Public Service
(Akron, PA: Mennonite Central Committee, 1949) 270. However, it may be erroneous to make conclusions based
solely on CPS unit #115 data. For more information on the sea sickness/ airsickness experiments, see Nathaniel
Hoffman in Heather T. Frazer and John O’Sullivan, “We Have Just Begun To Not Fight”: An Oral History of
Conscientious Objectors in Civilian Public Service during World War II (New York, NY: Twayne Publishers, 1996)
86 and DeLisle Crawford, A Civilian Public Service Through Medical Research: Work of Voluntary Human Guinea
Pigs in Saving Life and Improving Health (Philadelphia, PA: Civilian Public Service American Friends Service
Committee, no date) 7. Swarthmore College Peace Collection, Subject File 1, Collection CPS, Series General, Box
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“CO’s Get Publicity,” Fellowship 11(9): September 1945, 163.
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create a definitive list of what projects were conducted upon the CPS guinea pigs. At this point,
it seems doubtful that a full list of CO-subjects could be generated or that we will ever know
precisely how many COs served as guinea pigs during their assignment to CPS.
Examining the guinea pig research unit at the University of Minnesota illustrates how
information gleaned from the Selective Service provides only a partial picture of the research
conducted in the CPS guinea pig units. According to the Selective Service, the University of
Minnesota CPS project was involved in three projects, two funded by CMR and one by OSG.
115.18
115.17
140.7

University of
Minnesota
University of
Minnesota
Minneapolis

Minneapolis,
Minnesota
Minneapolis,
Minnesota
Minnesota

Thiamine

40

Starvation

39

Starvation

65

Sept 15,
1943
Nov 13,
1944
Jan 31,
1946

Feb 1,
1946
Feb 1,
1946
June
26,
1946

However, a report by the University of Minnesota scientists stated that the researchers conducted
projects on such topics as: the design and testing of U.S. Army combat rations; the stability and
keeping qualities of military rations; human requirements for B complex vitamins; human
metabolism of thiamine and its relation to physical strain; the excretion of 17-ketosteroids as
related to fatigue and physical strain; adaptation to heat; physical and mental responses to hard
work on no food for several days and the effect of previous diet on these responses; liver
function in experimental malaria; water and food requirements for emergency subsistence
subsequent to shipwreck or air crashes; estimation of physical fitness; bedrest and physical
activity regimen effects on convalescence rate; methods for the analytical estimate of nutritional
value of food; effects of prolonged semi-starvation; and rehabilitation after semi-starvation. COs
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served as the subjects of most, if not all, of these studies.852 In addition to serving as research
subjects, CPS assignees assisted the research by performing chemical analyses and by recording,
transcribing, and calculating data. Several men “assisted on a relatively advanced technical
plane in statistics, psychological testing, physical and chemical measurements and machine shop
and apparatus construction work,” and the COs were charged with maintaining the laboratory
and their living quarters (which were in the laboratory, which was located under the university’s
football complex.)853

The CO Guinea Pig Experience
As in the Minnesota program, research projects under the auspices of the CMR were
typically conducted on university campuses (or at affiliated institutions) and involved scientific
personnel from institutions of higher education. Some research, however, was conducted upon
the auspices of non-university entities. For example, the Nutrition Foundation, an industry group
funded by approximately 50 organizations, used COs in at least one study.854 As with the
lousicide trials, some research was carried out in CPS camps. One such experiment was carried
out at the Brethren’s Camp Magnolia in Arkansas. The campers, who were working on a soil
conversation service project, were divided into groups to test out the theory that dehydrated grass
tips could replace fruits and vegetables in a healthy diet.855 West Campton, the site of the
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One article stated that the K-ration studies were conducted on soldier subjects. T. Otto Nall, “They Starve That
Others May Be Fed,” Advocate, April 12 [no year]. Swarthmore College Peace Collection, Subject File 1,
Collection CPS, Series General, Box 2, Folder Medical Experiments Using CPS Men as Human Guinea Pigs.
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Ancel Keys, Laboratory of Physiological Hygiene, University of Minnesota, A Report on the Role of the Camp
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Rockefeller Foundation’s anti-louse experiments, was the site of a separate dietary experiment in
which volunteers ate high protein, low protein, or vitamin C deficient diets.856
Such dietary studies were the most well-known of the experiments in which CPS subjects
were used, thanks to coverage in publications such as Reader’s Digest, Time, and Life. Of
particular interest to reporters was the semi-starvation study conducted at the University of
Minnesota, in which the study subjects lost forty percent of their body weight in six months, with
even their hearts shrinking in size.857 After their period of semi-starvation, different diets were
imposed in order to evaluate their use in rehabilitating the men. Based on the study’s findings,
lead researcher Dr. Ancel Keys announced that it would take at least a year to rehabilitate
starving individuals.858 Northwestern University hosted another dietary study, in which seven
CO volunteers were “fed 3,000 calories a day, with the protein content reduced by 40 per cent
and the vitamin content by 25 per cent.”859 After six weeks of this diet, “marked physical and
mental deterioration began,” including “loss of endurance, skin lesions, leg pains and mental
slowness.”860 After the protein and vitamin levels were adjusted, “it required in no case less than
a month to bring the subjects back to normal health.”861
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William Henry Chamberlin, “American C.O’s.,” Survey Graphic, November 1943, no page.
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65.
857

858

“U.S. Occupation Policy Sure to Cause Mass Starvation in Germany and Japan,” Fellowship 12(4): April 1946,
65.
859

“CO.’s Show Effects of Inadequate Diet,” The Christian Century, May 8, 1946, no page.

860

“CO.’s Show Effects of Inadequate Diet,” The Christian Century, May 8, 1946, no page.

861

“CO.’s Show Effects of Inadequate Diet,” The Christian Century, May 8, 1946, no page.

245

A subset of the dietary studies were the so-called “life raft” experiments, dedicated to
determining what sort of food and/or liquid rations were best suited to sustaining men stranded
on life rafts in the ocean. One CO participant recalled
This particular experiment was to discover how long people could survive without eating
and to develop the kind of rations that could be provided in life rafts that would sustain
persons for a long period of time. During the starvation periods, our blood pressure and
blood were checked a couple of times a day and we were not allowed out of the hospital.
We were really patients in the hospital and were given maybe six ounces of water a day,
and then, in addition, we were given a package of candy Charms a day. Now that’s
heavy concentrated sugar. As I recall, the starvation period was somewhere around 14 or
15 days.862
A separate life raft project was conducted at the Massachusetts General Hospital. In it, COs
drank an increasing amount of seawater each day, seeking to see how much salt water could be
safely tolerated. One of the guinea pigs reported after several weeks that he felt “quite well” but
that he had “lost 16 pounds and considerable strength.”863 In another life raft study, CO
volunteers alternated between eating the K-rations used to feed soldiers and life raft rations,
“bars about three inches long and about an inch wide and a quarter of an inch thick” that “looked
and tasted like chalk.”864 The life raft ration bars had “different proportions of fats, protein, and
carbohydrate,” and the volunteers who ate them underwent “blood test…psychological tests,
[and] neurological tests.”865 The importance of these life raft studies was underscored by the
disappearance of Captain Eddie Rickenbacker. An aviation hero from World War I,
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Rickenbacker’s plane went down in the South Pacific, provoking nationwide mourning.866
Twenty-four days after his disappearance, he and two other men were found alive, drifting on a
life raft.867
Another area of investigation in which COs were used as research subjects was infectious
hepatitis, or jaundice, a disease for which no animal model existed at the time.868 At the
beginning of the war, its route of transmission was unknown, nor best how to treat it.869 The
disease was rarely fatal but was extremely debilitating, requiring months of bedrest and
supportive care. The guinea pigs were injected with or consumed bodily substances from
patients, such as throat washings, blood, and stool, in order to identify how the disease could be
transmitted.
In another area of investigation, CO volunteers inhaled or drank sputum and material
taken from the throats of soldiers who were ill with atypical pneumonia. Knowledge about the
disease - considered “the most important type of pneumonia in the Army” - was scant, with the
Commission on Acute Respiratory Diseases declaring:
Atypical pneumonia may be one disease or it may be several diseases; it may be
produced by one agent or by many agents; it may have only one clinical form with
involvement of the lungs or it may vary from mildest of infections of the upper
respiratory tract to the most severe and fatal pneumonia; it may spread only by direct and
intimate contact with cases and carriers, or it may be air-borne in the truest sense.870
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COs were also utilized as research subjects in tests intended to identify the best treatment
for malaria. This antimalarial research was deemed of particular value to the war effort. The
official history of the OSRD stated that, “some three million soldiers moved into highly infected
malarial regions in North Africa, the China-Burma-India theater, and the South Pacific. In the
absence of successful preventive measures, half of these men would have become malarial
casualties in the first mosquito season.”871 Some CO subjects were given malaria and then
various chemical compounds were tested on them in order to observe the compounds’
chemotherapeutic effect. Other COs were spared induced malaria and used instead as normal
subjects for the purposes of pharmacological testing on such issues as how long the drugs stayed
in the bloodstream.872 Still other COs were given malaria followed by the standard treatment for
the disease and then tested in order to determine the impact on bodily functioning. A volunteer
in the malaria studies recalled
We had blood drawn morning, noon and night. Some experiments were a week long,
some a month long. The longest was three or four months. Some had a little nausea.
Some had severe nausea. Some had some headaches. These drugs were immediately
thrown out…Our worst problem was where a couple of COs had severe boils on the back
of the necks. When they developed, they were removed from the experiment. It was
months before they cleared.873
A separate area of CMR-supported research that relied upon CPS assignees as research
subjects dealt with extreme heat and cold. In addition to the University of Rochester studies
(described in chapter 8), a project at Cornell University combined aspects of studies on extreme
temperatures and on dietary restriction. CO Bent Andresen, 37 years old when he entered CPS,
recalled:
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one month at 60 degrees, one month at 40 degrees, one month at 20 degrees, and one
month at 0 degrees. They had a room inside of which was a smaller refrigerated or
insulated room where the four of us slept and ate. In the larger room, we exercised on a
treadmill…They had us on a high-protein diet. [They were studying] the relation of diet
to cold temperatures…after a while we did get furlough on the street and went to some
dances and some games, sports, on the campus. I’m very foggy now on what the routine
was, but we were exposed a certain amount of time in the day or in the week to these
temperatures, and working at dawn, from starting at 60 degrees. A month [at] each
[temperature], and then the weekend between for going down….We were given this
carefully controlled diet, all four eating the same thing, and they took our breath on the
treadmill. They did other things, blood pressure, all kinds of things. They made up our
lunches and then they put a like one in the freezer, and later on, after the project was
over, then this was to be analyzed by the panel.874
A study in Chicago also studied the effects of cold, while a study at the University of Illinois
dealt with interactions between diet and climate, specifically extreme heat and humidity. A
different type of climate-related research was a frostbite study at Metropolitan Hospital in New
York City, in which CO volunteers had an area of their skin frozen and then different treatments
were tried to determine which would prevent gangrene.875
Another area of CMR-supported research that used CO volunteers was high-altitude
research. One CO described participating in a high-altitude experiment that was focused on
determining “the best method of treating shock. The doctors were trying to determine how to
administer oxygen to shock patients, the absorption of oxygen in the blood, and the
psychological effect on individuals.”876 He explained that
By reducing atmospheric pressure in the [decompression] chamber, you can simulate any
altitude you want. And we would sit in the chamber, and they would reduce the
temperature and take us to maybe 15,000-20,000 feet, and then, during the ascent, we
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would be given certain mathematical problems, and the object was to see what effect it
would have on the ability of the individuals to concentrate and perform. We would
sometimes go up as high as 50,000-52,000 feet.877
In another experiment related to high altitude, this CO and his fellow research subjects
“submitted ourselves to a surgical operation which involved the insertion of a catheter into an
artery. This was done from various parts of the body, from the femoral artery, from an artery in
the arm, to see how rapidly oxygen would travel through the blood and what effect it had on the
rate of circulation.”878
In another area of research, the CPS unit at Harvard’s Psycho-Acoustic Laboratory
provided research subjects for tests that were intended to reveal the impact of noise and
vibration, such as would be experienced in an aircraft, on such factors as hearing, vision, motor
coordination, blood pressure, and metabolism.879 Elsewhere, guinea pigs were used in tests
designed to evaluate the physiological impact of bed rest during convalescence.
The only CO known to die from his participation in medical research was not a guinea
pig. 27-year-old Warren Duggan contracted polio when he was working in a Yale University
laboratory that was studying the disease.880 Some COs, in their memoirs or spoken recollections,
say they were harmed as a result of their stints as guinea pigs, attributing ulcers to experimental
diets, ear damage to high altitude studies, and the like. (Such claims will be covered in more
detail in chapter 9.) Most, however, had positive feelings about their participation as research
subjects, as will be described below.
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Selective Service Regulations for CPS Guinea Pig Units
As the number of CPS assignees in the guinea pig units, and the number of such units,
increased, Selective Service developed rules to guide the use of the men. On October 1, 1943,
Selective Service released Administrative Directive No. 18 governing the use of assignees in
connection with OSRD-approved research projects. (See Appendix L.) This directive
formalized what had been, in the case of the West Campton anti-louse project, an informal
process of approval. According to the directive, the OSRD was to apply to Selective Service
when it desired CPS assignees to serve as research subjects. The application was to describe the
project and to specify the number of men desired and the project’s duration. If Selective Service
deemed that assignees were available, individual volunteers would be located “with the
assistance of the National Service Board for Religious Objectors and affiliated church
groups.”881 The project’s managers could then pick subjects from the available volunteers. The
research group was to provide assignee-subjects with transportation to and from the project;
meals, lodging, and laundry for the duration of the project; and a “cash allowance of $15 per
month to cover the cost of clothing, shoes, toilet articles, personal expenses, etc.”882 CPS
assignee-subjects were to be provided with “[c]ompensation insurance or a waiver from the
individual assignee in cases where such insurance is not procurable.”883 If, as a result of their
“guinea-pigging,” an assignee-subject needed medical care, hospitalization, or emergency dental
881

Administrative Directive No. 18 as reprinted in Selective Service System, Conscientious Objection Special
Monograph No. 11 Volume 2 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1950) 119.
882

Administrative Directive No. 18 as reprinted in Selective Service System, Conscientious Objection Special
Monograph No. 11 Volume 2 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1950) 119.
883

Administrative Directive No. 18 as reprinted in Selective Service System, Conscientious Objection Special
Monograph No. 11 Volume 2 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1950) 119.

251

or eye care not covered by the insurance, the project was to pay for these expenses. (In one case,
a CO and his CO-subject peers assumed that his stomach ulcer arose from the experimental diet
he was consuming. The university where the research was conducted determined otherwise and
declined to pay for his medical bills. More research is needed to determine how frequently COsubjects were harmed by serving as guinea pigs and how frequently, in those cases, they received
treatment or compensation.)
Importantly, the Administrative Directive made it clear that the CPS assignees to the
guinea pig projects were “subject to the regulations, instructions and orders of the Director of
Selective Service as they pertain to all assignees as well as the special rules and discipline of the
project to which assigned.”884 Selective Service sought to ensure that the guinea pig projects
were not glorified vacations for the COs and that the men were, indeed, performing labor in the
service of the nation. As such, the Administrative Directive reminded project staff that
“[f]urloughs may be granted and other absences approved…as long as they are within the limit
authorized for assignees.”885 Likewise, it stated: “It is necessary that some responsible official
be able to account for the men at all times and that they are not allowed to come and go without
control or supervision.”886 The projects were required to send reports to Selective Service, which
had the authority to visit and to inspect project sites. Finally, the directive reaffirmed that the
transfer of assignees was controlled by Selective Service.
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For all this, Selective Service noted that the fact that the guinea pigs were “placed
entirely at the disposal of the project director” “precluded the issuance of directives” from
Selective Service.887 COs assigned to the guinea pig units “were expected to be on continuous
duty under constant surveillance for the entire period of the actual experiment…in order that the
effects of the experimental use of various foods or drugs could be continuously observed.”888 As
such, the investigator “controlled the hours of experimentation and of recreation or leisure and
decided when it was desirable to give the men ‘recuperative’ furloughs.”889
The Selective Service’s Administrative Directive did not discuss the use of COs as “parttime” guinea pigs. The COs who, while assigned to the Middletown Hospital psychiatric unit,
volunteered for air and seasickness experiments at Wesleyan University in their free time were
paid one dollar “to recompense…for their bus fare and as a token of appreciation for their
services.”890 At least some men participating in the anti-louse field trials at West Campton were
paid six dollars (which most of the men donated to charity). More research is needed to know
what, if any other, benefits or remunerations were given to other CO-subjects outside of the
Selective Service regulations.

HPC Perceptions of CO Guinea Pig Research
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The HPCs saw volunteering for medical research that would, at some point, benefit
civilians as an acceptable form of work of national importance (indeed, as described in chapter 5,
it was NSBRO’s Paul French who first suggested that CPS assignees might volunteer as research
subjects). Not all of the HPCs, however, were equally enthusiastic about the guinea pig units.
The Mennonite Church was relatively satisfied with the CCC-type work assignments that
characterized the initial wave of CPS units, leaving the guinea pig units largely to the Brethren
and the Quakers.891 (Coincidentally, both the West Campton and the University of Rochester
units described in depth in this dissertation were AFSC-sponsored.)
An issue of critical importance to the HPCs was that the proposed research have civilian
application. Some of the proposed research projects were rejected by the HPCs because the
churches were not convinced of the research’s civilian applicability. The notices posted in camp
or printed in CPS-related publications that recruited COs for guinea pigs units highlighted a
study’s applicability to civilians. For example, the August 1942 issue of The Reporter, published
by NSBRO, stated, “The Rockefeller Foundation and the National Research Council are
interested in employing C.P.S. men in research in diet and nutrition. These research
organizations state that such experiments are relevant to civilian health quite as much as the
health of men in the armed forces.”892 (See Appendix AJ.)
The guinea pig project that was the most enthusiastically embraced by the HPCs was the
one most obviously oriented toward civilian application: the semi-starvation project conducted
on COs in a Brethren-sponsored unit. Indeed, the BSC, the AFSC, and the MCC all contributed
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funds for the research, which was first suggested by COs.893 Recruitment for the University of
Minnesota semi-starvation and rehabilitation research project centered on a lavishly-illustrated
booklet featuring hungry children. Underneath a photograph of children with empty plates was
the question, “Will you starve that they be better fed?” Another image bore the headline
“Research will feed more.” The appeal stated that
Time and time again CPS men have been thwarted in their attempts to obtain service
which brings help directly to the war victims of the world…Every avenue of overseas
relief service had been closed to us, but here’s something we can do now!...the scientist
and human guinea pig can supply vital knowledge for foreign relief operations – an
integral, necessary part in making the peace permanent…This project will be a reality…if
you will help.894
The booklet featured a letter from a medical doctor proposing that vitally useful nutrition
research be carried out on “voluntary subjects such as the conscientious objectors who are of
high intelligence and who are willing to undertake the experiment which is without significant
risk to them.”895 A detailed protocol was presented, as well as a description of the living
quarters, where windows were “completely lacking but modern lighting, air conditioning and
cheerfully colored walls remove any idea of claustrophobia.”896 The text affirmed that the
experimenters were “good joes,” who were interested in each CO-subject “as an individual
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personality and not merely as a body mechanism.”897 The text waxed eloquent about the
educational and training opportunities that would be available to the guinea pigs in their free
time: a veritable “School of Foreign Relief” that would prepare the men to work in postwar
rehabilitation and reconstruction.898 Other inducements to participation included “[l]iving in the
midst of a university campus” with access to bowling alleys, ballrooms, bookstores, library,
recreational facilities, and young ladies, and, “only a relatively few hours away,” Chicago.899 To
qualify for participation, interested COs need to be healthy, unmarried (or able to prove that his
family would not pose a burden), “willing to accept wholeheartedly the living restrictions as
demanded by the experimental conditions,” and willing to commit to a year’s service without
furlough, even if discharged from CPS in the interim.900 The booklet cautioned, “You should
completely understand that near the end of the starvation period you will experience considerable
physical discomfort.”901 The booklet did not inform potential volunteers how psychologically
difficult the study would prove to be or that the physical ramifications of semi-starvation would
continue well into the rehabilitation period, likely because these factors were unknown until the
study was completed.
This project and its antecedent dietary studies at the University of Minnesota were
publicized widely, in both religious and secular organs. The Gospel Messenger profiled the eight
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CPS participants who originated the University of Minnesota dietary research program and
highlighted the social significance of both the research and the men’s off-hour activities:
Social work in the Twin Cities settlement houses offers opportunities for significant
community service during the men’s spare time. John O’Leary works two evenings a
week at the Elliot Park House in Minneapolis, while Norman Miller leads a recreation
group at the Community Service Center in St. Paul. The men devote one night a week to
building toys for child welfare institutions in the Twin Cities that are sorely in need of
such equipment…Joe Blair is taking courses in the social sciences in order to become
better prepared for work in postwar reconstruction. Selwyn Cooper is enrolled in the
agriculture school…[which] will help prepare him for his rural pastorate service. Trevor
Sandness plans to enroll in seminary courses next fall.902
The press noted that during their time on their restricted diets, the COs helped pack relief parcels
for shipment to Europe, taking the precaution of setting a guard to ensure that nobody “yielded to
the temptation to sample up the contents of the boxes.”903
The Brethren also instigated another dietary project, the grass tips consumption project
conducted on COs in an Arkansas CPS unit. When Brethren leaders were wondering “what the
men in Civilian Public Service camps could be doing …as a contribution to relief after the war,”
they decided it worthwhile “to investigate the value of dehydrated grass in mass feeding,” as
would be needed to remedy anticipated post-war food shortages.904 “At the request” of a
Brethren official, “Dr. Charles F. Schnabel of the Cerophyl Laboratories which produces ‘GrassTips’ contacted [another Brethren official] and proposed the experiment.”905 From the vantage
point of the HPCs, COs participating in research studies were simultaneously performing work
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of national importance, participating in humanitarian endeavors, and generating positive press
for COs.

CO Perceptions of Guinea Pig Research
A CO-participant in hot climate research at the University of Illinois wrote, “We feel that
what we are doing is of utmost importance to our country now, and later to all humanity. It is
certainly something constructive that will be of permanent value to every one when the results
are published. We are glad that we are privileged to have a part in what is being
accomplished.”906 CO Max Kampelman, who served in the semi-starvation study, explained that
what led him to the Minnesota study was the “opportunity to do significant service for
mankind.”907 CO Nathaniel Hoffman, who volunteered for the diet experiments at West
Campton and the airsickness/seasickness study at Wesleyan University, described the dietary
study as “very important.”908
There was a great interest in dealing with the needs of the people of Europe at war’s end
who were suffering tremendously for lack of proper food. The Harvard fatigue lab
people joined in with an experiment to see what lack of vitamin C and lack of proteins
would do to one and then how to reverse that quickly, because they felt that this was
going to be an affliction to a whole generation of people…I was on vitamin C, some were
on protein. All of our food had to be weighed. It was very poor food there, we were
almost like refugees ourselves. Once a week this Dr. Johnson would come down and
give us a pack test. We would step up, as if we were walking up a mountain with a heavy
weight on our backs, and he’d measure the decrease in our flow of blood and take blood
906
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samples to see how we were doing when we were deprived of those things. I remember
my gums getting to be awfully soft.909
(This man volunteered for this study despite a history of back problems.) Of the Wesleyan
experiment, he commented that “Wesleyan, like so many other universities, was being used to do
experiments that were useful to the army, and there was one experiment that was rationalized
that would be useful to everyone. Seasickness and airsickness was a universal thing.”910 A COguinea pig in the atypical pneumonia study wrote, “guinea pigs believe that what they are doing
can hurt no one; hope results of the experiment may be a benefit to all people.”911 This CO
argued that “it is reasonable to say [the guinea pigs’] decision depended on much the same
idealism that sends many men willingly into combat for what they believe.”912
Martin Ponch, who participated in the West Campton anti-louse experiments before
transferring to a Boston-area life raft study, coauthored a short story in which a guinea pig
described the life raft study to an old sailor. When the curious sailor asked, “What do yez do it
for?,” and speculated that “You must get a pile o’ bonus money for lettin’ ‘em work you like
that,” the CO narrator responded:
“No, Old Timer, we don’t get money for it. Only enough to keep our clothes in repair.
It’s the food. Food for the soul. That’s what it is -- after the work of questionable value
we were doing at camp, to feel that at last we are doing something definitely worthwhile.
It means something to me to know that the next time an old seafaring fellow like you gets
909
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caught cold on a raft, he won’t die helplessly of hunger or thirst…making it possible for a
fellow, who’s given so much and taken so little as most seamen do, to continue breasting
the salt-water sea of life -- that’s more worthwhile than my sending anyone to the
bottom.”913
A CO guinea pig, involved in climatic research, reflected in his journal: “One month has
passed; one month of living the life of a guinea pig. How do I like it? Well, it had its bad points,
but I think the good points far over balance those that are not so good. Besides, it is a service –
not only to my country, but to humanity in general and to God.”914 The bad points included
having to collect and save urine samples, undergoing extreme heat and humidity, and having to
take sponge baths and showers. Aside from the service aspect, the good parts of being a guinea
pig were plentiful: “We’re on our own during week ends and evenings; Good experience in
scientific research; entertainment; the work is not particularly difficult; we do get $70 a month
for expenses; and we have made many new friends.”915
While most guinea pigs seem to share the opinion that their participation in research was
generally a positive experience, some COs were concerned about military application of the
research findings. Glenn Mallison, a guinea pig in the altitude experiments on Welfare Island,
recalled that
we discussed at that time…the fact that most of the flyers at that time were military
people. They were bomber pilots and the bomber crews. And so what we were doing
actually was helping them….There were not frequent flyers at that time on civilian planes
but there were a lot of military planes. And this was what we were experimenting with
913
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although we were told, or course, that the results of our experiments would be used for
civilians. Well, they were eventually. But also eventually they built better planes and
pressurized them and so what we were doing was mostly military work.916
Stephen Angell, who participated in the West Campton anti-louse trials, felt that study “was a
worthwhile project to be a part of because since lice spread typhus and cholera this would be a
way of saving thousands of lives as the invasion took place in Southern Europe.”917 In contrast,
he found some of the other guinea pig projects troublesome, saying that “there should have been
more screening of these projects” to ensure that they were appropriately oriented to non-military
ends “and that the CPS men should have been informed of some of the military implications of
the projects that they were in.”918
The only CPS guinea pig that I am aware of confessing to sabotaging a research protocol
justified his behavior on the grounds that the research was intended to aid the military (though,
he admitted that his protocol violations predated his conclusions about the military aims of the
study and in a letter to a researcher in which he detailed the extent of his unauthorized eating, he
listed his dissatisfactions with the study, including unfulfilled promises, lack of medical
surveillance, problems with postage and visitors. (See Appendix AK.) Of his involvement in the
Cornell study of high-protein diet and its relationship to cold temperatures, he stated, “I don’t
remember how far we were into this program when another fellow and I started eating on the
outside. And at the time I’ll admit that that I hadn’t yet figured out what the hell this was all
about. When I later came to the conclusion that they were laying the groundwork for a diet to
fight the Russians on, then I was glad that I had sabotaged their program. Wasn’t nice, and I
916
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have qualms about it, you know, but I did.”919 However, he felt that his behavior was fully
justified once he had decided that the military “was looking ahead to after the war was over,
when they might have to tangle with Russia, which would include the Arctic. So that’s what this
program [the study of high-protein diet and its relationship to cold temperatures] was.”920 In
addition to not following the research protocol, this CO walked out of the guinea pig project in
order to go to a government-run CPS camp. Later, he walked out of the government-run CPS
camp and went to prison, where he engaged in an eight-month fast as an absolute objector to
conscription.
In assessing the good and bad points of participating in climatic research, CO Duane
Hougham had listed free time and entertainment; experience in scientific research; money; new
friends; and not overly demanding work.921 In many cases, COs serving in guinea pig units (not
part-time guinea pigs, who used their free time to participate in research) had time available for
personal or independent pursuits when they were through with their study obligations, which
might consist of only being a research subject or which may have also included non-study tasks
such as being a hospital orderly. One CO recalled that, for one life raft study, he and the other
subjects were kept in the hospital as patients. Except for the approximately two-weeks where he
was hospitalized, he recalled that “[w]e had quite a bit of freedom, as far as our schedule was
concerned, at Welfare Island, and when we finished the experiment for the day, we were free to
919
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do whatever we wished.”922 George Leavitt, a guinea pig who participated in a jaundice study,
reflected later that “at that age [he] was probably a little too vulnerable to the kinds of incentives
that were provided: better food than in the camp, access to a metropolitan area, for instance.”923
Some guinea pigs absorbed themselves in learning about the research in which they were
participating. One CO volunteer recalled the lead investigator discussing the research with the
guinea pigs and giving them relevant readings.924 A volunteer in the atypical pneumonia study
wrote that “[a]t every step of the test, [the researchers] explain to the volunteer exactly what is
being done, thus nurturing a sense of common purpose, of joint responsibility.”925 Thus, when
the isolation required of research subjects got onerous, and the CO found himself “wanting to go
out to buy a paper, to walk into a drugstore and order a coke, to slip just across the hall to see
what that room is like,” he would resist such urges because he was “fully aware of the
importance of the job” he was doing.926 Some COs attributed to their time as guinea pigs their
decisions to pursue careers in medicine or allied professions.

Selective Service and Investigator Perceptions of CO Guinea Pig Research
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In the estimation of Selective Service, the medical projects conducted on the COs “were
quite important, and had a high priority” among the detached, or special, work projects.927 The
Selective Service’s report on conscientious objection during World War II stated
No chapter relating to the establishment of the civilian work program would be complete
without a reference to the use of assignees as “guinea pigs” on research subjects…It
appealed to many conscientious objector because, they felt that through volunteering for
such projects they could show the public generally that they were not afraid to submit
themselves bodily to any worthwhile experiment which would result in the saving of life
or improvement of health and living conditions. Requests for these programs started
slowly, but increased as it became evident that the assignees would be satisfactory
subjects and were willing to volunteer in adequate numbers. The latter was very
important inasmuch as such assignments were made only on a voluntary basis.928
The researchers who used COs in their studies typically appended encomiums to the men
to their reports. For example, University of Minnesota’s Ancel Keys stated that “[t]he C.P.S.
men assigned to this unit have made a very valuable contribution to the nation and to general
scientific knowledge.”929 Making a “special commendation to these men for their self-sacrifice,
devotion to duty and whole-hearted participation in the research program,” Keys claimed that the
project “could not have been done without these men.”930
Many of the requirements of the subject work involved conditions which were
disagreeable, tedious, painful, exhausting and even dangerous. This Laboratory made
every effort to reduce or ameliorate their features but the actual tasks were still such as
would hardly be borne by any other group of men. With rare exceptions the cooperation
of the men was exemplary. Not only were disciplinary problems minimal; the men
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actively devoted much effort of mind and body to aid the program in many ways. There
was throughout the highest cooperation between Staff and C.P.S. personnel.931
Likewise, the CMR’s report on its work in nutrition described the research foci studied and
declared, “[s]uch studies were made possible by men who voluntarily served in experiments.
The latter often involved hard work, much physical discomfort, tedious days of living in close
quarters under prescribed conditions in extremely hot or cold, humid or dry environments, and
acceptable at the same time of limited diets, which in many instances were continued at
starvation or semi-starvation levels for long periods of time.”932 The faithfulness of the residents
of Camp Liceum during the anti-lice trials was noted by Davis and Wheeler, who wrote: “The
cooperation given by the volunteers was remarkable. None gave up the experiment because of
its discomforts. None complained, and we believe that none killed lice intentionally.”933 In one
paper, the researchers listed the CO-subjects by name, writing, “We wish to acknowledge the
splendid co-operation of the following members of Civilian Public Service Unit No. 115-R who
served as efficient subjects, observers, and recorders during the several months of tedious routine
required to complete these measurements.”934 Major Theodore Abernethy, who directed an
atypical pneumonia experiment, wrote to the CO participants, “You’ve made darned good
guinea-pigs, everyone of you, and I don’t know where we could have found a finer and more
cooperative and interested group of men anywhere. You can have the assurances of the
931
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Commission that by your efforts you have made a significant contribution to science.”935 Such
accolades were commonly bestowed upon the volunteers by those who had made use of them.

Public Perception of CO Guinea Pig Research
The CPS guinea pig projects garnered favorable press coverage, despite the hostility to
COs discussed in chapter 4. Dr. Ancel Keys wrote that while the “considerable publicity” given
to his research “was not sought,” it was considered “favorable to the unit and to the Selective
Service System.”936 Articles about the guinea pig projects typically underscored the
humanitarian motivations of the volunteers. A Survey Graphic article reported that “[i]t is
characteristic of the attitude of the majority of the CO’s that there is always a ready response for
volunteers whenever a project or experiment with human welfare implications is under
consideration.”937 Likewise, Coronet Magazine stated that “[i]n this war, conscientious objectors
have proved willing and anxious to do what they could to aid humanitarian objectives,
welcoming the opportunity to serve medicine and science by becoming ‘guinea pigs.’”938
Liberty’s article on the semi-starvation study explained that “[t]he idea for the starvation project
originated with a group of conscientious objectors…These men were set to go abroad on a
European relief project when an amendment to an Army appropriation bill, forbidding foreign
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service, left them stranded. Dejected, they sought a way to help in foreign relief without leaving
this country. The starvation experiment was their solution.”939 Featuring photos of the
emaciated volunteers, one licking his bowl clean, the article deemed that the COs had “proved
conscientious indeed” as guinea pigs.940 Cosmopolitan profiled two COs participating in lifeboat
experiments, explaining that one, a Baptist college student “had done reconstruction work with
the Quakers after an earthquake in Mexico” and, while he had planned to go to law school, his
experience with the research project “has made him want to be a doctor.”941 The other, “a New
Yorker with no religious affiliations,” wanted “to do rehabilitation work in Europe.”942
Press coverage often underscored that the guinea pigs were facing risks from their
involvement in medical research. An Associated Press report about the atypical pneumonia
studies reported “122 conscientious objectors had offered themselves as ‘human guinea pigs,’
and, of these, 94 became ill, some seriously.”943 Cosmopolitan told the “dramatic story of men
who risk their lives on the strangest battlefronts of all,” while the World-Telegram trumpeted
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“War Objectors Risk Lives in Experiment.”944 Another article explained that “None [of the CO
guinea pigs] has died, but many have become very sick young men.”945 It was not uncommon
for press reports to erroneously state that the COs in the anti-louse experiments risked
contracting typhus.
The press coverage indicated that the CO guinea pigs were viewed as demonstrating
bravery and patriotism. 27-year-old CO Warren Duggan who died after accidentally contracting
polio while assigned as a technical assistant to a Yale University laboratory was depicted as a
pacifist who “did in reality lay down his life that others might live.”946 Dugan’s sister was
quoted as saying that while her family “didn’t entirely agree with Warren’s beliefs,” they were
“proud of his sacrifice.”947 To her, Dugan “gave his life for his country just like any soldier who
died on the battlefield.”948 Likewise, an atypical pneumonia guinea pig’s letter to the editor that
was printed in the Washington Post reported that
The population of this small town has, I gather, been impressed by the risk we’re taking;
on that score apparently decided to give us a chance, to look us over before they
condemned us. They haven’t condemned, not have they ignored us…they have taken us
to their collective bosom. The townspeople insist on sending us gifts of ice cream,
cigarettes, flowers…one of the attendants who does our shopping for us in town overhead
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[sic] a solider, stationed at nearby Fort Bragg, saying to a friend: After all, a fellow
doesn’t have to carry a gun to be brave.949
Press accounts underscored the importance of the research that was conducted on the
COs. Typical was one magazine’s statement that “while the results are still a guarded secret,
when such information is forthcoming it probably will be found that the CO volunteers made a
valuable contribution to science.”950 Likewise, another reporter predicted that the results of the
semi-starvation study “will influence procedures and foodstuffs which will be shipped all over
the world as soon as the armed forces liberate starving countries.”951
In conclusion, CPS assignees served in a diverse array of research studies on topics that
were both of pressing military interest and of future use to civilians. Some CO-subjects
participated in only one study; others became repeat research subjects. Many COs considered
the projects to be worthwhile and to be “work of national importance,” although some COs,
either at time or in retrospect, were worried about the military implications of the studies. Some
COs saw medical research as a way of performing the sort of humanitarian work they wished to
be engaged in overseas. For others, the work was interesting in of itself. Some COs appreciated
other aspects of being in a guinea pig unit, namely more free time and better food than in a CPS
camp; the ability to access metropolitan areas and/or educational, religious, and recreational
facilities; a larger stipend; less manual labor; and increased access to females.
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Given the diversity that characterized CPS, it is utterly impossible to make
generalizations about all CPS assignees; likewise, it is impossible to ascribe to such disparate
individuals universal motivations, ideologies, or beliefs. As such, it would be unrealistic to think
that there was a solitary reason motivating all of those who served as CPS guinea pigs. In the
next chapter, I focus on Peter Watson, the CPS camper turned guinea pig turned philanthropist
whom we met in the introduction. Watson is in no way intended to represent all CPS men;
however, in his very individual experience of becoming a CO and working in a CPS camp, we
can identify factors that proved to be relevant - by his own assessment - to his decision to
transfer to a guinea pig unit at the University of Rochester in New York.

270

Chapter 7: One CO’s Path to a Guinea Pig Unit
Glenda Gilmore warns that “[a] historian can rescue a woman from oblivion,
painstakingly reconstruct her life and her ancestors’ lives, and finally make modest claims for
her experience, only to face the charge that if the subject is that interesting or important, then she
must be unrepresentative.”952 This dissertation is not a biography of Watson, nor do I claim that
he embodies the values and beliefs of his generation as a whole. However, his experiences, his
perceptions of his situation, and his reactions provide entrée into understanding the attitudes,
motivations, and intentions of his peers who were in similar situations and making similar
choices. Watson’s story is singular and personal, but it provides insight into understanding a
larger group of men who took a CO stance and, when drafted, opted to enter CPS.
Peter Watson’s biography as printed in the Directory of Civilian Public Service
Peter D. Watson
Haverford, PA. Friend. Student. Born 1924. CPS service 7/8/43 - ? Units 52, 115.

Peter Watson’s Background
Born in 1924, Peter Watson was a high school senior when Japan attacked Pearl Harbor.
“Having been born and raised on a college campus under the aegis of The Society of Friends”
[Haverford College, where Watson’s father was a sociology professor], Watson was attending a
Quaker school.953 By graduation, Watson “had pretty well decided to follow in the footsteps of
an older brother and register as a conscientious objector.”954
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Watson considered several events of his childhood to have been formative in his stance.
First, growing up in a Quaker environment in the decades after the first World War, he felt
“exposed from a very early age to the strong feeling that World War 1 had been a terrible
mistake.”955 Second, having marched as a child in a “huge” Peace Parade in Philadelphia, he felt
the event “accomplished what it set out to do and convinced me that the German people as a
whole were not evil.”956 Third, Watson’s parents had hosted a number of foreign visitors.
Living with Chinese and Japanese students and then German Jewish refugees led Watson to
become “aware of a wide range of cultural variation on such subjects as bathroom habits,
culinary tastes, dress, art, and religion,” leading him to embrace cultural relativity.957 Finally, he
recalled “long and serious discussions of politics and philosophy” that occurred when his older
brothers came home on their vacations from college.958 From these discussions, Watson was
“impressed by the unanimity of agreement between them and my parents on the stupidity of
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America in entering WWI in the first place and in not joining the League of Nations after the war
was over.”959
From early on, Watson considered himself predisposed to not blindly follow group
loyalties. Noting that both of his parents had doctorates in sociology, Watson wrote that he had
long “been encouraged to ‘think things through.’”960 He concentrated on the truth, where and as
he saw it. His parents joined the Religious Society of Friends when he was young, but Watson
wrote that “Quaker patterns, together with those of organized religion in general, were some of
the first to fall before the axe of my cultural relativism.”961 Rather than adopting his parents’
faith, Watson considered himself a “universal practical skeptic” characterized by “deep-seated
questioning agnosticism.”962 Watson felt the Quakers “verbal fictions of ‘inner lights,’
supernatural powers and Thou Shalt Nots seemed nothing more than a modern mythology
without the attractiveness of Zeus and Apollo.”963 Unwilling, or unable, to “accept any of the
security or moral certainty that religion” offered and resenting much of the culture he saw around
him, Watson felt distanced from those around him, writing
Although undoubtedly it is a desirable thing at times to question the assumptions, mores,
and prejudices of one’s society, if the personality is built around such a philosophy,
especially from an early age, a certain degree of isolation is bound to develop. If one it to
be an integral part of a group, one must identify himself with the ideals, techniques and
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patterns of that group. But a large part of my orientation to life was the questioning of
things I should have accepted if I was to fit into our society successfully…as I grew
older, I questioned and rejected more and more things. This tended to broaden the gulf
between me and my contemporaries.964
Watson was deeply critical of the society he saw around him. He felt “disgust and amazement”
at Americans, or at least those he described as “the middle class, that churchgoing, narrow and
puritanical group of stolid citizens who did an uninteresting day’s work, came home to a bridgeloving wife and bobbysoxing brats and then, to escape from the burdens of this life, went to a
neighborhood movie palace to dull their already dull senses with a film masterpiece from
Hollywood.”965
Perhaps surprisingly, given Watson’s suspicion of causes and ideologies, as a teen he
“followed the course of the Spanish Civil War avidly in the daily New York Times and cheered
the heroic defense of Madrid and Valencia by the Loyalist forces.”966 In addition to becoming “a
loyalist partisan,” Watson became “bitter and cynical toward our government and the
governments of France and England who essentially sat on their hands.”967 As he observed
conflict spring out again in Europe, he laid at least a portion of the blame on the victors of World
War I and their treatment of the vanquished Germans. Watson perceived Hitler as “a clear and
present evil”; however, he simultaneously felt that
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[t]he lies about Les Boches (as the Germans were known in World War I) were so clearly
false and the Hitler of World War II was so clearly traceable to the hypocrisy of the
Allied side in demanding reparations and admissions of guilt after the first holocaust, that
any propaganda for the Allies in World War II was immediately suspect. Stories about
the concentration camps seemed as utterly unreal as the stories from World War I of the
Germans severing the hands and arms of Belgian babies.968
Watson felt that “[t]here was absolutely no yardstick by which a young man with any
sophistication could determine the ‘Truth’ in the situation.”969 Furthermore, given his conviction
that the United States was “at least partially responsible for Hitler,” he “failed to see the reason
for becoming involved in another war, the outcome of which, win or lose, would be the same
misery that produced Naziism (sic), Fascism, and Falangism before.”970 Furthermore, while
“Hitler was evil incarnate…England and France were hardly examples of humanitarianism and
broad democratic principles to be supported by again sending Americans abroad to pull their
chestnuts out of the fire.”971
While far from an isolationist, Watson felt that “World War II was a conflict to be
avoided like the plague by the U.S.”972 At the same time, he was convinced that it probably
would enter the war. He despised the willingness of Americans to be sent to war by their
leaders, and he distained the complicity of the “common man,” writing, “I traced his gullibility to
symbols and verbalisms which left me quite cold. The little man would continue to slog along in
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the mud, defending his ‘national honor,’ his Aryan supremacy, or his right to boo the Brooklyn
Dodgers, having no idea what any of the issues involved actually were. As long as men were
willing to be thus deluded, I saw no way to make an end to” war.973 Given his disgust for
American society, Watson got “an inner glow with each German victory and each British
defeat…not because I was a budding young Nazi - - I knew little or nothing of what [that]
entailed - -” but because of his resentment against his fellow Americans, who generally
supported the British.974 Thus, in addition to his intellectual reasons to see both the Allies and
the Axis nations as having legitimate grievances, he found emotional satisfaction from Hitler
“attacking much that I wished I could attack.”975
Given the complexity of Watson’s convictions, his “decision to become a conscientious
objector in World War II…required much thought and soul searching.”976 He recalled both
internal reflection and “endlessly kick[ing] around between myself and my brother and
friends…the arguments pro and con.”977 Watson described his father as “an ardent
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interventionist,” his mother as noncommittal, and one of his three brothers as a CO with a IV-4
classification.978 Of this brother, Watson wrote, “his was a position that I could give some
allegiance to. I was able to talk myself into believing that I was a pacifist, not on religious or
moral principles but rather on the grounds that if one wanted to right the ills of society, war was
not the way to do it.”979 Watson’s “main thought” was “to emphasize the importance of having a
positive alternative to another Versailles Treaty or emasculated League of Nations so that the
mistakes of World War I could be avoided.”980
When Watson registered, he tried to express his thoughts on his Form 47.981 “In the
Quaker environs of Haverford, Pennsylvania [where CO status] was almost automatically
granted to young men,” Watson had no problem obtaining a IV-E classification from the local
draft board.982 He entered Harvard University, beginning his freshman year with the clear
understanding “that I and most of my classmates would be drafted.”983 When a relief and
reconstruction training program opened at Haverford College, Watson’s father was one of the
faculty members working to prepare young men to provide humanitarian aid to those impacted
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by the war.984 Watson finished his freshman year of college at Haverford, spending his spring
semester engrossed in the training program, which he described as “a crash course in intensive
German and a less intensive course in work as a hospital orderly at Bryn Mawr hospital.”985 At
the end of the semester, the training program was closed, and Watson was ordered to CPS Camp
#52, an AFSC-operated Soil Conservation Service camp in Powellsville, Maryland.986

Entering CPS
Watson did not appear impressed by Powellsville, noting others had nicknamed it
“Bowellsville.”987 He described Powellsville as “a small southern type village” and the
repurposed CCC camp to which he was assigned as “four old barracks-type buildings, a mess
hall, and an administration building which contained a small infirmary staffed by a nurse.”988 A
fellow camper described the Powellsville camp – a CCC camp built in the 1930s that was
repurposed for CPS – as “a sizable plot of land under a scattering of oak and loblollies” that
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contained four one-story wooden dormitories with showers and toilets, a dining hall with
kitchen, a recreation hall, a library, a laundry, various offices, and a variety of work buildings
and outbuildings.989 The work project consisted of “the draining of a large swampy area…80 to
90 square miles.”990 This entailed constructing “one large drainage ditch forming a large artery
for the swamp water to reach the Patapsco River and from thence to the ocean. This large ditch
was fed by many smaller feeder veins which helped to drain literally hundreds of small farms
located in the area.”991 While apparently finding the idea behind the project reasonable, Watson
noted that “all of us were aware that the local camp boss was a native…and a good part of our
work was done cutting pulp for friends of his or grading fields for other local farmers.”992
When he began work on the project, Watson was a member of a four-man saw crew.993
In knee boots, these men would walk in and out of the swamp by walking on felled trees waiting
to be removed.994 Upon reaching their assigned area, the saw crew, standing in water, would use
two-man handsaws and axes to cut down cypress, cottonwood, and any other type of tree
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growing in the path where the ditch was to go.995 Once the trees were cut, usable trees were
removed, then a dynamite crew would blast out the stumps and remaining debris. Afterwards,
the men would dig a 30-foot deep and 100-foot wide ditch. Each day, the main ditch would
grow from between fifty to one hundred feet.996
Eighteen years of age and having only been in the camp a short while, Watson was made
crew boss and charged with training new saw crews.997 Previous experience using a saw and an
axe had prepared him for the work, but he still found it difficult. Much of the “cutting was
actually done in open swamp with several feet of water everywhere. Rapid movement was
difficult and the splashes considerable.”998 Furthermore, “wood outgrowths from the [cypress]
roots that grew in many grotesque forms and shapes…lay in wait under the water to trip anyone
carrying a sharp tool or escaping from a falling tree. As a result several injuries occurred” while
Watson was present.999 Many of the trees being cut were several hundred feet tall, and the men
were concerned with not felling them on each other. After “many months” on the saw crew,
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Watson was transferred to the dynamite crew, where he developed “splitting headaches.”1000 He
was transferred again shortly after the local boss overheard Watson’s uncomplimentary remark
that “God must have had a number of rectums left over when he made the world since they
seemed to have all washed ashore on the eastern coast of Maryland.”1001 His next assignment
was as “grease monkey” to the drag line digging the ditch.1002
Another task was fighting forest fires, typically creating or guarding fire lines. Watson
recalled, “I found guarding the fire lines in the dark of the evening a very lonely experience.”1003
He also recalled having no training in firefighting and having no idea what to do. “One
afternoon I was given a pickaxe and machete and told not to let a fire that was spreading through
the underbrush about 100 yards away spread any further. I stood and watched the fire creep
closer and wondered what I could or should do…I guess my bosses figured that the instinct for
self-preservation would give us wisdom. I soon realized that I alone was powerless to build any
sort of fire line.1004
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In a memoir entitled We Would Not Kill, Hobart Mitchell, a former CPS participant who
served in the Powellsville camp, describe the campers as having to acclimate to “woods,
swamps, chiggers, ticks, poison ivy, brambles, axes, saws, and dormitory cots” and opined that
while some were familiar with such environs, many others “had backgrounds that contained little
or no physical activity” and found the new conditions “unknown and unwanted.”1005 In his own
unpublished memoir, Watson deemed the physical work at Powellsville to have been “excellent”
for him, leading him to loose fifty pounds in a few months, going from 180 to 130 pounds.
However, reflecting upon the physical labor that he and his colleagues had expended, Watson
decided that they had accomplished “practically nothing that the seabees [U.S. Naval
Construction Force] couldn’t have done with their heavy machines in a few weeks.”1006 Watson
recalled having learned that the drainage ditches had first been dug using slave labor and
thinking that it was still using slave labor, as the COs were paid one cent an hour.1007

Inside the church-sponsored units
Apart from learning the work, Peter Watson had to acclimate to the men with him at the
Powellsville camp. The Directory of Civilian Public Service, published by NSBRO, lists Peter
Watson as a Friend, though he did not describe himself as such while in CPS. Either as a Friend
or as an agnostic unaffiliated with an organized religion, Watson was the kind of assignee that
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would have been assigned to an AFSC-sponsored camp like Powellsville. In contrast to the
homogenized camp populations found in CPS camps sponsored by the Mennonite, and to a lesser
extent, Brethren churches, camps sponsored by the AFSC were diverse, accepting all sorts of
assignees, including those with no religious affiliation.1008 In these camps, Friends rarely
constituted more than a third of the assignees.1009
One CO depicted his fellow COs in residence at Powellsville as
remarkably diverse in religion, occupation, social class, education, politics, and reasons
for resisting military service. There were not only Friends, but also Methodists, Baptists,
Fundamentalists, Catholics, Unitarians, Universalists, and atheists; there were farmers,
mechanics, doctors, lawyers, professors, students, businessmen; some were illiterate and
others were preparing dissertations or finishing novels; there were Republicans,
Democrats, Socialists, and Communists. Some were Bible-quoting pacifists but others
opposed this particular war because it was a product of a corrupt capitalist system.1010
The Friends’ emphasis on individual interpretation and experience of religious faith and
teachings occasionally set the stage for debate or argument among the camp assignees. Hobart
Mitchell portrayed the camp as filled with cliques and with constant direct and indirect
confrontations between those who sought to give the alternative work assignment their best
effort and those who sought to do as little as possible. Mitchell described “about ten percent of
our campers” as “social actionists” who “found CPS inadequate and were unwilling to accept the
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inadequacies,” becoming dissenters.1011 He denounced “[p]erhaps another ten percent” as gold
brickers or loafers.1012 Another camper painted a similar portrait of the camp, stating
Some worked very hard at their assignments without complaint, while a minority loafed,
bitched, complained, and conspired to make things difficult for their supervisors. A
number responded to the daily work routines with a variety of physical and psychiatric
ailments. Some took or taught educational courses, read omnivorously, and argued,
while others did little more than pray, eat, and sleep…Many COs at Powellsville saw
CPS as an opportunity, while a small minority likened it to an internment system that
enslaved its victims.1013

Those who shirked work, either from laziness or from principled opposition, in Watson’s
assessment, “did not create good will on the part of others who were working hard and
conscientiously.”1014 While “[v]arious forms of ostracism were tried to entice them to do some
work” these efforts were largely unsuccessful, and Watson blamed much of the interpersonal
conflicts between the campers on the unit’s Quaker administrators who he felt “had tried to
undertake social control with love and inner light and met with derision.”1015 In the AFSCsponsored camps, not only were “peace and reconciliation everyday challenges,” but “CPS men
were constantly challenged to put their convictions about peace to work in their own camps.”1016
For those for whom not only war but conscription was morally wrong, the Friends were seen as
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being complicit with the Selective Service in imposing conscription. Frustration over CPS was
not limited to those in the Friends camps, nor was acting out, either on principle or out of anger.
However, without a common tradition to call upon, the COs in Friends camps seemed
particularly exposed to such disaffected assignees.1017 Adding to the disquiet of the Powellsville
camps was a constant churn of men, a “continual traffic in and out of camp,” as men who served
their required 90 days in camp requested transfers elsewhere and new assignees arrived.1018

Watson’s assessment of his peers and of CPS
Watson recalled that “one was exposed to hundreds of other points of view” in a CPS
camp.1019 A self-described “universal practical skeptic” characterized by “deep-seated
questioning agnosticism,” Watson seemed to have had little use for many of his fellow assignees,
dismissing the Jehovah’s Witnesses, the “‘hellfire and damnation’ boys,” the “earnest,” “serious
young Quakers,” and the Catholics.1020 To him, his pacifist position “was not a moral absolute”
while “to many in camp it was based on the Biblical injunction, Thou shalt not kill.”1021 To
Watson it appeared that “[m]ost of the religious points of view were based on axioms and
1017
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postulates unknown or nonverbalized by the holder, so many mounted their verbal horse and
rode off in all directions.”1022 Of the various cliques present in the Powellsville CPS camp,
Watson identified with the “social-actionists” whose CO stance “was a social protest against a
society they felt excluded from.”1023 Watson did make one close friend at the camp, Arthur
Dole.
Watson wrote that “it was difficult not to feel righteous anger at” “gold brickers, or
loafers, who did not want to work at all.”1024 Describing himself as among those CPS
participants who were “conscientious objectors to war, not to work,” Watson recalled his anger
at fellow assignees who, upon arriving at the work site, “headed for a pile of brush to catch up on
their sleep after all all-night poker game” and who “thumbed their noses at authority whether it
be their fellow objectors or the government.”1025 By this point, Watson had abandoned his
support for Germany. “The atrocity stories were too well documented to be all lies, and what
was even more important, Mein Kampf, which I read at that time, made it perfect clear what
program was intended…I realized the error of anything like a pro-German point of view, for the
implications of its social philosophy were becoming clearer in my mind.” Nevertheless, Watson
retained his belief that conflicts needed to be resolved non-violently. His CO brother apparently
came to the opposition conclusion, leaving CPS for the army soon after Watson entered the
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Powellsville camp. Shortly after his brother’s transfer to the army, Watson “began to see logical
errors in the non-violent position,” resulting in “a complete intellectual and emotional
dilemma.”1026
My point of view was not based on an absolutistic or moral principle but rather on the
purely relative stand that violence would not solve conflict. I began to see loopholes in it
when I came to realize that sometimes it might be necessary to take one human life to
save the lives of others…And in my mind the individual who refused to soil his hands
with the blood of one to save the blood of ten was…as responsible for the death of the ten
as he would have been for the death of the one. I became quite disgusted with those who
said that even in this hypothetical situation they would refuse to act.1027
Watson was unmoored, uncertain as to what he should do. He wrote, “I still saw the factors I
had emphasized so strongly before, British hypocrisy, American protection of its world position,
but nothing in this world was ever all ‘black’ or all ‘white’ anyway. If some causes were worth
fighting for (the Spanish Loyalists or the Chinese Communists) then perhaps this conflict was
also.”1028 He felt the Atlantic Charter and the Four Freedoms “were still chimerical platitudes
that never saw the light of day in our foreign relations;” however, the annihilation of Jews “was a
stubborn fact.”1029 At that point, he thought that if he had been forced to join the Army then he
“would have gone, like many others, with grave misgivings;” however, he could not bring
himself to volunteer.1030
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Unmotivated to volunteer for the army, Watson found that he also “lacked motivation to
make a success out of C.P.S.”1031
The life of the spirit, the lack of significant and interesting work produced none of the
incentives that the social psychologists tell us must be present is a successful orientation
is to be made. At first an attempt was made to get out of this blind alley and to spend my
free time and energy in study and reading. But this proved a most unrealistic idea for
after a day of dull physical labor with no end in sight, with none of the satisfaction of a
job well done or a cause worth working for, the need just to relax and enjoy the more
hedonistic pleasures of bull sessions and bridge games became quite overpowering.1032
Seemingly finding many of his companions lacking and it hard to fit in with a group, Watson
wrote that “[e]xcept for the poker games, which I couldn’t afford, there was little spice except
intellectual discourse.”1033 Accordingly, he studied Russian, Spanish, and French and completed
the History 1 and European History courses he had begun at Harvard. Watson also attempted to
learn how to play the piano and, during two week’s confinement the infirmary with bronchitis,
taught himself to type. For all this activity, Watson yearned for the release of companionship
and fun, realizing that he had become “caught in the same rut” as the stereotypical middle-class
American he had despised.1034 However, while Watson considered his stereotype of a middleclass American to be content, Watson wanted to escape his situation. He did not enjoy the
companionship of the COs at Powellsville with him, and he found the work assignments tedious
and largely unrewarding. He wrote of the loneliness, powerlessness, and apprehension he felt
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were assigned to fight forest fires, but even day–to-day assignments were dangerous: the work at
Powellsville and similar camps held the potential for injury and even death. (See Appendix AL.)
When he learned that “volunteers for some experiments in dehydration at the University
of Rochester” were being sought, Watson “leaped at the chance to get out of the swamps of
Maryland and within proximity of Miss Preston,” a girlfriend from high school, who was at the
Eastman School of Music in Rochester, New York.1035 His one good friend at camp, Arthur
Dole, also volunteered. Dr. Allan Brown, from the University of Rochester, traveled to the CPS
camp to interview a number of potential volunteers pre-selected by a camp administrator.
Watson wrote that, “I kept my fingers crossed and when word came through that both Art and I
had been chosen, we were elated.”1036
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Chapter 8: The University of Rochester “Guinea Pigs for Peace”

World War II was fought over a vast territory and with geographic range came climatic
range. Unaccustomed to operating in extreme heat and cold, American military officials sought
scientific and medical advice about how to prepare troops for deployment to such challenging
environments and how to maintain their capabilities once in situ. The need for such research was
underscored by the realization that data collected during World War I, which was fought
primarily in temperate climes, was not necessarily transferable to other climatic zones.1037
Through the Committee on Medical Research (CMR), academic researchers were
deployed to study questions raised by climatic extremes. These studies dealt with real-world
concerns of immediate importance to soldiers and their commanders. For example, a partnership
between the Quartermaster Corps and the OSRD resulted in the testing of different types of cloth
for durability, breathability, ease of cleaning, speed of drying, protection offered to the skin, and
warmth or coolness.1038 Working to outfit soldiers with the best available gear was just one of
the many ways in which academic researchers under the auspices of OSRD/CMR became deeply
involved in questions concerning the relationship between the environment and man.
According to one of these academic researchers, “[a]t the beginning of the war…it was
not known specifically how resistance to heat could be increased most quickly, what the human
limits were for withstanding cold, or how much shortage of body water could be endured.”1039
At the time, two kinds of warfare were seen as especially problematic: desert warfare, which was
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characterized by extreme heat and limited water, and aerial warfare, which exposed soldiers to
cold and – in the case of ejection into the sea – to “a castaway’s existence on life rafts.”1040
Concern about soldiers’ abilities to fight and to survive in such environments prompted
researchers to investigate the impact of water, salt, and extreme temperatures on humans. In
February 1942, Harvard University’s Fatigue Laboratory began conducting CMR-sponsored
research along these lines.1041 Within a few months, the work had expanded to five universities,
and “parallel programs of research were under way in the several medical research laboratories
of the Army and Navy.”1042 Some CMR investigators took up the question of how much water,
of what type, and when should shipwrecked individuals drink. Other researchers looked to the
problems of desert warfare. It was the later issue that led to the development of a vibrant CPS
guinea pig unit at the University of Rochester in Rochester, New York.
One investigator involved in this research was Dr. Edward F. Adolph, an associate
professor of physiology at the University of Rochester School of Medicine and Dentistry.
Before arriving in Rochester, Adolph’s work dealt with the physiological processes that allowed
frogs, earthworms, and protozoa to regulate osmotic pressure and thereby survive freshwater
environments.1043 Ten days after the Japanese bombing of Pearl Harbor, Adolph sent a letter to
the CMR in which he identified three lines of research that he could conduct to “aid personnel
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assigned to hot climates and to cold climates.”1044 Adolph submitted a formal proposal on the
study of thirst to the CMR on February 5, 1942.1045 This proposal was rejected, but the NRC
invited Adolph to visit the Army Desert Training Center near Indio, CA and to file a report of his
findings. Adolph spent July 13-18 at the Army Desert Training Center, an area that he
concluded was “very nearly the extreme climate of all deserts.”1046 He described the Center as
sandy with “sparse sagebrush or other vegetation” and as having sunshine “practically all day
every day.”1047 During his stay, the top temperature was 111 degrees Fahrenheit and the minimal
humidity was 22 percent.
Even before he arrived at the Center, Adolph experienced firsthand the impact of a hot
climate. En route to the Center, he spent the night in Yuma, Arizona, where he took a walk
across the Colorado River and into California. Afterwards, he recorded that he was “wholly
unacclimatized to [the] temperature” and that he experienced “quite a time of circulatory distress
before recovery.”1048 It was with this experience in his recent memory that he observed the First
Armored Division, a tank company training at the Center. Adolph described the men in the tanks
as having “the most bitter physical conditions to endure” – temperatures inside the tanks had
been measured at 150 degrees - but he noted that every member of the company endured
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hardship, for everyone was “required to be able to march 25 miles without supplies other than
those on his back, upon one day before the summer is over.”1049
After almost a week at the Army Desert Training Center, Adolph sent a report and
recommendations to the NRC. He called for investigations into “the consequences of body water
deficits…and the relief of thirst sensations.”1050 Noting that previous research had been
conducted on dogs, Adolph suggested that the “quickest results may be obtained by tests of
fitness, strength, and excretion upon men in the field.”1051 Accordingly, he proposed the creation
of a mobile laboratory that could be used to examine soldiers while on maneuvers at the Desert
Training Center. Adolph followed up his report and recommendations by submitted a proposal
to investigate the effects of dehydration and the relief of thirst in desert troops.1052 Even though
it was already late July, Adolph promised that if the proposal were accepted his team would be in
place at the Desert Training Center in time for planned field maneuvers during the late summer
and fall. Adolph knew he was working against the clock, as the desert conditions he sought only
existed at the Center during certain months of the year. Accordingly, he proposed that certain
portions of the research plan would be conducted at the University of Rochester during the
months when the Center would not be suitable. Within days, the proposal was deemed worthy of
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funding, with the CMR recommending that the OSRD contract with the University of Rochester
for the proposed work.1053

Field Trials at Military Establishments
In mid-August 1942, Adolph and six associates - the first members of what would come
to be called the Rochester Desert Unit - traveled from the University of Rochester to the Desert
Training Center, where they conducted research for roughly two months.1054 They then returned
to Rochester to conduct approximately six months of research in a laboratory hot room they
constructed. By spring of 1943, Adolph and his colleagues had submitted interim reports on a
variety of topics dealing with the effects of dehydration and the relief of thirst in desert troops.
These reports drew upon data from experimental subjects who participated in field maneuvers at
the Desert Training Center or who performed strenuous physical activity in the Rochester hot
room. In April 1943, Adolph submitted a request for a second year of funding for his research,
explaining that he was applying early as he planned on being in the Desert Training Center in
August.1055 As he awaited a response, Adolph was informed by the Office of the Surgeon
General (OSG) that he would not be allowed to continue his research at the Desert Training
Center. Several reasons were given for this refusal: primarily, “post consultants” believed “that
essential information regarding water and salt requirements and utilization [was] now at
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hand.”1056 The OSG acknowledged that some research questions remained unanswered but
declared these questions “not of sufficient practical military importance to justify the extensive
setup and utilization of military personnel which would be necessary.”1057 As “[t]he activities at
the Desert Training Center [were] much more intensive than” during the previous year, no
research studies were to “be carried out there except those of the most pressing military
importance and even” those “must be carried on by military investigators.”1058 Adolph was
advised to continue his studies on “civilian personnel,” as “most of the questions…could be
answered in the laboratory.”1059
Undeterred, Adolph made plans to conduct research at Blythe Air Base in California.1060
In June 1943, Adolph and his team travelled to Blythe to conduct almost two months of field
research, during which time they received word that CMR had granted them another year of
funding.1061 At Blythe, the Rochester Desert Unit studied ground crews, plane crews, and flight
personnel, collecting data for interim reports to the CMR on such topics as water requirements of
Air Force personnel in the desert. Shortly after Adolph’s team returned from Blythe, two junior
members of the Rochester Desert Unit embarked upon a third field expedition, this time to the
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Army Air Forces Proving Ground in Elgin Field, Florida. At this location, intended to provide
the researchers with tropical conditions, the investigators collected data on topics such as water
loss in men on life rafts. At the same time, the remaining members of the Rochester Desert Unit
were hard at work analyzing data and writing reports. The unit also had resumed work in the
Rochester hot room. In July of 1944, several junior members of the Rochester Desert Unit
traveled to Elgin Field for a final field expedition.

The Need for Human Subjects
Members of the Rochester Desert Unit conducted four field expeditions: one in 1942, at
the Desert Training Center in California; two in 1943, at the Blythe Air Base in California and at
the Army Air Forces Proving Ground in Florida; and one in 1944, at the Army Air Forces
Proving Ground in Florida. At each of these military installations, the investigators used
themselves and soldiers as research subjects.
Securing research subjects was an ongoing source of frustration to Adolph and his
collaborators. A junior investigator’s reports from one of the field studies were peppered with
comments such as “we have been getting the same old run around about subjects,” “[s]till no
subjects,” and “for some time now we have been working on the assumption that we shall have
no subjects other than ourselves.”1062 Planned research was not carried out or was scaled back
due to the lack of subjects. For example, one letter reported that “difficulties due to manpower
shortage and red tape have made it impossible to get any sizable group assigned to us, so it looks
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pretty certain that large scale hiking tests are out this summer” while another stated that “with the
difficulty of getting subjects, life raft dehydration studies are probably out.”1063
The problem was not merely that the military did not prioritize assigning servicemen to
participate in research. From the outset, Dr. Adolph experienced friction resulting from his
being a civilian academic in a military environment. On his first foray to the Army Desert
Training Center, Adolph was picked up from the train by a Colonel Franklin of the Medical
Corps. Of this encounter, Adolph wrote: “We discussed…my ideas of what laboratory
contributions might be made. Col. Franklin does not think in such terms as I.”1064 Franklin
deposited him with Colonel Sanger, the chairman of the Desert Warfare Board, whom Adolph
noted was “both a soldier and a university professor.”1065 More importantly, Sanger “was
apparently delighted to consider the academic viewpoint.”1066 Adolph, however, was to
encounter more Franklins than Sangers in the military. He reflected that he “outlined a number
of studies that might be undertaken. For every person that sees some use in one, another has no
sympathy.”1067 He concluded that “[f]or the most part, the men in the army, and notably to me in
the medical corps, see no problems to be solved. Each day’s activities and causalities are the
need of the moment. Human difficulties which do not register on the sick calls and hospital
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admissions are scarcely to be thought of. Foresight extends only to providing for the next field
maneuver.”1068
Adolph’s notes were written in 1942, mere months before the United States began its
invasion of North Africa. In this context, officers at the Desert Training Center may well have
thought it more important to devote their men to training for desert combat then to have them
serve as research subjects for the Rochester Desert Unit. Adolph’s junior colleague’s complaints
about difficulties in obtaining subjects were written in mid-1944, after D-Day and the Allied
capture of Rome, at which point military officials may have foreseen the end of the war and thus
not prioritized assigning soldiers to participate as research subjects.1069 Regardless of why,
Adolph and his team encountered numerous obstacles to conducting research on military
personnel despite the high-level push to utilize civilian scientific expertise on matters pertaining
to military effectiveness. Given the clash of culture and priorities, it is not surprising that
Adolph failed in his attempt to have military personnel assigned to his research projects.
Even when he did succeed in getting subjects assigned for his field investigations,
problems arose. Sometimes the weather did not cooperate, as discovered by one collaborator
who reported that “the environment is not unpleasant and no one is particularly heat-conscious…
Eglin Field is a long way from the ‘steaming tropics.’”1070 Other times, the assigned subjects
might be less than happy to be assigned to participate in research. One letter reported, “Around
here men do not volunteer for anything but soft jobs. The two assignees I have…were drafted
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and are only now beginning to let up on their griping.”1071 Another investigator reported, “My
subject is fast losing interest in his capacity as a guinea pig, and is threatening to be
uncooperative. The rectal thermocouple annoys him; or at least, so he talks.”1072 Subject
unhappiness had implications for the planned research. One investigator wrote that “Neither of
our 2 subjects seem to be the types who will offer their services willingly for this kind of
thing…They are city boys with a serious interest in their personal comforts and I doubt if either
will consent to sit on a raft without food or water.”1073 Even studies that theoretically demanded
little of research subjects – such as studying urine specimens of men doing their normal work –
could be challenging in the field. One letter complained that
a great deal of time is consumed distributing cans and collecting them and explaining
what is required to negro troops with I.Q.s in the mid-forties, and getting permission from
somebody’s company commander to collect his urine for 24 hours, and waiting for a jeep
which was promised at 0730 to take me to an auxiliary field 20 miles away where some
truck driver with one of my little brown cans is working today, etc.1074
The researchers needed cooperative subjects who could understand and comply with instructions,
and they needed a more certain way of obtaining them than “trying…to locate men who are so
fed up with their present jobs that they will volunteer for anything.”1075 Furthermore, they
needed some way to control the climate. Their research dealt with the physiological impact of
specific climate factors, but these factors were not present year-round at the research sites. In the
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case of the Desert Research Area, the needed environment existed only during certain months of
the year. In the case of Elgin, the researchers stayed on site waiting for a day to present the
needed combination of heat and high humidity but no rain. An impatient investigator grumbled
that “[u]nfortunately our temperature range is less than 10 Fahrenheit.”1076

The Creation of the Rochester Research Unit
When, in 1942, Adolph proposed conducting some of his research at the University of
Rochester, it was in light of the fact that he would only have a short window of time during
which conditions at the Desert Training Area would be appropriate for his research. In order to
continue the Rochester Desert Unit’s work upon returning to the university, Adolph would need
research subjects. While Adolph intended to serve, along with his co-investigators, as a research
subject, his team consisted of only seven men.1077 In order to accrue data as quickly as possible,
Adolph needed more subjects. As he prepared for the Rochester Desert Unit to return from its
first field expedition, Adolph contacted OSRD and raised the possibility of using enlisted men
stationed at New York’s Fort Niagara as subjects.1078 The OSRD thought that such a plan was
unlikely to be approved by the military but referred Adolph to the Surgeon General’s office.
Accordingly, Adolph wrote to the Surgeon General requesting “a detail of enlisted men to serve
on detached basis in connection with tests upon water requirements of desert troops.”1079
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Specifically, he requested four men to participate in two forms of research to be conducted at
Rochester: short tests in which the subjects would stay in a hot, dry atmosphere for between six
to eight hours at a time and longer tests that would last two to five days.1080 During these tests,
the subjects would be monitored with regard to loss of body water, circulatory changes, and
changes in body temperature. Adolph assured the Surgeon General that while “occasional blood
samples are needed,” “[n]o risk of injury is known to be involved, and the discomfort is not
great.”1081 Indeed, he noted that the members of the research team had “subjected ourselves to
like conditions many times in the course of our stays in the desert and one of us always serves as
a subject with the enlisted men.”1082 When this appeal for enlisted men to be assigned to the
Rochester Desert Unit failed, Adolph turned to the standard source of laboratory research
subjects: medical students. Adolph had designed and had constructed a hot room at the
university, and, beginning November 22, 1942, paid medical student-subjects participated in
Adolph’s research, riding stationary bicycles in the heated room until experiencing dehydration
exhaustion.1083 (These students, like the project team, were covered in case of injury by a
workers compensation policy taken out by the university.1084)
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In an interim report to the CMR, Adolph reported on what happened to the subjects of his
tests, who were simultaneously subjected to heat, physical exercise, and dehydration. For
example, Adolph, after a seven-mile walk and a one thousand foot climb in 95 degree heat, lost
between four to 5 percent of his initial weight. In subjective notes, he recorded that he was
“Tired and dispirited. Not very thirsty. Tingling in arm. Water, food, and rest relieved
exhaustion.”1085 Several days later, one of his co-investigators, lost 4.2 percent of his initial
weight after a nine mile hike in 97 degree heat and reported “Began to feel badly ½ hour before
stopping. Fatigue not serious. Very faint one minute after stopping. Pulse 118 (sitting),
respiration 44. Tingling in arm. Profuse sweating, but no feeling of oppressive heat. Difficulty
in enunciation, not relieved by moistening mouth. 600 m. water plus dextrose relieved
discomfort and produced thirst sensations not previously noticed. Pulse 92, speech normal.
Tingling gone 9 minutes after onset of exhaustion.”1086 The hot room subjects’ experiences were
likewise reported. After bicycling in 105 degree heat, one subject’s notes read: “Discomfort
acute. Slowed rate of bicycling. Near fainting ½ minute after stopping, with sobbing, dyspnea.
Could not walk straight nor stand. Spastic contraction in arms. 1510 ml 0.3% saline caused
return of good spirits in 20 minutes.”1087
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In February 1944, Adolph acquired a new class of subjects for his tests: conscientious
objectors.1088 One of Adolph’s co-investigators, Dr. Allan Brown, traveled to the CPS camp in
Powellsville, Maryland to interview a number of potential volunteers. Brown screened out
potential volunteers who, in his view, “departed too much from the physical norm (excessively
corpulent)” or who might have psychiatric problems.1089 Arthur (Art) Dole, James (Jim)
McWhirter, Raymond (Ray) Stanley, and Peter Watson, described as “four healthy men,” were
selected to travel to the University of Rochester for the purpose of serving as research subjects in
the hot room tests.1090

Dehydrating for Science: The Guinea Pig Experience
Upon their arrival in Rochester, the four COs were introduced to the custom-designed hot
room meant to simulate the dessert. They were first acclimated to the experiences of biking in
hot temperatures and biking while dehydrated, then the experiment, designed to study the
contribution of heat, work, and dehydration on circulatory strain, began. Each test day was
proceeded by a day or two of no research activity. On the test day, after a “hearty breakfast,” the
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men would enter the hot room.1091 Three of the four experimental subjects were allowed to
become dehydrated while one drank enough water to maintain his normal body weight. With the
room heated to approximately 81, 104, or 123 degrees Fahrenheit, the four men, clothed only in
“light cotton trousers, socks and tennis shoes,” would bike for a varying number of 10-minute
periods.1092 At various intervals during the 10-minute work period each subject’s pulse was
taken, and each subject was weighed approximately hourly in order to track his dehydration.
The subjects gave blood, urine, and alveolar air samples and had their cardiac output
measured.1093 The stationary bikes were set so that each subject was assigned an individuallydesignated workload, in order to keep the subjects’ pulse rates uniform. After completing the
day’s required number of tests at 123 degrees, the room’s temperature was lowered to either 104
degrees or 81 degrees and more 10-minute work periods were performed in this lower
temperature. Each research subject performed a maximum of 6 10-minute work periods per test
day, and work periods were spaced 60 to 90 minutes apart. After each work period the
experimental subject remained seated on the bicycle while his pulse was taken for five minutes.
As a result of this experiment, which concluded at the end of April, Adolph’s team were able to
“establish that diverse stresses are additive in their effects of man’s circulation.”1094
Peter Watson recalled that during the dehydration experiments “one’s thoughts were
constantly” fixed on the “liter flagon of warm salt water” the subjects were given to drink at the
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end of the test day, recalling the mixture as “surely the best drink I ever had in my life.”1095 The
CO-subjects’ evenings were theirs to do with as they liked, but even going to see a movie “would
require frequent trips to the bubbler in the lobby” for the COs “would not get fully rehydrated for
several days.”1096 When, for one test, the men slept in a dehydrated state, they dreamt “about
water in any form.”1097

The First Four Rochester Guinea Pigs
From the 1944 interim report Circulatory Strains of Heat, Work, and Dehydration, we
learned basic demographic facts about Adolph’s first CO volunteers – their ages, heights, and
weights – and that they were cooperative subjects during demanding and uncomfortable research
activities. What the report did not give any insight into is who these men were and how or why
they had become first conscientious objectors and then guinea pigs at the University of
Rochester. What led these four men to participate in these studies, and what did they know and
expect when they volunteered?
First CO/Research Subjects at Rochester
Name
Dole
McWhirter
Stanley
Watson

Age
26
34
22
19

Approx. Height
5 feet 10 inches
5 feet 6 inches
5 feet 9 inches
5 feet 9 inches

Approx. Weight
144 lbs
135 lbs
136 lbs
157 lbs
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We were introduced to Peter Watson, the youngest of the four guinea pigs, in the
previous chapter. A college student raised in a Quaker family in Haverford, Pennsylvania,
Watson had been assigned to the Powellsville, Maryland CPS camp before he transferred to
Rochester. Peter Watson’s primarily friend from the Powellsville camp, Art Dole, also
transferred to Rochester. In NSBRO’s Directory of Civilian Public Service, Art Dole’s address
was Antioch College in Ohio, his given occupation was student, and he reported no religious
affiliations. Prior to entering CPS, Dole had been in prison for objecting to conscription; from
there, he had been paroled to the Powellsville CPS camp.
According to the Directory of Civilian Public Service, Jim McWhirter was an artist, a
Friend, and he resided in Albany, New York. As a college student during the Depression,
McWhirter had accepted a commission in the Army, which he resigned once he decided it went
against his religious convictions.1098 He was active in the Student Christian movement and in the
pre-World War II movement for civil rights, and he had studied art at the Art Students League in
New York.1099 Upon entering CPS, he was assigned to unit #46, an AFSC-managed camp
performing Soil Conservation Service (SCS) work in Big Flats, New York. From there he
transferred to the Powellsville camp and then to Rochester.
According to the Directory of Civilian Public Service, Ray Stanley had worked as a clerk
in Columbiana, Ohio. He was a Friend whose first CPS posting was to the Powellsville,
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Maryland, CPS camp, from which he transferred with Dole, McWhirter, and Watson to
Rochester. From these brief biographies, we see that two of the four original Rochester guinea
pigs were Friends, one was of Friend heritage, two were college students, and one had been
imprisoned when his draft board refused to classify him as a CO and he had refused to serve in
the military. All four of the men had only served in AFSC-sponsored CPS units, and they had
served together at Powellsville from where they were selected to transfer to Rochester. Three,
possibly four, of the men were unmarried at the time they moved to Rochester.1100
Three of these shadowy portraits can be filled out by consulting the men’s own writings.
As recounted in the previous chapter, Watson had decided to follow in the footsteps of one of his
older brothers and register as a CO. In his largely Quaker community, the CO status was
“almost automatically granted” to those who requested it.1101 Watson entered Harvard
University in the fall and in the spring enrolled in a semester-long relief and reconstruction
course at Haverford College. After completing the academic year, he was drafted and assigned
to the Powellsville CPS unit, where he was assigned to the saw crew. He was later assigned to
train new saw crews, then he was transferred, first to the dynamite crew and later to the dragline
working on a drainage ditch. Occasionally he was assigned to fight forest fires. When Dr. Allan
Brown came to Powellsville to recruit research subjects, Watson volunteered and was selected.
Art Dole wrote about his path to becoming a CO, explaining that “[l]argely independent
of formal church or other institution, I realized at twelve that, no matter what, I would not
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kill.”1102 While he had grown up playing war and being impressed with World War I stories, he
had been “touched…at a basic, emotional level” when he saw All Quiet on the Western Front in
1929.1103 He decided that “World War I had been a terrible and tragic mistake” in which
“innocents killed and were killed,” and he declared that “[w]ar is not for me.”1104
Dole’s parents had a bitter divorce, which left his mother angry with his father’s family.
Dole wrote that “Because I did not share her feelings about my father and grandparents, I learned
quite early in life that strong emotions may lead to illogical and self-destructive acts and
thoughts and that there may be more than one side to a quarrel.”1105 With his nuclear family
dissolved, Dole found an “alternative” family in his distant relatives, Horace Mann, his wife
Winifred, and their daughters.1106 Winifred’s father was a distinguished Unitarian minister who
Dole heard “preach strongly against war.”1107 Dole recalled that his extended family and many
family friends were Unitarian, and he described Mann as a “powerful mentor and role model”
who “spoke up for democracy, human rights, tolerance, civil liberties, humane socialism, and
pacifism.”1108
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As he grew up, Dole became “an individualist and philosophical anarchist” who avoided
pledging allegiance to the American flag; developing a “distrust of organizations
and…independence in religious matters;” loathing the military marching he was forced to do at a
YMCA summer camp; giving up fishing because he “began to empathize with the fish;” and
developing a “growing sense of reverence for life.”1109 After a brief stint as a student at Harvard,
Dole got a job working as a full-time coatroom attendant at the university library, in which
capacity he “did lots of reading and thinking.”1110 With financial assistance from the Manns,
Dole returned to college, this time Antioch College, where he “discovered a number of fellow
students who shared [his] pacifist feelings and...attitudes toward authority and racial
injustice.”1111 He became involved in Ahimsa Farm, a pacifist community, and met such
prominent pacifists as A.J. Muste. He also became a member of FOR.1112
In 1941, while a student at Antioch, Dole registered for the draft, claiming CO status. He
wished to be assigned to perform civilian work of national importance, which he thought should
be physically dangerous and overseas.1113 Instead, his local draft board classified him 1-AO
(eligible for noncombatant service). He “refused this classification; pled nolo contendere; was
sentenced in 1942 to five years’ incarceration in the Federal Correctional Institution in Ashland,
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Kentucky; and in 1943 was paroled to” CPS, which assigned him to the Powellsville camp.1114
Far from being the physical demanding work overseas that he desired, Dole described the work
project at Powellsville as continuing “the CCC project of cutting trees and draining land for
farming.”1115 Dole and the other members of his work group “decided to work hard rather than
goof off;” nevertheless, he considered the assignment to be a “sidetrack.”1116 From among those
who applied, he was selected to transfer to Rochester.
Ray Stanley wrote that in 1942, at age 20, he was Manager of Subcontract Sales at
Deming Co. of Salem, OH. The company began making pumps and other parts for military use,
and he was uncomfortable with helping to manufacture equipment that would be used by the
military. He “sought the advice of trusted older Friends” who “encouraged [him] to be sensitive
to the dictates of [his] conscience.”1117 When he registered, the Salem draft board classified him
as immediately available for unrestricted service; he appealed this classification and in a hearing
before the draft board he explained “that [he] was not afraid to die for a just cause if called for by
[his] Heavenly Father, but [he] would have no part in shedding human blood.”1118 He was
advised to agree to noncombatant service but “replied that such a course would be a compromise
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[he] could not live with.”1119 He left his job and went to work in an agricultural capacity, where
his boss applied for a deferment for him.1120 The deferment was not granted, and he was ordered
to report to the Powellsville CPS camp, where he was assigned to “clearing trees from the
Pokomoke Swamp.”1121 After narrowly avoiding a serious accident, he was reassigned and set to
servicing the camp’s heavy equipment, which he enjoyed. After several months in camp, Dr.
Allen Brown, one of Adolph’s research team members, arrived in camp to recruit research
subjects. Stanley volunteered and was selected.

The University of Rochester’s Expanding Research Portfolio
In 1943 Adolph had been informed that he could not continue his research at the Desert
Training Center because “post consultants” believed that “essential information regarding water
and salt requirements and utilization [was] now at hand.”1122 Disagreeing with this assessment,
Adolph had obtained permission to conduct his research at another military installation. The
OSRD/CMR shared Adolph’s belief that there remained important research questions pertaining
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to dehydration in desert forces and extended his contract.1123 In the summer of 1944, facing the
termination of his contract in October, Adolph inquired “should our techniques and experience
be turned to some other defense need?”1124 Posing a series of possible research questions dealing
with everything from a study of men in the hot tropics to a study of slow dehydration, Adolph
concluded by writing that “[t]he purpose of my inquiry is to find whether in your opinion any of
these immediate questions or of our general background fits into any sector of your coordinated
program for CMR work in physiology and climatic influences.”1125 If so, his group would “turn
our experience with heat and water to such channels;” if not, “we here are quite content to
disband our group.”1126
Adolph’s research team would not disband: rather, late in 1944 it was contracted to do
work on acclimatization to heat and cold.1127 This work was intended to be along the lines of a
literature review and not to involve experimentation.1128 The project was expected to last six
months; at its conclusion, the researchers would resume work on the dehydration project, tying
up loose ends and closing out the contract. While the research team did not need experimental
subjects, the four COs assigned to Adolph were loaned to his colleague, Dr. John Murlin, who
was conducting a variety of diet experiments. For Murlin, who had been employing medical
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students as research subjects, the COs were “a great windfall” because he “could have a sizable
‘squad,’ pay them nothing but lodging and laundry, and impose a more rigorous diet that the
medical students because CPS men tried to ‘stick it out’ rather than go back to camp.”1129
Various studies were conducted “to determine the so-called ‘biologic value’ of various food
proteins…in order to gain information that might guide the choice of proteins provided in rations
for the armed forces and to ascertain the nutrient value of some of the cheaper sources of protein
available to populations in foreign areas where problems of famine relief were anticipated.”1130
Teams of volunteers participated in a series of tests. By this point, several new CPS assignees
had joined the Rochester guinea pig unit. When Dr. Allen Brown came to the Powellsville CPS
camp to recruit research subjects, the Rochester guinea pig unit was conceived of as temporary,
lasting only until the summer of 1944; however, the AFSC hoped both to make the unit
permanent and to enlarge it.1131 The AFSC had the idea of sending four or five COs interested in
migration to Rochester so that they could study the matter together during their off-duty
hours.1132 This plan changed, and applicants to the Rochester guinea pig unit who wished to
enter the ministry were given priority, with the AFSC attempting to arrange for them to attend
courses at the nearby Colgate-Rochester Divinity School in their free time.1133 With the influx of
new COs (all of whom applied for transfer to the Rochester unit), a larger number of subjects
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was available for Murlin’s diet experiments than merely the quartet of Dole, McWhirter, Stanley,
and Watson.
The CO-subjects in Murlin’s studies were given a list of “Rules for a Good Experiment”
to sign and follow. (See Appendix AM.) During the study, the subjects first ate a proteinless
control diet then the same diet with various proteins added. In another aspect of the tests,
subjects consumed amino acids to see if various amino acids could be used to synthetically
provide the biologic value of protein sources such as eggs, yeast, steak, or soybean. Urine and
feces were collected and analyzed. Peter Watson recalled
The purpose of the nutrition study was to find a non-meat source of protein combining
all, or most of, the essential twenty-two amino acids….After a few days of the base diet –
always egg in one or another of its many forms – followed by a period of soy bean,
sunflower seed, cottonseed oil – all made into muffins. In spite of the best efforts of the
dieticians, the muffins were hardly palatable. Each item of food and drink had to be
weighed and measured – and every morsel eaten. Bodily excreta had to delivered to the
laboratory for testing. A raw amino aid had to be drunk as a part of the diet.1134
He described the experimental diet as tasting “like the Russian army was walking through your
mouth in their stocking feet.”1135 After the completion of each experiment, the subjects would
have a feast where they could eat whatever they wanted, including steak and lobster.
The diet studies were disliked by the majority of the test subjects, who recalled throwing
the test muffins from the roof of the medical school, only to see them roll or bounce, never
break. The men also complained of frequent illness and debilitation stemming from the diets.
While they enjoyed the post-experiment feast, many of the CO-subjects would still be feeling ill
from the experimental diet. Bob Dick, who had participated in the West Campton anti-lice tests
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before transferring to Rochester, recalled that often the subjects “had to drink the raw amino acid
in liquid form. This was a drink that most could not tolerate, and some developed serious
physical problems.”1136 Ray Stanley recalled spending two periods in the hospital for
observation and rehabilitation.1137 One of the original Rochester guinea pigs, Art Dole, was
unhappy with the diet studies and transferred out of the unit.1138 One of the new arrivals, Hobart
Mitchell, found the diet to not be what he “had hoped.”1139
On the other hand, something like this, though not so strenuous had been eaten by
medical students for a price, so evidently it was not deadly. The first breakfast, rated by
the senior members as the best period, was edible. Since two of the seniors had lost
weight on the earlier diet, one up to ten pounds, Dr. Murlin had increased the sugar and
jelly and the amount of muffin. That first day I did not consider the food excessive.
Later the term “excessive,” in my mind, became closely related to whether I could get
down easily what I was eating.1140
Dr. Murlin accused two of the new guinea pigs, Al Benglen and Harry Kadet, of cheating on the
diet study.1141 After an investigation, it was concluded that Benglen had not broken the diet but,
rather, that he was ill from an advanced case of osteomyelitis, which was treated. Kadet was
found to have leukemia. He was given a medical discharge but not informed of his diagnosis,
and he died shortly after leaving CPS.1142
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Members of the Rochester Guinea Pig Unit
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Leo E. Baldwin
Fort Shaw, MT. Methodist. Student. Born 1920. CPS service 9/23/42 – 3/18/46. Units
21, 51, 115, 21, 115.⌘
Albert (Al) J. Benglen Jr.
Los Angeles, CA. Congregational Christian. Gift packer. Born 1918. CPS service
12/5/41 – 12/11/46. Units 21, 51, 115.
Amos D. Culp
Goshen, IN. Old Mennonite. Punch press operator. Born 1916. CPS service 9/18/41 –
12/3/45. Units 18, 22, 63, 115, 4, 115, 4.
Robert (Bob) Tyrell Dick
Stockton, IL. Universalist. Tufts College (A.B.). Preparing for ministry; student. Born
1916. CPS service 4/22/42 – 3/1/46. Units 32, 87, 115.
Arthur (Art) A. Dole, Jr.
Yellow Springs, OH. no religious affiliation. Student. Born 1917. CPS service 8/4/43 –
8/3/45. Units 52, 115, 41.
Irvin F. Eller
Camden, OH. no religious affiliation. Farmer. Born 1919. CPS service 7/9/42 – 3/20/46.
Units 6, 109, 115.
Oral F. Fisher
Princeton, IN. Methodist. Student. Born 1919. CPS service 9/2/41 – 12/20/45. Units 14,
37, 84, 115.
Frank W. Hastings
Southhampton, PA. no religious affiliation. Premedical student. Born 1919. CPS service
12/15/42 – 4/24/46. Units 12, 83, 115, 46.
John J. Heil
Ridgewood, Long Island, NY. Baptist. Instrument technician and salesman. Born 1914.
CPS service 11/17/42 – 4/10/46. Units 16, 48, 16, 115.
Theodore S. Horvath
Norwalk, CT. Evangelical and Reformed. Student. Born 1919. CPS service 12/9/41 –
12/21/45. Units 11, 53, 87, 124, 130, 115.
Harry L. Kadet
Brooklyn, NY. Community Church. Student. Born 1919 (died 1946). CPS service
10/5/44 – 11/6/45. Units 46, 115.
Robert (Bob) I. Long
Pendleton, IN. Old German Baptist. Machinist. Born 1921. CPS service 12/22/42 –
5/18/46. Units 6, 109, 115.
William (Bill) Lowden
[Chicago, IL. Methodist.] Electrical engineer/[electrical inspector]. Born 1917. CPS
service 6/26/41 – 11/24/45. Units 6, 36, 30, 115, 109.
James (Jim) K. McWhirter
Albany, NY. Friend. Artist. Born 1909. CPS service 6/11/43 – 7/27/45. Units 46, 52,
115.
Berle J. Miller
Cedar Rapids, IA. Brethren. Student engineer. Born 1919. CPS service 1/8/42 – 1/31/46.
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16
17
18
19
20
21

Units 6, 115, 109, 121, 109.
W. Hobart Mitchell
New York, NY. no religious affiliation. Teacher. Born 1908. CPS service 10/1/43 –
11/27/45. Units CPS 52, 115.
Roland L. Ortmayer
Glendive, MT. Methodist. Teacher. Born 1917. CPS service 7/30/42 – 3/24/46. Units
21, 95, 115.
George L. Spicer
Philadelphia, PA. Brethren. Landscape architect. Born 1908. CPS service 9/15/42 –
11/27/45. Units 24, 115.
Raymond (Ray) W. Stanley
Columbiana, OH. Friend. Clerk. Born 1922. CPS service 8/18/43 – 6/27/46. Units 52,
115.
Mirl W. Whitaker
Sardis, MS. Methodist. Student. Born 1921. CPS service 12/8/42 – 5/3/46. Units 7, 82,
109, 115, UNRRA (United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Agency)
Peter D. Watson
Haverford, PA. no religious affiliation/Quaker family. Student. Born 1924. CPS service
7/8/43 - ? Units 52, 115.

Due to imprecise recordkeeping, there is no way to be certain this list is complete. This list does not include
Waldron H. Lowe (whose name is listed on the Rochester unit’s roster on The Civilian Public Service Story website)
as there is no mention of his name in the archival records relating to the Rochester unit.

⌘ The CPS Directory does not show Baldwin participating in CPS Unit 115; however, there is evidence that he
did. This service record comes from The Civilian Public Service Story website; however, I believe unit #115 is
listed twice simply from confusion about the nature of CPS Unit #115. Rather than him serving in the unit twice, I
believe he participated in two types of experiments at Rochester (the diet experiments and the cold weather tests).

Altitude and Pressure Tests
In addition to the dehydration experiment and the dietary studies, the University of
Rochester guinea pigs also became involved in aviation medicine research. “Time and again
physicists and engineers [had] developed machines that the flier has been unable to use; or the
machines endangered the lives of those who used them;” yet, under the pressure of war, there
was strong impetus “to employ to the very limit each new advance in aviation” in “order to gain
the advantage of time and surprise” over the Axis forces.1143 In order to rapidly develop
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knowledge to protect airmen and allow equipment to be designed in the most useful way, the
CMR created a wide-ranging aviation medicine program that addressed such issues as
acceleration and deceleration; oxygen and anoxia/hypoxia; visual problems; motion sickness;
decompression sickness (“the bends”); night vision; and suitable clothing for flying in
insufficiently heated or too-hot aircraft. A major problem was that, as airmen ascended in
altitude, they encountered less oxygen, and this lack of oxygen (which, in extreme, could cause
death) hindered their performance in flying, aerial combat, avoiding antiaircraft fire, and
dropping bombs. Furthermore, rapid changes in pressure resulted in the gases in the blood and
elsewhere in the body would come out of solution, expanding or contracting, causing serious
pain and other problems. Another problem was that airmen would loose visual capacity (“greyout”) and even consciousness (“black-out”) under the impact of increased gravitational forces,
such as those encountered when making tight turns or changing elevation rapidly, procedures
that were essential to bombing or avoiding hostile aircraft or antiaircraft fire.1144 If a pilot did
not recover fast enough, the plane could crash or be destroyed; in some cases, death could result
from the “g-forces” alone. (See Appendix AN.) In order to avoid unconsciousness, airmen
going above thirty-eight to forty thousand feet have to breath pressurized oxygen. In the days
before a fully-pressurized airplane cabin, this was accomplished by a variety of facemasks and
pressure suits, all of which had deficiencies. Even in the best case, movement was highly
restricted; the suits and masks were uncomfortable; and pressure breathing was tiring and
resulted in blood pooling in bodily extremities, which could result in fainting.1145
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Many airmen did not believe that they lost consciousness in the air, a situation that was
exacerbated by the fact that just prior to blacking out, the flyers would have a sense of euphoria
or well-being.1146 Furthermore, they did not like the uncomfortable and hindering masks and
pressure suits. As such, both the Royal Air Force and the United States were forced to send their
airmen to on-ground high pressure chamber demonstrations so that they could witness the impact
of high altitude and limited oxygen on both task performance and consciousness. The scientific
guidance provided for dealing with these physiological challenges came from the CMR and were
derived from experiments that included tests on CO volunteers.
University of Rochester professor Wallace O. Fenn created a team to study “positive
pressure breathing as an aid to maintaining adequate oxygen supply at high altitudes.”1147 The
scientific team sought to answer such questions as how much extra pressure could the lungs and
chest tolerate, how would blood pressure and circulation be affected by positive pressure
breathing, should pressure be applied continuously or rhythmically, what changes occurred in
lung gases under low pressure, and how would vision and neuromuscular coordination be
affected. Using a 12-foot tall beer-processing tank, the team built a makeshift pressure chamber
in which volunteers underwent simulated high-altitude “flights.”1148 In this chamber, the men
“flew” to heights of up to forty thousand feet breathing the air inside the tank. Each test subject
accompanied on his flight by a trained observer breathing oxygen who was there to intervene if
the subject was in danger. In some tests, subjects spent an hour at a simulated altitude of twelve,
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sixteen, and eighteen thousand feed, forty-five minutes at twenty thousand feet, and thirty
minutes at twenty-two thousand feet.1149 In other tests, subjects ingested glucose prior to
ascending to the simulated altitudes. In another set of tests, the volunteers were given room air
plus carbon dioxide. In other tests, the research subjects were asked to perform certain tasks and
functions at various altitude levels. Hobart Mitchell recalled, “The tank held two folding chairs
and a small table with something to read for the sight test and a stylus to put into a hole for
muscular steadiness. The subject had an instrument strapped over his heart for heartbeat
readings and an oxometer attached to one ear to check the oxygen in the blood, this last so that
through the flight the assistant outside the tank would know immediately if the blood oxygen got
too low. The tank had a window for visual contact between those taking the flight and the
assistants outside.1150 In some tests, the CO-subjects held their breath as long as possible and
then blew out as much of the air in their lungs as possible, thus allowing analysis of the gases
expired at the various altitudes.1151 Some of the aviation tests used dogs as test subjects, and
some of these animals died.1152

Adolph’s Cold Exposure Research
Although he had loaned his cohort of CO-subjects to Murlin, Dr. Adolph planned to have
use of the men again once they finished the diet experiments for an additional two months of
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work on desert dehydration research.1153 As he wrote to a colleague, “The opportunity to have a
complement of human subjects available was too good to pass.”1154 The availability of
cooperative research subjects was highly advantageous to the researchers. A junior investigator
running a field expedition in Florida who wrote to Adolph lamenting a lack of military subjects
suggested “[i]f we could get the 4 COs now it would be a different story.”1155 Speaking of “the
pleasure it will be to work again with excellent subjects,” the researcher opined that “use of the
COs for even a short period will be invaluable.”1156 Whether in the hot room or the field, the
COs were seen as a critical component to being able to perform the contracted research. Indeed,
at one point Adolph explained that his decision about whether to request a contract extension
hinged in part on whether COs would be assigned to the project.1157
Adolph’s ambitions for his second CMR-funded project had grown from a literature
review of acclimization to heat and cold to include twelve months of experimental studies.
Adolph proposed a multi-pronged research effort including using CO-subjects in a study of cold
tolerance in nearly-nude men. Nudity was necessary for three reasons. First, “[c]lothing
dissociates man from the environmental conditions.”1158 Second, in order to get comparable data
from subjects, all individuals used in tests would need to be wearing the same clothing or
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nothing. Finally, “because the man immersed in water will be essentially a nude man,” arranging
for test subjects to be nearly naked would allow the data to most applicable to men in the
water.1159
On August 6, 1945, the U.S. dropped an atomic bomb on the Japanese city Hiroshima.
On the 9th, the U.S. dropped a second atomic bomb on Nagasaki. In between these two events,
the Soviet Union declared war on Japan, and, on August 14th, Japan surrendered. These events
spurred forth Adolph’s team, who had not yet begun the research outlined in their latest contract
extension. Days after the first atomic bomb was dropped, one of the junior investigators
informed Adolph that “[t]he C.O.’s…are concerned about the possible effects of an imminent VJ day on our OSRD contract.”1160 Adolph saw “no reason” for OSRD to terminate the contract
early and stated that “[a] result now would be the best argument for post-war continuance of the
cold research.”1161 Predicting that neither his funding nor his CO subjects were to be withdrawn
immediately, Adolph sought to speed his group’s work in order to start collecting data. Thus,
while some of the Rochester CO-subjects were engaged in aviation studies, others embarked
upon the cold research. A makeshift laboratory was set up on the roof of one of the medical
center’s buildings, and on this roof four COs participated in each test. Clad only in underwear,
two of the subjects would lie down, one in the sun and one in the shade, while the other two
would stand, one in the sun and one in the shade. In another variant of the test, two would sit,
one in the sun and one in the shade, while the other two would exercise, one in the sun and one
in the shade. Throughout the fall of 1945, the COs endured the winds blowing off nearby Lake
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Ontario as well as cold temperatures in a custom-designed room, while staff monitored their
blood pressure, temperature, basal metabolism, and heart and breathing rates. CO Berle Miller
later recalled that
subjects were placed in extreme positions: in the wind versus out of the wind; in the sun
versus in the shade; lying down versus standing; exercise versus sitting…as the outdoor
temperatures lowered it required more mental endurance…The staff, dressed in overcoats
and gloves, were most sympathetic. My body surfaces would turn blue and I had a
painful sensation rather than cold feelings. Severe shivering and difficulty in muscle
response, clenched jaws and occasional frothing at the mouth – these were some of the
reactions I had.1162
When the experimental sessions were concluded, the COs were helped into a shower to warm up.
The shower would begin with cold water that the cold men perceived as feeling warm. Once the
men could tolerate warmer water, the temperature would be increased until finally the guinea
pigs would swathed in steam. Even so, they would recall still feeling chilled to the bone hours
later.
The use of COs as human research subjects would officially end when all the CMR
contracts were drawn to a close after the war. One of the Rochester guinea pigs, Ray Stanley,
voluntarily stayed at Rochester several weeks after his discharge to render further assistance to
the researchers.1163 Deeply engaged in the activities of the medical center - teaching medical
students how to perform alveolar air sampling and building air-sampling systems for researchers
– Stanley even participated in a three-week research trip to Wyoming. Stanley served in every
component of the Rochester research except the cold study. His colleagues all participated in at
least two of the studies, and all of the members of the Rochester guinea pig unit participated in

1162

Berle J. Miller, “It Would Still Have Been My Choice,” in Guinea Pigs for Peace: The Story of C.P.S. 115-R
(1943-1946), ed., Robert T. Dick (Windsor, VT: Annex Press, 1990), 18.
1163

Raymond W. Stanley, “My Experience in Civilian Public Service,” in Guinea Pigs for Peace: The Story of
C.P.S. 115-R (1943-1946), ed., Robert T. Dick (Windsor, VT: Annex Press, 1990), 13.

323

Dr. Murlin’s diet studies, though some men had to be removed from the study early due to side
effects. (See Appendix AO.)

Motivations for Transferring to the Rochester Guinea Pig Unit
Three of the original four members of the Rochester guinea pig unit - Stanley, Dole, and
Watson – wrote about why they became COs. On the question of why they volunteered to serve
as the subjects of medical research, Watson was frank, stating that he “leaped at the chance to get
out of the swamps of Maryland and within the proximity of Miss Preston,” his then girlfriend
who was studying at the Eastman School of Music in Rochester.1164 Likewise, Stanley stated
that he joined the guinea pig unit “because it was nearer Toronto, where my fiancé lived. [He]
could and did make week-end trip to Toronto occasionally,” until he brought his bride to
Rochester.1165 Dole was less forthcoming about why he decided to become a guinea pig: indeed,
he indicated his conflicted feelings on the matter, writing, “Before, during, and after Rochester,
like many c.o.’s, I have struggles with what to do in the face of injustice, holocaust, brutality,
mindless aggression, totalitarianism, and other evils. Saying ‘no’ to the good war, going to jail,
chopping trees, loaning one’s body to science, caring for the mentally ill, as I did, are difficult
for me to evaluate objectively.”1166 (Such ambivalence explains Dole’s eventual decision to
walk out of CPS, resulting in his return to prison.) Years later he wrote, “At the root of the
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Rochester experience, of course, was my belief about war…I would not kill.”1167 However, this
explains why Dole became a CO, not why he became a guinea pig. Working in CPS camps such
as the Powellsville camp from whence he transferred would not have entailed killing.
Unfortunately, I could find no information that sheds light on Jim McWhirter’s motivation for
volunteering for the Rochester CPS unit.
Dr. Allan Brown, who recruited and interviewed the Powellsville COs for transfer to
Rochester, was of the opinion that “the chief motive for the C.O.s participation was
altruistic.”1168 Stating that the men viewed the opportunity to serve as research subjects in
dehydration studies to be “a desirable alternative” to remaining in the “moderately comfortable
‘prison’” of the CPS camp, he noted that some of the COs “wanted to be sure there would be no
conflict of conscience about the use of physiological information acquired from experiments in
which they would serve as subjects.”1169 While Brown did not recall ever having an explicit
discussion of the matter with the COs, he felt that their “C.O. status demanded a continual
reaffirmation of their position and it must have seemed important to demonstrate that they were
not just draft dodgers.”1170 Thus, in Brown’s assessment, altruism was the primary factor
motivating Dole, McWhirter, Stanley, and Watson to participate as human guinea pigs, but there
were certainly other factors at play.
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It seems clear that at least some of the men were motivated to transfer to Rochester in
order to get away from Powellsville. The mix of manual labor, a rural location, and physicallydifficult conditions; the assortment of men with divergent backgrounds and opinions; the
constant change in camp composition; and the evident risks of injury or even death on the job
may have galvanized the four men to request transfers from the Powellsville CPS camp.
Nevertheless, seeking to get away from Powellsville would not fully explain why these men
applied for and eventually transferred to the Rochester guinea pig unit; after all, Rochester was
far from the only transfer opportunity.
Another possible motive for joining the Rochester CPS camp was the desire to be closer
to somewhere or someone specific. This motive was specified by Peter Watson, who wanted to
see his girlfriend in Rochester, and by Ray Stanley, who wanted to be closer to his fiancé in
Toronto. Switching from Powellsville’s rural location to the city of Rochester may have
provided another possible motive for transfer. In his leisure time at Powellsville, Watson
“studied Russian, Spanish, and French and completed some history courses” he had begun at
Harvard; he also “attempted to learn to play the piano” and taught himself how to type.1171 By
and large, however, he seemed bored and detached from those around him. At Rochester, he
could do things unavailable at Powellsville – date, go to the movies, socialize with the medical
students and laboratory technicians he met through the research study, play tennis, and attend
concerts at the nearby Eastman School of Music.1172 His friend and fellow guinea pig, Art Dole,
recalled “respond[ing] eagerly to the many delights of a great university in a large city. I used
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the library, heard the Rochester Symphony, cheered Red Schoendiest as he played infield for the
Rochester Red Wings, watched the ballet, attended a Unitarian church, dated a lovely research
assistant, partied with some of the medical students, and played tennis each morning before
breakfast.”1173 Being in a city, as opposed to an isolated CPS camp, gave the COs more freedom
during their off hours.
Another possible motivation for joining the Rochester guinea pig unit may have been the
desire to feel that one’s labor was meaningful, or at least more meaningful than the work being
done in Powellsville. Peter Watson wrote that while the CPS camp was intended to be working
on a project for the Soil Conversation Service, “a good part of our work was…cutting pulp for
friends of” the local camp boss “or grading fields for other local farmers.”1174 Even when the
campers were working on official projects, some of the COs in Powellsville wanted to work on
projects of more importance than “digging the ditch.”1175 After arriving in Rochester, Dole
wrote to a CO still at Powellsville that he was contributing more to society as a guinea pig than
he had as a member of the CPS work camp.1176 Dole considered Powellsville to have been “a
sidetrack” where “[d]ozens of gifted young men’s skills were underutilized. Their resistance to
war was largely unrecognized by the average citizen and their potential in developing
alternatives to violence largely untapped.”1177 In contrast, he described the research protocols
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that he was involved in at Rochester as “expected to be invaluable in improving the changes for
survival in extreme conditions and in preventing starvation.”1178 That he wanted his CPS labor
to count for more than just time served is supported by his comment that “I like to think that in
small ways what we did together at Rochester has played some part in creating non-violent
alternative to bloodshed.”1179 The Rochester CO-subjects felt that the studies they were
participating in, while of immediate use to the military, would also be of use to civilians.1180
Furthermore, the men may have opted to transfer to the research project because it was
perceived as exciting or dangerous.1181 Certainly upon his arrival in Rochester, Dole found it
“exhilarating to be a small part of a major research university.”1182 Furthermore, in a time when
many COs bore the brunt of public disapproval for their unwillingness to serve either military or
noncombatant service, COs may have been enticed to participate in guinea pig projects because
the men in these assignments received favorable publicity.1183 Peter Watson stated that serving
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as a guinea pig “was sort of a challenge and it also assuage[d] some of the guilt for not being in
the trenches.”1184
Quite likely each of the four men had multiple motivations for deciding to join the
Rochester guinea pig unit. An increase in pay does not appear to have been a motivating factor.
For his work in the Rochester guinea pig unit, Watson wrote, “We were…not paid even the one
cent that we received in draining the swamp.”1185 (If this recollection is correct, this was not in
alignment with Administrative Directive No. 18 concerning the use of assignees in connection
with research projects.)
The men who transferred to the Rochester guinea pig unit after the original quartet of
Dole, McWhirter, Stanley, and Watson would have had similar motivations, with a few
variations. The AFSC gave priority to applicants who sought to enter the ministry, hoping they
could attend classes at a nearby divinity school in their free time. Bob Dick, who had been a
ministerial student when drafted, was one of new men joining the Rochester guinea pig unit.
First posted to the West Campton unit, he had served as one of guinea pigs in the anti-lice tests.
He had transferred from that camp to the CPS unit working at Brattleboro psychiatric hospital
before he transferring to Rochester. Dick wrote that his “primary interest in going to Rochester
was the proximity of Colgate-Rochester Divinity School, and the promised possibility that I
might be able to continue my academic training for the ministry.”1186
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W. Hobart Mitchell lived in New York City where he was an English instructor at New
York University until he lost his job due to declining enrollment.1187 Not a member of an
organized church but attracted to the Quaker faith, Mitchell was initially assigned to the AFSCsponsored Powellsville, Maryland CPS camp. After learning of the Rochester unit, he hounded
officials with his requests to be transferred there. For all that Mitchell did not rebel against the
Powellsville CPS camp’s job assignment as not constituting “work of national impotence,” he
had a driving reason to wish to transfer to Rochester. He was a professional singer who had
studied voice at the Eastman School of Music while attending the University of Rochester. He
had ceased singing on the radio when shows began advertising war bonds; instead, he sang in
church and “in chronic hospitals, homes for the aged and orphans, and settlement houses.”1188 In
these settings he developed the idea of an institutional music therapy program, and he sought to
transfer from Powellsville to someplace where he could actualize his vision. Mitchell was
overjoyed to learn that a guinea pig unit would be opened at the University of Rochester Medical
School, “the very place,” he wrote,
where I could develop such a project because I knew the city, the university, and its
leading music school. A CPS unit there, in my mind, could make it possible for me to get
a special assignment there, be attached to that unit under special assignment. Also, the
project dealt with hospitals and chronically ill and old people, a focus not far removed
from a medical school situation.1189
When Dr. Brown came to Powellsville to recruit subjects, Mitchell put his name forth as
a potential volunteer, attended the information session, and arranged to drive Brown to the train
in order to speak with him about the proposed music program. When he was not among the four
1187

Description of Hobart Mitchell drawn from We Would Not Kill (Richmond, Indiana: Friends United Press,
1983).
1188

Hobart Mitchell, We Would Not Kill (Richmond, Indiana: Friends United Press, 1983) iv.

1189

Hobart Mitchell, We Would Not Kill (Richmond, Indiana: Friends United Press, 1983) 80.

330

chosen to transfer to Rochester, Hobart continued to express his desire to go there. A letter from
one of the Rochester guinea pigs added to the appeal of joining the Rochester unit. Art Dole had
written to a friend at Powellsville that “the doctors and medical students were interested and
friendly;” local Quakers and FOR members “were eager to meet and help”; and “their lodgings
were two to a room with maid service, laundry, ‘and all the fixings, including snacks.’”1190
While Dole did not mention the research project, his letter conveyed that “he was satisfied that
they were contributing more to society as guinea pigs” than as laborers in Powellsville.1191 For
all these reasons, Mitchell was delighted to be offered the opportunity to join the Rochester
guinea pig unit. When finally chosen to transfer to Rochester, he noted that he was selected from
150 applicants.1192
While Dick and Mitchell transferred into the Rochester guinea pig study largely for
personal reasons, CO Irwin Eller, a farmer from Camden, Ohio who reported no religious
affiliation, understood his decision to join the Rochester unit as a reflection of his “primary
purpose while being drafted during the war”: “serving my fellow man and doing whatever task I
was ask [sic] to do the best I knew how.”1193,1194 Likewise, CO Theodore Horvath transferred to
Rochester specifically to be a guinea pig in a diet study. A student from Norwalk, Connecticut
who was affiliated with the Evangelical and Reformed church and who would later become a
minister, Theodore Horvath was originally assigned to a Forest Service camp located in
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Ashburnham, Massachusetts. Horvath had transferred to a similar unit in the White Mountain
National Forest in New Hampshire and then to the Brattleboro Retreat mental hospital, where he
served as a director of the CPS unit. He opened new CPS units at the Delaware State Colony
Training School and at the Maine State Training School before transferring to the Rochester
unit.1195 Horvath wrote that he “volunteered to be one of the subjects in medical
experiments…testing the biological value of various proteins, one benefit of which might be to
find an inexpensive sources that might be used for the mass feeding of refugees during and after
World War II. This humanitarian purpose fitted well my pacifist convictions.”1196 He saw
serving as a research subject, particularly for humanitarian-oriented diet research, as a
demonstration of idealism, the same “high idealism that led almost all C.O.’s to seek alternative
service in the first place as a way of witnessing for a warless world.”1197 At a forty-year reunion
of the surviving members of the Rochester CPS unit, Horvath noted that the COs had felt that
they had something to prove and suggested that “perhaps we accepted the hazards in a
subconscious attempt to prove that we were not yellow, and not afraid of physical danger…[and]
that our CO status stemmed from deeper conviction.”1198
Two of the men who transferred to the Rochester guinea pig unit may have been attracted
by the possibility of being assigned to a research hospital. John Heil, a Baptist from Long Island,
was an instrument technician and salesman who wanted to be a medical missionary, while Frank
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Hastings, who reported no religious affiliation, was a premedical student drafted from
Southampton, Pennsylvania.1199
In conclusion, factors that may have played a role in motivating CPS assignees to transfer
to Rochester include: seeking to leave an undesirable placement, wanting to do more socially
useful/humanitarian-oriented work, seeking access to the amenities and comparative freedom of
a city and a research university (as opposed to an isolated CPS camp) and/or a more desirable
geographic location; seeking to face the possibility of danger or harm; and seeking experience in
medicine and/or scientific research. For those men who had served in MCC or BSC-sponsored
programs, there is also the possibility that they sought the more diverse mix of men that
characterized AFSC-sponsored units like the one at Rochester.

Informed Consent, Risk, and Harm
One of Adolph’s junior co-investigators, Dr. Allan Brown, had traveled to the
Powellsville, Maryland CPS camp to recruit four volunteers for the dehydration studies. Brown
stated that since he had participated in Adolph’s studies as both a researcher and a subject he
“was able to present a realistic picture of what would be expected of the chosen volunteers. I did
not think there was any serious risk of permanent injury although I could explain that the
experience of working to exhaustion in a hot-dry controlled environment would be unpleasant
but not painful.”1200
In one of the Rochester Desert Unit’s reports, a table entitled “Thirty-Five Instances of
Dehydration Exhaustion,” attributes six of the recorded cases of dehydration exhaustion to Allan
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Brown. According to this record, Brown served as a research subject while performing a 6 mile
hike and a 600 foot climb in 95 degree weather; a 9 mile hike in 97 degree weather; a 8 mile hike
in 103 degree weather; a 12 mile hike in 104 degrees; and a 19.5 mile hike in 94 degree weather,
along with a 24-hour period of no water and low exertion. All of these tests were likely
performed at the Desert Training Center in CA, not in the hot room, where exercise was on
stationary bicycle. Nevertheless, Brown’s descriptions during and after these tests – “extreme
physical fatigue…very faint one minute after stopping…irritable and dispirited…unable to
maintain set pace” – are similar enough to the descriptions given of the medical student subjects
in the hot room research –“near fainting ½ minute after stopping…gradually slowed rate of
work…moral low….very tired…could not maintain pace of bicycling” that it seems credible that
Brown would have been able to accurately describe the experience of dehydration exhaustion to
prospective subjects.1201 Likewise, he would have been able to share that water, food, and rest
were usually sufficient to relieve the adverse symptoms of the dehydration exhaustion.
Furthermore, from his familiarity with the use of medical student-subjects in the hot room, he
would have been able to recount that the paid volunteers participated multiple times, thus leading
to the conclusion that the experience was tolerable even for individuals who did not have a
personal stake in the success of the research.1202
Brown emphasized that “[w]e did not believe any of the experiments were hazardous”
even though “[l]ooking back, I suppose we really could not have been sure. In any case that was
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not an item of concern to us and was not one that came up in conversations.”1203 Brown, like
many of the CO subjects, noted that the CPS men performed the same activities as non-CO
research subjects, including members of the research team. Brown commented, “I am quite sure
none of us felt that we wanted to use C.O.’s for tests in which we ourselves would not
participate,” noting that “[o]ur need was for a larger number of test subjects (for statistical
purposes) rather than for ‘expendable’ subjects.”1204
Just as Adolph’s team participated in the heat/dehydration studies, the other Rochester
investigators participated, to some degree, in their own studies. Dr. Murlin ate the experimental
diet at lunch, possibly to show solidarity with the men or to demonstrate the edibility of the
food.1205 Other civilian members of the laboratory, including women, participated in the diet
studies along with the COs. Dr. Fenn and his team members participated in the high-altitude
studies. Dr. Arthur Otis recalled, “Through our policy of never asking anyone to be a subject for
any procedure that we had not first undergone ourselves and by making participation completely
voluntary, we were able to gain the complete confidence and cooperation of the members of the
[CPS] unit.”1206 Nevertheless, there was a possibility of harm to those participating in the
altitude studies. Indeed, upon hearing that Fenn participated in “flights” that sometimes resulted
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in unconsciousness, the Dean “forbade Fenn’s further participation: he didn’t want to lose the
services of this esteemed member of his faculty.”1207
While “flying” to 30,000 feet was not uncomfortable, return to ground-level could be
uncomfortable in the sinus cavity and ears.1208 Pressure changes in the middle ear could cause
dizziness, blurred vision, and severe nausea.1209 Rising pressure on the outer ear could push the
eardrum inward, causing severe pain. Many a wartime aviator experienced eardrum damage; so
too for at least one of the Rochester guinea pigs. Ray Stanley recalled, “One day my oxygen
hose became disconnected at 42,000 feet, and I was ‘dropped’ so fast opening a 3-inch
emergency valve that my ears were seriously damaged.”1210 He lost consciousness during the
incident, returning to consciousness at a pressure equivalent to 18,000 feet. Theodore Horvath
recalled being “knocked out by a high dosage of my own carbon dioxide, a compound which, I
learned later, can be just as lethal in high concentrations as carbon monoxide. Ever since that
mishap, I have been very susceptible to above-normal concentrations of CO2 in poorly ventilated
gathering of people.”1211 Hobart Mitchell, in contrast, recalled only having three bad headaches,
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which he was uncomfortable attributing to the high-altitude research, given his history of
migraines.1212
No deaths occurred among the Rochester high-altitude subjects; however, severe adverse
events, including deaths, were reported elsewhere among individuals involved in simulated
“flights” in pressure chambers.1213 Amos Culp recalled that when he “flew over 16,000 feet
without oxygen…one of the Doctors insisted he be allowed to duplicate this. The other doctors
feared for his life, so the gauges were altered to show 2,000 feet higher (at 14,000 they showed
16,000).”1214 Despite this stark reminder that what he was doing could be dangerous, even fatal,
Culp stated that “[p]recautions were taken to minimize hazards” and that “experimenters were
concerned with our welfare.”1215 He doubted whether the researchers “would have permanently
injured anyone.”1216 While he was unsure “if the breathing experiments were worth the risk,”
Culp felt that “some risk is necessary in learning new things.”1217
With regard to the cold exposure studies, Adolph explained that while the CO-subjects’
skin temperature “dropped drastically,” causing “feelings of intense discomfort,” the work was
not “life-threatening” because their deep-body temperatures were “only lowered one or two
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degrees at most, which is quite safe.”1218 Indeed, Berle Miller’s only recollection of harm
suffered from his participation in the outdoor cold exposure study was “a severe case of sunburn
on the tops of” his feet.1219 Miller recalled never feeling his assignments to be hazardous, though
they were sometimes uncomfortable. Oral Fisher concurred, adding that he “felt free to refuse a
difficult task,” though he never did.1220 In contrast, Amos Culp did not know if he had the
freedom to refuse an assignment, and Theodore Horvath questioned whether “it ever occurred to
us that we were free to do so, since, after all, we were conscriptees.”1221 Dr. Allan Brown felt
certain that the CO-subjects “knew they could refuse to continue a test at any time.”1222 Indeed,
he noted, given that the dehydration tests for which he had recruited CO-subjects involved
bicycling until exhausted, it would have been “easy for a subject to decide at any time that he
was too ‘tired’ to continue in spite of what he might have considered social pressure on him to
continue his efforts.”1223 What Brown overlooked is that while the men could have quit
participating in a study at any point, to do so may have been perceived by the COs as having
ramifications such as Selective Service discipline or possibly transfer from the Rochester unit.
Indeed, a few years after his CPS discharge, Peter Watson wrote that “[b]ecause of our
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subservient position we were forced to repress all resentment [toward Dr. Murlin], lest we be
returned to the swamps.”1224
One of the volunteers selected by Dr. Brown, Ray Stanley, stated that he believed that he
and his peers “were adequately informed” about the experiments.1225 Stanley explained that
“[t]he test procedure and the hoped-for results were reviewed with us in advance. There was
normally a compassionate concern shown for the subjects and an openness to discuss any
problems that arose…I would say concern for our welfare was paramount. Even though Dr.
Murlin told us ‘Science is my religion,’ he demonstrated concern for me personally by
hospitalizing me for tests twice while on the diet program.”1226 Berle Miller, who had
participated as a technician in a cold weather experiment conducted in Chicago, felt that he knew
what to expect upon becoming a research subject at Rochester.1227 In contrast, Hobart Mitchell
felt that the altitude studies were not fully explained “because the doctors did not think to go into
the possible physiological reactions which could occur during a test. As Dr. Rahn said in the
beginning, we were not asked to go through any tests which they themselves had not got through
‘a hundred times,’ and, no doubt, the possible reactions had become so matter of fact that none of
the doctors thought to speak of them…It seemed to me that we should have been told more about
the conditions, the probable and possible reactions and the reasons therefore, before we were put
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in the tank.”1228 The first time Mitchell participated as an observer in the tank, he was
uncomfortable and concerned about the well-being of the other CO and worried that if the
experiment was terminated, their ears might be harmed from the rapid pressure change. Irvin
Eller stated, “Sure, we subjected our selves to some risks and dangers but so was that boy in the
fox hole in France.”1229 Oral Fisher felt that he had been informed of the possible risk of
research participation, and that these “were worth taking because of the possible benefits to
medicine, to expedition in the artic and tropics and to civilians in general.”1230
Peter Watson was discharged from CPS after being diagnosed with a duodenal ulcer. To
him, the ulcer was “[u]ndoubtedly…a result of the nutrition experiment.”1231 Ray Stanley, who
had “two periods in the hospital for observation and rehabilitation” after suffering “rather violent
cramps and pain” had felt that “at times [that] the rigors of the ‘guinea pig’ experiments seemed
devastating to my physical health.”1232 He reported that, during the diet study, he
developed severe lesions which were termed Arythema-multiforma, and resembled large
chickenpox on tender membrane in my oral and eye areas, and on the back of my hands.
This continued to plague me, especially in the spring of the year, for several years after I
left Rochester. I continue to the present to have a high acidity problem which in the
recent past has hospitalized me with extreme discomfort in the esophagus, resembling
angina.1233
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Stanley recalled that Frank Hastings had appeared to have had heatstroke after participating in
the dehydration study, and Stanley felt that his own hair loss was perhaps related to the heat
exposure/dehydration study.1234 In his opinion, Harry Kadet’s death from leukemia was
“probably aggravated by the diet” study.1235 Stanley also reported that McWhirter had “physical
problems…some of which he relate[d] to the Rochester tests.”1236 In contrast, Bill Lowden
reported that he
neither found the job hazardous nor did I experience any amount of discomfort or pain.
One of the most difficult parts of the nutrition study was the problem of swallowing the
amino acid liquid. Most of us finally resolved this by putting ice cubes in our mouth to
dull our taste buds and then hurriedly swallowing the amino acid liquid. It is my
recollection that if any of us found the job hazardous or very painful, we could have
registered an objection and possibly received a transfer to some other part of the
experiments…Perhaps the various tests and programs did not seem as tough to many of
us because some of us had just completed serving two years in a state hospital in Marion,
Virginia, working under very adverse conditions of eighty hours or more per week,
working with poor food and poor living conditions…1237
Years later, Lowden had ulcers and “wondered if the diet could have weakened [his] digestive
system” but minimized this concern as “speculation.”1238

Relations between Guinea Pigs and Researchers
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Adolph’s first report based on data from the CO subjects noted that the researchers were
“especially appreciative of the sincere cooperation given us by these volunteer subjects who
underwent considerable personal discomfort during many tests.”1239 On a copy of the
experimental report, Adolph wrote to one of the participants, Ray Stanley, “Your participation
was grand.” Other investigators added their own handwritten notes of thanks and praise, saying,
“Many thanks for your part in this” and “We couldn’t ask for a better subject and assistant.”1240
Most of the guinea pigs had similarly positive feelings about those who studied them,
though many were not fond of Dr. Murlin, whom Dole recalled as “an eminent and autocratic
physiologist” who “became controlling and hostile with the group.”1241 Unfavorable feelings
toward Murlin may have been because it was his studies that caused the CO research subjects the
most discomfort; however, it seems that many COs were also responding to his personality.
Mitchell described Murlin as “a militarist” who “had no use for conscientious objectors – except
as guinea pigs.”1242 When Ray Stanley told Murlin that he felt unwell from the diet, Murlin
responded, “How would you like to be out facing bullets?” Recalled Mitchell, “This did not go
down well with any of us. First of all, we were well aware that only about 10% of the soldiers
‘face bullets.’ Also, we were aware that Dr. Murlin, during the army during World War I, had
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been stationed in Hoboken.”1243 Not all of the CO-subjects disliked Murlin, however: Amos
Culp considered him “a great man.”1244
Aside from Murlin, the COs were largely pleased with their treatment by the researchers.
Berle Miller described relationship with the scientific staff as “a thoroughly cooperative affair”
in which the COs and staff “developed a rapport from working closely together.”1245 He wrote,
“Some of the staff became personal friends and, in general, had an understanding and respect for
the conscientious objector position. These people were professionals and conducted themselves
and their work accordingly.”1246 Lowden described the “interpersonal relations between subjects
and experimenters [as] excellent because the experimenters were professional people…[and the
COs were] primarily college students.”1247 Dole recalled that the researchers were
very supportive, treating us like graduate students…When not participating in an
experiment, we were employed as laboratory assistants to the scientific team. In return
we were housed with the medical students, ate in the hospital cafeteria, and received
fifteen dollars per month. We were issued white coats and called “Doctor” by the
cleaning people. We were encouraged to learn the physiology related to the research and
to attend medical school lectures.1248
Dole, who described himself at the time of the guinea pig experiments as “a 26-year-old delayed
adolescent…struggling with issues of identity, especially about vocation,” found that he “loved
the atmosphere of a great research university, the search for knowledge” and considered this
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realization to have been a factor in his decision “to study for a Ph.D. in psychology and to teach
and do research in university settings.”1249 Dole recalled that, while he “was not particularly
excited by the biological sciences,” he “responded happily at [Rochester] to the intellectual give
and take, to participating even in a very small way as a lab assistant and experimental subject in
the quest to unlock the mysteries of human adaptation to extreme heat or to yeast diets.”1250
When Ray Stanley demonstrated an aptitude for research, “departmental faculty strongly
encouraged him to attend college after the war and continue on to the doctorate” and “offered to
arrange financial aid” for him to enroll in the University of Rochester.1251
Mitchell recalled that moving from Murlin’s diet study to the high-altitude study resulted
in transitioning from being a research subject to being a co-investigator. “We were still guineapigs, but that was no distinction…Everyone was a guinea pig.”1252 Mitchell saw the highaltitude investigators as “friendly, considerate, understanding, undemanding, tolerant” and
“[n]ever was anything said to indicate that they looked upon us as questionable citizens because
we were CO’s.”1253 One of the investigators, Dr. Rahn, was beloved by the CO-subjects.
Mitchell recalled, “He was very kind and helpful and always eager to explain the work being
done, even with blackboard drawings, and eager, too, to discuss experiment results…He
welcomed, even suggested, my attending his lectures to the medical students in physiology,
and…he gave me physiology texts to peruse to increase my knowledge of the testing I was
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doing.”1254 Stanley considered the Rochester investigators to be “high caliber people” who
showed “remarkable tolerance and understanding of our C.O. stand,” nothing that a “cordial air
of equality and cooperation existed.”1255 Horvath concurred, stating that while he did not recall
any explicit conversations about the CO’s stance, he “felt that they respected our right to our
position and may even have sympathized with it.”1256
The good relations were not only with the senior faculty members. Most of the Rochester
guinea pigs made friends among the laboratory technicians and other members of the research
staff, spending free time together and occasionally dating. Stanley recalled that the members of
the Rochester lab “square danced together, visited in experimenters’ homes” and sometimes
worshipped together.1257 Peter Watson wrote later, “In spite of the rigors of the experiments and
the medical discharge, I felt being a subject in C.P.S. 115-R in Rochester was a most creative,
and intellectually stimulating time.”1258

CO-subjects’ Opinions about the Research Studies
Roland Ortmayer recalled “[m]embers of the unit really battled over [a cold weather
exposure] study with all of us trying to determine if it was a humanitarian study or a ‘war effort’
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program.”1259 Hobart Mitchell recalled that, when offered the chance to switch from the muchhated diet study to the high-altitude study, two COs declined out of concern that the research had
primarily military applications.1260 In contrast, Irvin Eller stated that he “welcomed the
opportunity to serve [his] country and fellowmen in the best and most effective way [he] could
during those war yrs[sic] regardless of whether it would directly or indirectly help personnel in
the military or persons in this country or overseas.”1261
For the most part, the Rochester COs seemed to have viewed the various studies as wellintentioned. Theodore Horvath wrote, “On the whole, I have positive feelings about my role in
the work of the C.P.S. unit at Rochester.1262 Berle Miller deemed the experiments to have been
“fair and equitable,” “worthwhile,” and “compatible with [his] c.o. position.”1263 Bill Lowden
felt “that the duties required [of the COs] were fair, and fervently hoped that the results would
prove constructive to the peoples of the world.”1264 He was “proud to be a part of the
experiments,” treasuring his certificate of service.1265 (See Appendix AP.) Heil stated that he
felt that he “was contributing something to those poor kids flying over Berlin” by participating in
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the research studies.1266 Dole felt the “unpleasant experiences were balanced by a certain pride
in our powers of endurance and in perhaps contributing in a small way to the rehabilitation of the
starving or dehydrated.”1267 In retrospect, Dole liked “to think that in small ways what we did
together at Rochester has played some part in creating non-violent alternative to bloodshed.”1268
Peter Watson considered his participation in the dehydration study to have been “a valuable
learning experience,” writing that learning “what true physiological need is should be manditory
[sic] for all courses in philosophy or political philosophy.”1269
Ray Stanley was “happy and content with the hope and belief that my Rochester days
may have contributed in a small way to the health and happiness of my fellow man.”1270 Stanley
seemed to have found worth in being a research subject, writing, “I could never participate in any
act designed to take human life. Conversly [sic], I have found reward and peace of mind in any
act of kindness or relief of suffering or tensions. Thus, I found my participation in the Rochester
unit to be rewarding.”1271 He added, “Even though the discomforts and risks were severe at
times, I was always sustained by a spiritual conviction that this program was right for me. It was
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actually an acceptable price to pay for a free conscience.”1272 At a 1984 reunion of the Rochester
guinea pigs, Stanley, when asked if he would participate in the experiments again, said “yes. I
have no regrets really,” despite the myriad ways he thought his research participation had
impacted his physical wellbeing.1273 Amos Culp was not sure if the altitude studies were worth
the risks to the CO-subjects, but he was very sure of the worth of the diets that had caused him
“hours or days of extreme nausea and some stomach pain” and occasion bouts of lightheadedness and dizziness.1274
I am glad I was in the nutrition experiments…I am glad I could help in his work in a
small way. He helped establish the knowledge of the value of whole grains, brewers
yeast, eggs, wheat germ and amino acids in human nutrition. Brewers yeast has
contributed a lot to nutrition in India. I have met Hindus who have expressed gratitude
for Dr. Murlin’s work in the nutrition of their people.1275
In contrast, Dick felt it was “hard to evaluate the true worth” of the men’s research
participation.1276
Before coming to Rochester, I had done research on pesticides that helped stem the
typhus epidemic in Italy. And at the time of my discharge, I felt that this was my major
contribution, while the Rochester research seemed to have been more war-oriented. But
now I know that our pesticide research was responsible for sending DDT to Italy – and
we all know the detrimental efforts it has on the environment. And, oddly enough, the
Rochester experiments now seem to have [peaceful] long-term benefits I hadn’t
imagined.1277
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The Rochester Guinea Pigs after CPS
In 1989, Watson announced that he would leave the University of Rochester a one
million dollar bequest to create the Peter D. Watson Center for the Study of International Peace
and Cooperation.1278 After developing an ulcer and being discharged from CPS on medical
grounds, Watson had completed his degree at Harvard and started graduate work in
psychiatry.1279 He entered medical school and worked as a researcher before making a career
change and becoming a successful realtor in Vermont.1280 In retirement, he had contacted the
University of Rochester to inquire into the impact of the research conducted on CPS assignees.
From this first contact grew the idea of an academic center to promote the study of peace.
Several other alumni of the Rochester guinea pig unit - Art Dole, Bob Dick, Berle Miller, Hobart
Mitchell, and Ray Stanley – would participate in a fundraising campaign to support the Center.
Some of the former CPS assignees made financial contributions, in some cases from incomes
that the men had sought to keep low enough to avoid paying income taxes, a percentage of which
is used to fund the nation’s military.
Immediately after their discharge from CPS, several of the men – including Jim
McWhirter, Oral Fisher, Frank Hastings, and Mirl Whitaker – had joined a United Nations Relief
and Rehabilitation Administration/Church of the Brethren effort that transported American cattle
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to needy people in Europe (the so-called “seagoing cowboys” program).1281 Some former
members of the Rochester guinea pig unit went on to social service careers: for example, Leo
Baldwin worked for the American Association of Retired Persons (where one of his key issues
was senior housing), Al Benglen worked for the National YMCA, and Mirl Whitaker became the
executive director of Gateway Methodist Home for Children in New York.1282 Others, including
Oral Fisher, Bob Dick, Theodore Horvath, and Bill Lowden became ministers.1283 Frank
Hastings and John Heil became doctors.1284 Others, including Art Dole and Bob Long, became
psychology professors.1285 Some of these men stayed in contact after leaving Rochester, and a
number of them participated in two reunions of the Rochester guinea pig unit. In addition to
raising funds for Peter Watson’s peace center, several of the former CO-subjects compiled short
autobiographical essays into a book called Guinea Pigs for Peace: The Story of C.P.S. 115-R
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(1943-1946), intended to preserve the stories of the men who had willingly donated their bodies
to the service of science, the nation, and humankind.
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Chapter 9: Risk and Information
Research participation can cause injury or other harm, even when precautions are taken to
prevent such outcomes. It is difficult to reconstruct from archival and biographical data how
risky the experiments performed on COs were. For example, it is almost impossible to
completely evaluate the risks of the field trials of insecticides carried out at West Campton, both
because of the relatively superficial physical exams used to evaluate the CO-subjects during the
trial and because of the lack of long-term data on the chemicals used as insecticides. However,
that study was no more risky than other anti-louse trials being conducted at that time, both on
soldiers and civilians. In consultation with a physician, I have judged the heat tolerance research
conducted on healthy young COs at the University of Rochester to have been difficult but not
obviously dangerous.1286 In the case of a diet study in which volunteers temporarily substituted
dehydrated grass tips for the fruits and vegetables, the lead researcher repeatedly offered
assurances that the experiment was not dangerous. In contrast, an experiment like the frostbite
study at Metropolitan Hospital in New York City, in which COs developed gangrene after
having an area of their skin frozen, would have posed more significant health risks, as did
participation in the malaria study.1287 (See Appendix AQ.)
Likewise, the jaundice research and the study of atypical pneumonia were dangerous.
Atypical pneumonia and jaundice were of interest to researchers precisely because not much was
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known about them and no treatments, other than supportive care, were available; thus, subjects
were volunteering to be given a largely unknown disease with no specific treatment. Indeed, the
director of the Commission on Acute Respiratory Diseases wrote to each of the atypical
pneumonia volunteers, expressing his appreciation for their service and stating, “Your
willingness to serve as a volunteer in the attempt to transmit atypical pneumonia in human
beings was a courageous act of the very highest order.”1288
The anti-louse volunteers were required to sign waivers; however, what these waivers
stated is unknown. In another study, a CO-volunteer’s pre-experiment physical exam resulted in
the investigator requesting him to sign a waiver. This man wrote to his wife:
the X ray showed a lung condition…and the cardiogram indicated an ‘aging of the heart’
to be expected in a man in his 40’s but not at 36. [The researcher] said he had no reason
to advise me not to go ahead with the experiments; but he had to tell me and also ask me
to release Cornell and himself of any responsibility. I told him I was anxious to proceed
as I figure that if I should have an organic deficiency (and I’m sure I do not) the sooner I
find out, the better. We are to be examined thoroly [sic] every 4-5 weeks so I would
learn immediately if my condition developed under the stress of the treadmill…Dr.
Moore assured me there was nothing to worry about and that he would keep me
informed.1289
This CO signed a waiver releasing the investigators, university, and government from any claim,
should he suffer problems either during the project or afterwards. (See Appendix AR.)
Accompanying the question of how risky a given study was is the question of how much
risk was perceived as acceptable. In answering that question, different stakeholders – indeed,
different individuals – had divergent answers. This chapter addresses the risks faced by COsubjects and how they, their families, their advocates, and the Selective Service viewed and
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understood these risks. This chapter also deals with investigators’ perceptions of risk and how
well investigators informed CO-subjects about the risks and procedures of the projects in which
they volunteered.

CO Participation in Research: Perspectives of the Researchers, Churches, and Selective Service
All of the research projects funded by OSRD/CMR went through a scientific review.
Some of these studies were not seen as risky by the researchers conducting them; others, as
previously described, were understood to have small risks of serious harm, including death. (In
these later, death was neither an intended consequence of participation, nor was it considered a
probable one, but it was seen as possible.) In no cases did researchers have free access to COs:
rather, they requested COs from Selective Service, which consulted with the HPCs before
approving the use of COs in an experiment.
When it came to CPS assignees engaging in risky research, the head of Selective Service
was of the opinion that “if there were some danger connected with the CO camps it would help
the public relations aspect of” CPS.1290 (This likely explains the fact that Selective Service
allowed some press coverage of the guinea pigs projects while typically seeking to squelch
stories on dealing with CPS.) At the same time, under Selective Service regulations, CPS
assignees in guinea pig units were to be provided with compensation insurance and with
“[m]edical care and hospitalization to include necessary treatment for any illness or injury
resulting from the assignee’s employment not covered by the insurance,” as well as “emergency
dental treatment…and emergency eye treatment including the replacement of glasses broken as a
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result of employment.”1291 (See Appendix L.) This policy that guinea pigs must be covered in
case of injury or illness was waived, however, “in cases where such insurance is not procurable.”
(In such circumstances, CPS assignees could still be used as research subjects, provided that they
signed a waiver.) I have been unable to find any information about the compensation insurance
purchased for men in CPS guinea pig units, so there remains a question as to how well the onthe-ground reality matched the regulations.1292 Compensation for injury was a fraught issue for
all of CPS, not merely the guinea pig units. Thirty assignees died and 1,566 were discharged for
physical disabilities, and while not all of this morbidity and mortality was not project-related,
some was.1293 In 1942 Selective Service drafted a bill that would have covered all men in CPS
camps with worker’s compensation; however, the Senate Military Affairs Committee did not
support the proposal.1294
At least one of the HPCs approved each of the guinea pig units. Some proposed research
projects were rejected by the HPCs, in some cases because the peace churches were not
convinced of the research’s civilian applicability: in other cases, risk may have been a
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component in the decision to not carry out a proposal.1295 It is unknown what level of risk was
considered acceptable by the HPCs. Some in the HPCs seemed to embrace the idea of CPS
assignees participating in risky research. For example, the director of the AFSC-sponsored West
Campton CPS camp wrote to Dr. Strode that he “hope[d ] that you will call upon us in the future,
no matter how dangerous the project may be.”1296 Likewise, an AFSC document described the
life of a CPS guinea pig as “often uncomfortable and at times hazardous.”1297 However, in
contrast, with regard to a dietary experiment that seemed largely innocuous, the Brethren Service
Committee “carefully investigated” the proposal, seeking “assurance on every side that there is
no danger at all in the experiment and that every known fact about the matter would indicate that
the men using grass will fare better than the others.”1298
This dissertation has described the researchers and the research subjects/HPCs has having
separate interests that at times converged and at times diverged. While this is true, it is worth
noting that in some instances the researcher and his research subjects might have had a greater
mutual identification than would be imagined. In the case of the Rockefeller Institute anti-louse
research, IHD Associate Director Dr. George Strode – Dr. Davis’ supervisor – was familiar with
the Society of Friends, having earned his undergraduate degree at Haverford College, where he
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was later awarded an honorary doctorate.1299 Strode may have been a Quaker himself, and he
had a work relationship with the AFSC on account of its overseas humanitarian assistance
programs. He needed to secure compliant research subjects for Dr. Davis’ field trials of antilouse powders, but he was also interested in the situation of COs. 1300 Other investigators may
have likewise been sympathetic to or otherwise identified with the COs. For example, a CO who
served as a guinea pig in a jaundice experiment recalled the researcher in charge having been a
Quaker.1301 More research is necessary to identify to what extent researchers who utilized CO
subjects were identified with or sympathetic to the HPCs or other pacifist groups.1302 To the
extent that researchers identified with their subjects as people, as opposed to simply available
bodies, they may have been less willing to expose research subjects to risks seen as unduly high.
Regardless of whether researchers and their CO research subjects ever saw eye-to-eye on
the matter of conscientious objection, their close proximity developed a feeling of collegiality
and even friendship. For example, Dr. William Davis of the Rockefeller Foundation and his wife
invited one of the West Campton CO-research subjects and his wife to dinner.1303 A publication
from the University of Minnesota dietary research project testified that “[t]he past 18 months as
guinea pigs have given many of us a deeper understanding of the purpose of scientific research,
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and there has been a gradual growth of mutual trust between the subjects and staff…we have
come to regard the staff as our friends, good friends.”1304 Indeed, at the University of Minnesota
lab, the division between the staff and COs was unusually fluid, with to a CO, Harold Guetzkow,
serving as a key scientific investigator.
Even if there were circumstances that mitigated the likelihood of a researcher viewing
CO-subjects as merely exploitable bodies from which to derive scientific knowledge, it should be
noted that for many researchers there was an acceptance of some level of risk in research. Thus,
for all that the University of Rochester’s Dr. Allan Brown claimed that CO-subjects would not
have been asked to endure more harm than the researchers would have subjected themselves to,
this may not alleviate all concern. The history of autoexperimentation, particularly in the context
of war, is replete with instances in which a researcher put himself at risk. For instance, Otto
Maass, McGill University’s head of the chemistry department, chairman of the Canadian
Institute of Chemistry, and a member of the National Research Council of Canada’s governing
council, “would insist on volunteering for dangerous experiments if he happened upon them.”1305
A chemist involved in chemical warfare research recalled insisting that “an experiment be
stopped, as [Maass] was exposing himself to a dangerous amount of gas, exceeding by a large
factor what was considered an endurable limit. I can see him quite clearly. A Buddha-like
figure, sitting stolidly with Germanic immovability, gradually turning purple, as though by sheer
force of will he could throw off such minor hazards as gas.”1306 Likewise, to J.B.S. Haldane, the
importance of his research - on how best to allow emergency escape from and existence within
1304
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submarines - was worth the risks to experimental subjects. Haldane was willing to risk both his
own life and those of his research subjects, many of whom were fellow scientists (who, by virtue
of their scientific training, were aware of the risks they were taking in participating in his
experiments) and one of whom he would marry. (According to one biographer, he warned his
subjects that participation would be dangerous but that “he personally would see that all the
precautions which could be taken were taken.”)1307 Haldane recounted the dangers of his warrelated experiments, writing, “The work is of a very severe character. For example, I was on one
occasion immersed in melting ice for 35 minutes, breathing air containing 6-½% carbon dioxide,
and during the latter part of the period also under ten atmospheres’ pressure. I became
unconscious. One of our subjects has burst a lung, but is recovering; six have been unconscious
on one or more occasions; one has had convulsions.1308 Indeed, during one “highly dangerous
experiment,” Haldane and another volunteer felt that they “were going to die.”1309 One volunteer
was warned by a doctor not to participate in the experiments proposed by Haldane but did so
anyway. Haldane was comfortable with this decision, writing, “Other people at that time were
risking more than their ease.”1310 Haldane deemed another volunteer, “a fattish man of middle
age, who finds great difficulty in opening his Eustachian tubes” as “an ideal subject” despite
acknowledging that “[o]f all the subjects he is the most likely to be killed or injured.”1311 As
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with Otto Maass, one of Haldane’s subordinates, uneasy with the risks being taken by the lead
investigator, intervened to limit “the type and number of experiments he did.”1312 Such
intervention may have spared Haldane further damage; as it was, he experienced a spinal cord
injury that would plague him for the remainder of his life.1313 In view of the activities of
researchers such as Haldane and Maas, it may not provide much reassurance that investigators
declared themselves unwilling to ask subjects to participate in activities that the investigators
themselves would not have done. It should be noted that perhaps Haldane and Maas’ exploits
were recalled and reported because they were atypical. It also should be noted that neither man
was located in the United States, so perhaps the American norm for the conduct of an
investigator is not reflected in their activities. However, it should also be noted that Dr. Edward
Adolph, who conducted the hot and cold exposure studies at Rochester, had studied with
Haldane’s father, who also was renowned for dangerous autoexperimentation, and that a
University of Rochester dean had to intervene to limit Dr. Fenn’s potentially dangerous selfexperimentation in the altitude/pressure studies.1314
From such accounts, we can see that at least some researchers were willing to risk
themselves for their studies. Likewise, these researchers were willing to risk their coinvestigators, individuals who would understand the risks of being a subject. This does not
necessarily mean that these researchers would have exposed non-scientifically-trained
volunteers, such as COs, to these same levels of risks, at least without attempting to educate
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them about the risks. However, the fact remains that COs, when being recruited as guinea pigs,
were told that they would not be asked to do things that the researchers themselves would not do.
The COs may have taken this pledge as a sign that they would be safe, perhaps not realizing that
some investigators were willing to push limits when it came to self-experimentation.

Perspectives of the COs and Their Families
The CPS assignees who volunteered for the guinea pig units articulated two perspectives
about the risks of their experimental participation. Some men found risk appealing, thinking that
it proved that they were not COs for reasons of cowardice. One CO said, “Yes, there’s no
doubt…it was a way of showing you were making a contribution at some risk and
discomfort.”1315 Another former guinea pig stated, “We were called yellow bellies and things
like that. I wanted to prove that I wasn’t afraid to take risks if it did good. I would not take risks
to kill people, but if it would save people…Actually I was happy that I had the opportunity to
show the world I was willing to take risks.”1316 Likewise, a man who participated in malaria
experiments explained, “I could say that I was eager to demonstrate that we COs were not afraid
of danger and doing something for humanity and here was my chance.”1317 As described in
Chapter 5, Stanley Harbison (a participant in the third West Campton field trial) embraced the
idea of risk. After transferring from the West Campton CPS camp, he wrote to the anti-louse
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trial investigator, Dr. William Davis, saying, “I have been discretely talking to men here about
how far they will be willing to endanger their lives or health.”1318 From these conversations,
Harbison was of the impression that “at least 12 men would cooperate in your contemplated
project,” which may have involved the experimental infection of subjects with typhus.1319
Harbison felt that such a project would “help our morale a great deal.”1320 Thus, in Harbison’s
estimation, participation in a research project that would to some extent endanger the lives or
health of the subjects would be welcome to at least some of his peers. In addition to whatever
personal value participation in risky research had to CO-participants, the element of risk won CO
guinea pigs approval from the generally disapproving public.1321
Other CO-subjects minimized or did not really think about the risk of serving as a human
subject. Harry Martens, who volunteered for an atypical pneumonia study, stated “I was
nineteen years old at the time and didn’t think much about the risk.”1322 John Eisenhard, who
also volunteered for an atypical pneumonia study wrote, “the “decision to accept two months’
voluntary isolation was much more difficult for some of the ‘pigs’ than the decision to submit
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themselves to serious infection.”1323 A former CPS assignee, when asked if he was sufficient
informed about the vitamin A experiment in which he participated, indicated that he had not been
overly concerned about the details of the study, answering, “I guess so. We were eager to
volunteer for something.”1324 Bent Andresen did not recall discussing his decision to become a
guinea pig with his wife. Likewise, CO Warren Sawyer did not mention risk when he informed
his family that he had applied to be a jaundice guinea pig:
They wanted to have human guinea pigs to experiment on. I have volunteered…This
means that we will be injected with yellow jaundice virus. Maybe I wont [sic] catch it.
We will work until we are taken sick and after that time will be taken to the University
Hospital for treatment and care and experiments. We will have to be on special diets.
The experiment will take six months which means that no furlos [sic] will be given to
volunteers. Whether we will be confined to bed so that we cannot even go out, I do not
know. That is all I know about the experiment. I hope that I am accepted.1325
Irvin Eller, a participant in the University of Rochester guinea pig unit, both acknowledged and
minimized the risks he and his peers had faced, stating, “Sure, we subjected ourselves to some
risks and dangers but so was that boy in the fox hole in France.”1326 One of his companions at
the University of Rochester, Ray Stanley, stated that the CO-subjects “concentrated more on the
objectives [of the research] than the risks.”1327
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If many of the CO volunteers did not dwell on the danger of the experimental research,
others did. One atypical pneumonia guinea pig’s wife was pregnant: years later she recalled that
as the volunteers sickened, she “carried [her] worry alone.”1328 Both she and her husband
seemingly understood that the volunteers might die, for she described the research as intended to
“determine why soldiers were dying of a strain of pneumonia that did not respond to the new
drugs” and later stated that both she and her husband were “pleased that all the volunteers
survived.”1329 Another CO recalled “[s]ome of [the prospective volunteers for a catheter
insertion study] backed out because they felt the risk would be great.”1330 One wife of a CO
recalled that her husband applied to serve in a jaundice experiment but did not participate in the
study after she “raised Cain.”1331

Information and Understanding: What the CO-Subjects Knew and What They Wished They Had
Known
Some men felt they were well informed about the prospective research; others did not.
For the first men to volunteer for the Rochester unit, they had the opportunity to meet with a
representative of the project before officially agreeing to participate. Ray Stanley, one of first
four CO-subjects at Rochester, stated that he believed that he and his peers “were adequately
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informed” about the experiments, as “[t]he test procedure and the hoped-for results were
reviewed with us” before the study began.1332 Another CO, who volunteered for a number of
experiments, stated that “we had a pretty general idea of what the purpose of the experiment was
and what we would be subjected to,” recalling that for the catheter insertion study he participated
in, “[w]e had the doctor who was going to do the surgery come in and explain to us precisely the
procedures, and what we would be subjected to, the risks involved.”1333 Harry Martens, a CPS
assignee who participated in an atypical pneumonia study, seemed to know only that the
investigators were “looking for men who were young and healthy” before applying to transfer to
the project.1334 However, before he actually began to serve in the study, he had a one-day
orientation where “[a] doctor told us how the experiment would be conducted and what was
expected for the participants. Then the head nurse explained the procedures for exposing us to
the pneumonia and gave us a tour through the laboratories and the rooms were cages and cages
of white mice were kept…After a couple of days of observation and various health checks,” the
subjects were exposed to “a mixture of the germs and gaseous nitrogen.”1335
Warren Sawyer’s first day as a guinea pig in a jaundice study entailed “a few tests and
five injections. Blood taken out for specimens and chemical compounds injected to see if our
bladders and livers are funcioning [sic] properly. A few questions about our medical history
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were asked.”1336 In addition to these screening procedures, Sawyer got to discuss the study with
the researchers. He reported:
What I know about jaundice now is small. They have tried to experiment on animals but
they don’t seem to be able to react to the disease. A few humans have been experimented
on just recently by private concerns but because of lack of money the research was not
very extensive. I have asked five doctors about the possibility [of] my having recurring
jaundice also about the possibility of upsetting my internal anatomy. Chances all of them
said were very slight. I shall probably never have jaundice again and there will be
nothing ruined on my innards. Mortality rate if [sic] low.1337
In contrast, a CO recalled that the men who participated in the frostbite study “volunteered not
knowing what dangers, if any, lay ahead of them.”1338
From the accounts I reviewed, the guinea pigs generally felt they were adequately
informed by the research staff, although in some cases, upon looking back on their earlier selves,
they felt they had been too young or inexperienced to truly understand what was to happen or its
implications for their (current or future) health. A CO who volunteered in the atypical
pneumonia experiment when he was nineteen years old stated
some of the fellows got pretty sick, some mildly sick, and others had only a few days
where they didn’t feel good. On the days I felt bad, I received treatment by the doctors
and nurses in my room. I became sick but I was never sick enough to be taken to the
hospital. Sometimes the doctors or nurses would come in and kid us about our assigned
cage of mice all having died the night before; the joke was that we might just end up the
same way the mice had. It helped to have a sense of humor. If I’d been older, I might
have been more frightened.1339
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CO Berle Miller, who participated in the cold weather research at the University of Rochester,
wrote years later, “Had I known, when recruited for the Rochester Unit, what was to transpire, it
would still have been my choice to undergo the experiments.”1340 This statement reveals
Miller’s feeling that he had not truly understood what he was agreeing to do. In contrast, a CO
who volunteered both for a Vitamin C-deficient diet study and a separate airsickness/seasickness
study felt that he was fully informed and understood ahead of time what it was that he would be
doing as a guinea pig. This man, who had graduated college and was working as an accountant
when he was drafted, thought that the researchers and their CPS subjects were “peers, in a way.
Generally, in every one of the units, you had well-educated, competent people, so that I don’t
think [being a research subject] was foisted upon us in any way.”1341
In some cases, COs who considered themselves to have been well-informed about the
risks of the proposed research were not as informed as they had thought. One CO stated that he
“was fairly informed of what the risks were” from participating in the jaundice experiments; that
the information had been “full and adequate.”1342 He, a newly-married man, had been told “that
there was no risk of death.”1343 However, the research was risky, as he learned when “one of our
fellows [came] close to death one night.”1344 Another CO, who had contracted hepatitis twice
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during his experience as a guinea pig, recalled: “they convinced us – and it took some
convincing – that they really should take out a piece of our liver and look at it and prove that it
came back to original.”1345 That CO, Neil Hartman, recalled that he was “operated on by a
young resident doctor at the University of Pennsylvania” named C. Everett Koop.1346 When
Koop later published an autobiography, Hartman read it, noting it “just barely mentioned the
jaundice experiment.”1347 When Hartman wrote to Koop, he received a response that “surprised
[him.] [Koop] said he didn’t mention the jaundice experiment because it was one thing he
wasn’t proud of. That he thought it was too dangerous.”1348 Presented with this information,
Hartman stated, “I wish he’d told us that fifty years ago.”1349 At the time, Hartman had not been
enthusiastic about the proposed biopsy, but he had been offered twenty-five dollars, an amount
that, given his CO wages, “changed [his] mind.”1350 In an interview for the documentary The
Good War and Those Who Refused to Fight It, Koop indicated that the CO volunteers may not
have known the risks they were taking, saying, “It couldn’t happen today. Internal[sic] Review
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Boards would not permit the use of a live virus in human subjects unless they really understood
what was going to happen to them.”1351
Sometimes the anticipated risks of a study were listed in the publications that carried
listings of the studies seeking CO participants. In the case of a jaundice research study,
NSBRO’s The Reporter stated that “there is a definite though extremely small risk of life in the
course of the experiment. ‘Men cannot be insured for this and should not volunteer unless
willing to release all organizations connected with the experiment from liability in case of
complications.’”1352 Likewise, in informing its readers of a proposal to use COs as the subjects
of gonorrhea experiments (which ultimately were conducted on prisoners), The Reporter
explained “there are dangers of serious complications for individuals undergoing the experiment.
About one out of 400 will get an epididymitis which can be cured if the man does no heavy
work. About one in 1,000 get arthritis which, if diagnosed sufficiently early, can be cured by
fever treatments. About one in 100,000 has heart complications which usually are fatal.”1353
The report explained the steps that would be taken to protect volunteers, stating “no work heavier
than clerical or housekeeping exertions would be allowed. Any complications developing from
the tests would receive the best possible medical attention from the Public Health Service.”1354
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Some volunteers felt they got all the information they needed during the process of
applying for a guinea pig project. When they did not feel fully informed about components of
the research study, the men tended to see this as an acceptable component of the research.
I don’t recall hearing anything about anyone who went to the hospital, but we weren’t
given many details at all. I know that no one died during the experiment. The way the
experiment was run wasn’t secretive, but, in a way, it was. None of use was supposed to
know about the condition of the others, because the doctors didn’t want to take the
chance that our thinking along those lines might have an influence on a person’s own
condition.1355
Less forgivable, to the COs, was not finding out from the researchers what the research proved
(or disproved) or what impact it had made on humanity. One guinea pig noted, “we were told we
would receive some of the results, but we never did.”1356 Another had learned some, but not all,
of the results of one of the experiments he participated in: “they discovered that at high altitudes
the blood doesn’t circulate very fast. We never knew what the technical results were.”1357
During the war, the results of OSRD and OSG-sponsored research would have been considered
secret: investigators reported their findings to the government but could not publish. Once the
end of the war was in sight, investigators were encouraged to write up their findings, both for use
in official compendiums describing the wartime research effort but also for publication. At that
point, if not before, investigators could have released their findings to their CO research subjects.
As OSRD ended, it seems likely that investigators were focused on both publishing and trying to
make post-war research plans. In this environment, providing research subjects with study
findings was not a priority, if it ever came to mind. In the case of Dr. Ancel Keys, the
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investigator behind the starvation and thiamine experiments at the University of Minnesota that
the HPCs supported, study findings were disseminated, if not to every research subject to at least
some and to at least one of the peace churches. This exchange of information was likely a result
of three factors: first, the fact that the HPCs help fund and promote the research; second, the
COs’ and churches’ immediate interest in the research findings (which were perceived to be
immediately applicable to the post-war relief and rehabilitation work performed by the churches)
and third, Keys’ use of CPS assignees not only as research subjects but also as scientific
assistants. In particular, one of the CPS men served as a co-investigator and co-authored a
number of the reports emanating from the project.
At a 1984 reunion of the Rochester guinea pigs, a presentation informed the former COs
of the results of their research participation and its practical application post-war. For example,
the men learned that the information that had been learned from the altitude studies was “applied
daily in critical care units and pulmonary function laboratories” and in disciplines as diverse “as
anesthesiology and sports medicine.”1358 Furthermore, the “development of airplanes with
pressurized cabins [had] minimized any military application” of the research. The men
appreciated learning of the significance of their experimental labor, and a publication they coauthored about the Rochester guinea pig unit highlighted the benefits that arose from the research
in which they participated. Former CO-subject Hobart Mitchell wrote, “our work in respiration
had become the base line from which all later respiratory research started.”1359 One of Mitchell’s
fellow former guinea pigs, who had become a minister, wrote:
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Little was known by medical science at that time about the dynamics of respiration or of
the body’s reactions to extreme heat and cold, so I take comfort from the thought that
these experiments made important contributions to medical knowledge for the good of
humanity, contributions that are considered by medical textbooks to be basic even to this
day. Without doubt, they later found military applications (as all scientific advances
inevitably do), though probably too late to be useful in WWII.1360
Another former CO, who participated in the cold weather research, wrote that the experiments
were “worthwhile. I have personally been informed of the importance of the research this
project provided humankind. Many lives have been saved by the physiology and nutrition
systems that were established at C.P.S. #115-R.”1361
Aside from wanting to know about the research findings, some guinea pigs wondered
how being a research subject had impacted their own health. Many of the Rochester guinea pigs
attributed their own health concerns, or those of their fellow former COs, to their research
participation. An atypical pneumonia research subject stated that he had experienced “no ill
effects from the experiment that I know of.”1362 In contrast, a dietary guinea pig stated “In a
sense, I put my health on the line with what I did, and I’ll tell you one thing I got out of it was
hemorrhoids. I never told anybody else, but I think it’s time for it to be made part of the
record.”1363 One CO memoirist recalled that “a friend…from C.P.S. days” “suffered
tremendously” after “develop[ing] some strange type of arthritis as a result of the
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experiments.”1364 This former guinea pig reportedly “felt no bitterness,” but his advice “to any
who might consider being a ‘guinea pig’ for any type of experiment…consisted of one word,
‘Don’t!’”1365

Risks All Around
To properly contextualize the risk that the guinea pigs were facing, it must be recalled
that the COs who contemplated participation in guinea pig studies were in CPS, a program that
had its own risks. Men with no relevant experience were assigned to fell trees, fight fires,
operate heavy machinery, and work with occasionally violent psychiatric patients. Peter
Watson’s description of his time at the CPS camp in Powellsville, Maryland made clear the very
real possibility of being injured or even killed in the line of duty. Thirty men died while
assigned to CPS, although not all of these deaths occurred in the context of the CPS units and
work assignments.1366 (See Appendix AL.) Over the duration of the program, 1,566 men
(approximately thirteen percent of the total number of CPS assignees) were discharged due to a
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physical disability.1367 While some portion of these disabilities were pre-existing conditions that
were either unknown prior to arrival in CPS or inappropriately overlooked in the pre-induction
physical exam, some portion of these disabilities occurred while the COs were assigned to
CPS.1368 Discharge figures alone would be an undercount of the harms that befell CPS assignees
as, in my research, I came across numerous accounts of CPS assignees experiencing physical and
psychological problems (for example, injuries and mental illness) that did not result in
discharge.1369 For example, between October 1, 1942 and February 15, 1945, Camp #55 had at
least eleven COs who were unable to work due to injuries ranging from a lacerated hand (from
an axe) to severe burns.1370 Outside of CPS, the other options available to draftees – prison and
military service – also posed hazards. In the constrained circumstance of conscription during a
world war, draftees had no option that guaranteed freedom from risk.
The lack of attention to risk that was evident in some CO guinea pigs was seen in their
peers outside of CPS as well. One man who tried to volunteer for military service later recalled:
“Everybody wanted to go. It was where the action was, and they didn’t think about the hazards
and stuff. They all felt like they were going to go to Europe and get a medal and come home and
show it to everybody. It was an entirely different mental attitude amongst people of that age than
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the older people.”1371 Along the same lines, a former Marine memoirist wrote that “Maybe it
was the naive optimism of youth…but the awesome reality that we were training to be cannon
fodder in a global war that had already snuffed out millions of lives never seemed to occur to us.
The fact that our lives might end violently or that we might be crippled while we were still boys
didn’t seem to register.”1372 A man who worked in wartime industry as a teenager similarly
attributed his cavalier attitude about the risks of the work he was doing to his age:
The accident rate at Levingston Shipbuilding Company was at one time five percent.
There was such a rush, such a hustle, everybody climbing all over and [in] each other’s
way, you had people injured quite frequently…I didn’t have sense enough [to be bothered
by the injury rate]…You give a teenager a car with a lot of horsepower and speed and he
thinks he’s indestructible. Nothing can happen to him. I’m afraid I was the same. It
never occurred to me that I might be in danger. I just didn’t think in those terms.1373

Risks to Research Subjects in the Context of a World War
All discussion of what risks the government was willing to countenance for CO (and
other) research subjects must be placed against the backdrop of the risks that members of the
military faced—combatants who, ironically, had far less choice about risk. Service members
were expected to follow the commands of their commanders, and all military personnel
understood that individual lives would be sacrificed in pursuit of larger strategic objectives.
Given the fact death was a foreseeable and - from the perspective of commanders - acceptable
(assuming the losses were not too large), albeit regrettable, outcome for some percent of those
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serving in the military during a war, it would have been understandable if the same logic had
been applied to research subjects, particularly research subjects who, after all, were drafted and
assigned to work of national importance. The fact that scientists understood that they could not
use COs in research that posed more than a very small risk of death or severe, lasting injury is a
testament to the strength of the ethical mores that had coalesced before World War II.
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Chapter 10: The Ethics of Nontherapeutic Research in America

This dissertation examines the use of World War II conscientious objectors as research
subjects in light of two questions. The first, addressed in chapters 1 through 9, is why did these
men volunteer to serve as human guinea pigs? The second question at the core of this
dissertation is, was the use of COs during World War II in keeping with the ethical standards of
the time or was it an aberration?
For many, no discussion of human experimentation during World War II can avoid
mention of tests conducted by German scientists. As such, I begin this chapter with a brief
explanation of why I do not consider the German experiments relevant to an examination of the
ethics and practice of nontherapeutic research in World War-II era America, despite superficial
parallels between the American research agenda and that of the Nazi regime. I then address the
difficulty of judging the ethics of past events and explain that I strive to evaluate the research
conducted on COs by the ethical norms of the day. I briefly address the notion of World War II
as a watershed event in the American research sector that was advanced by historian David
Rothman in his seminal 1991 book Strangers at the Bedside: A History of How Law and
Bioethics Transformed Medical Decision Making for the purpose of arguing that, while wartime
is exceptional in many ways, its baseline is the pre-war period. As such, I do not assume that the
ethics of human subjects research during World War II were created de novo but rather that they
derived from, and were informed by, the pre-war ethics of human experimentation. In the
remainder of this chapter, I turn to a wide array of sources to piece together what researchers of
the day, both military and civilian, would have considered acceptable and unacceptable uses of
people in the name of research. In particular, I describe the conversations around whether to
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conduct a trial that would entail the experimental infection of human volunteers with gonorrhea.
This particular study was seen as not appropriate for CO volunteers, and prisoner-subjects were
used when the experiment was carried out. Nevertheless, it is a useful case study for examining
how ethical considerations were handled by civilian researchers and OSRD/CMR administrators.

Beyond Human Experimentation in a Depraved Universe
World War II COs who served as guinea pigs were what today are called healthy
volunteers. They were not patients hoping to be in the vanguard of a new treatment modality;
rather, they were ostensibly healthy men who participated in nontherapeutic research activities
from which they stood to gain no medical benefit. (To be clear, participation in the research
may have offered benefits to the men, but the research itself did not.) Nontherapeutic research
has a long and checkered history in the United States and abroad. Famous instances of
nontherapeutic research include that conducted by the Nazis on political prisoners, populations
marked for extermination (such as Jews, Gypsies, and homosexuals), and other captives during
World War II; that conducted by the Japanese “Unit 731” on Chinese and other captive groups
during World War II; and the U.S. Public Health Service Study of Untreated Syphilis in
Tuskegee, Alabama. These instances are so obviously unethical that some are inclined to not
even consider them acts of nontherapeutic research, instead branding the Nazi abuses as
medicalized torture masquerading as research and the Tuskegee Study as an act of genocide.1374
Obviously, not all nontherapeutic research is unethical, but, for many, these egregious outliers
are what come to mind when they think of nontherapeutic research. In my experience, to
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mention nontherapeutic research - or even the broader term “human experimentation” - leads
immediately to mention of the Nazi abuses. It often shocks people to learn that the United States
had an active program of human experimentation during World War II. That much of this
research was nontherapeutic in nature - i.e., the research activity was conducted to acquire
information rather than to provide direct medical benefit to the subject - and that in many cases
the nontherapeutic research was intended to generate knowledge that would be of military use is
frequently dumbfounding, given the contemporary conflation of human experimentation with
Nazi Germany.
In the Opening Statement of the Prosecution in United States of America v. Karl Brandt
et al., (more commonly known as the Doctors’ Trial, one of the post-war war crimes and crimes
against humanity trials held in Nuremburg, Germany),) chief counsel Telford Taylor provided an
overview of the German medical experiments stating:
A rough sort of pattern is apparent on the face of the indictment. Experiments concerning
high altitude, the effect of cold, and the potability of processed sea water have an obvious
relation to aeronautical and naval combat and rescue problems. The mustard gas and
phosphorus burn experiments, as well as those relating to the healing value of
sulfanilamide for wounds, can be related to air-raid and battlefield medical problems. It
is well known that malaria, epidemic jaundice, and typhus were among the principle
diseases which had to be combated by the German Armed Forces and by German
authorities in occupied territories.1375
Taylor’s recitation of medical experiments bears a striking resemblance to the list of World War
II-era foci of the American scientific community.1376 This is not surprising: both countries were
facing the same sorts of war-related questions: for example, how to prevent malaria and typhus
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in troops; how to maximize the capabilities of airmen in their aircraft and prolong their survival
after being shot down; how to prepare ground forces for the agony of combat in the desert. It
would no doubt horrify many Americans today to learn that the German doctors and others
accused of war crimes and crimes against humanity for the abuses they performed in the guise of
research defended themselves by drawing specific comparisons between their activities and the
wartime research conducted in the United States.1377 Yet despite the similarity of German and
American research foci, there has been never been an accusation that American researchers
committed war crimes, nor has it been proposed that the use of conscientious objectors,
prisoners, or servicemen in American research constituted crimes against humanity.1378 As
Jonathan Moreno explained, despite the claim of the Brandt defense that their clients behaved in
a manner similar to that of their American contemporaries, there was a
fact that set the Nazi experiments apart: They took place in the context of a mass killing
machine. In that context, the death of the subjects, either as a result of the experiments or
once they had been returned to the concentration camp barracks, was an acceptable
endpoint to the Nazi doctors. It was also true that those who “participated” in the
experiments were selected by virtue of their racial or political background…The peculiar
depravity surrounding the concentration camp experiments, and not the experimental
procedures or maneuvers themselves, truly set them apart. The camp experiments took
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place in a depraved universe, compared to which subtle moral questions such as “When
does an incentive become coercive?” are pathetically academic.1379
Robert Proctor simply concluded, “Given the effort to destroy entire people, and given the
medical complicity in Nazi racial crime, it is hardly surprising that physicians attempted to
exploit concentration camp inmates in human experimentation.”1380 Even more starkly, Norman
Howard-Jones deemed the Nazi experiments “neither ethical nor intended as such.”1381
While CMR-funded research conducted during World War II shared many research
questions in common with contemporaneous German research, it was fundamentally different
with regard to several core issues. First, in contrast to the Nazi view of subject death as an
acceptable endpoint of research, American researchers halted trials rather than harm subjects
(although what level of harm was seen as necessitating an experiment’s termination varied from
study to study and some short-term harms, such as a protracted case of malaria, were allowed).
Secondly, participation in experimental procedures was not forced on subjects (though it some
cases it appears that subjects did not fully understand what they would experience, the rationale
for a study, or what all the ramifications of participation would be). Thirdly, in reference to
Moreno’s point that the research subjects of the Nazi experiments were selected by virtue of their
racial or political background, I am not familiar with any American experiment conducted under
the auspices of the OSRD/CMR where subjects were selected for any reasons other than
availability and physiological and psychological fitness for the various tests.
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This is not to say that CMR-funded research conducted during World War II was morally
irreproachable. Much of the human subjects research conducted in the United States during
World War II would not be permissible under our current codes of research ethics, although in
cases only fairly minor modifications would seem necessary. A full review of the American
research conducted during World War II (OSRD/CRM-supported and military) is beyond the
scope of this dissertation, but ethical failings have been identified in certain instances of
research, particularly in some of the military research conducted on servicemembers, and it
appears that the OSRD/CMR was involved, in some capacity, with this objectionable research.
My focus is on those studies that used American COs as research subjects, and in evaluating
these I compare what did happen with what ought to have happened according to the standards of
the time. For that comparison, there is no worthwhile point in making any comparison with the
Nazi research on human subjects.

Judging the Ethics of Past Events
Likewise, it makes no sense to evaluate the use of COs against regulations and codes
governing the use of humans in research that did not exist at the time. Despite being framed as a
codification of universal moral considerations, the Nuremberg Code, a ten-point code dealing
with human experimentation, came from and was irrefutably a product of the Nazi Doctors’
Trial, which occurred in 1946 and 1947.1382 Likewise, the Common Rule, the Council for
International Organizations of Medical Sciences (CIOMS) guidelines, and the Declarations of
Helsinki all postdate the use of World War II COs in research and thus are not appropriate guides
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for our use. It is fundamentally problematic to evaluate the ethics of an action according to
standards of a different time.1383 Historian Susan Lederer frames the situation succinctly: “What
ethical standards should we use to evaluate…earlier experiments?...it is fair to apply the ethical
standards of the 1980s and 1990s to researchers working in the 1930s and 1940s, when,
presumably, different ethical norms were in place?”1384
The issue of retrospective evaluation of human subjects research has arisen numerous
times in the last few decades. In 1994, after the public revelation of federally-funded radiation
studies on humans, President William Clinton established the Advisory Committee on Human
Radiation Experiments. ACHRE was charged with uncovering federally-funded human
radiation experiments from 1944 (when the first known experiment of interest was planned) to
1974 (when the federal Department of Health, Education and Welfare adopted regulations
governing the conduct of human research) and with examining “cases in which the
government…intentionally released radiation into the environment for research purposes.”1385
ACHRE was further instructed to identify “the ethical and scientific standards for evaluating
these events” and to make “recommendations to ensure that whatever wrongdoing may have
occurred in the past cannot be repeated.”1386 In 1996, the Tuskegee Syphilis Study Legacy
Committee sought to evaluate the ethics of the U.S. Public Health Service Study of Untreated
Syphilis in the Negro Male, which ran from 1932 to 1972. Most recently, the current
1383
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Presidential Commission for the Study of Bioethical Issues was charged with conducting a “factfinding investigation into the specifics of the U.S. Public Health Service-led studies in
Guatemala” which were conducted from 1946 to 1948 and which involved “the intentional
exposure and infection of vulnerable populations.”1387 When President Barack Obama ordered
the Presidential Commission for the Study of Bioethics Issues to investigate the U.S. Public
Health Service activities in Guatemala, he did not request a determination of whether the
research was ethical or unethical; rather, he declared unequivocally that “[t]he research was
clearly unethical.”1388 The commission took it upon itself to look into the ethics of the research
and delivered a more nuanced verdict, concluding “that the Guatemala experiments involved
gross violations of ethics as judged against both the standards of today and the researchers’ own
understanding of applicable contemporaneous practices.”1389
The importance of judging a study according to the ethical norms, practices, and
conventions of when the study was conducted arises from the fact that conceptions of morality
and ethical mores change over time. As historian Gert Brieger wrote, “ethical sensibilities do
change. No one today treats servants the way our forebears did two and three generations ago,
and yet they were not evil, thoughtless, or without their ethical sensibilities.”1390 An act, devoid
of a framework or context in which an actor understands the act to be wrong or right, may not be
considered unethical. In looking at the U.S. Public Health Service-led studies in Guatemala, the
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Presidential Commission for the Study of Bioethics Issues determined that “the most vulnerable
populations appear to have been targeted specifically because of their inability to protect
themselves or to have others represent their interests.”1391 The Commission deemed such an
approach unethical because “even at that time there was a basic conception of voluntary consent
and an understanding of differential vulnerability in various populations.”1392
It is often difficult to evaluate the ethics of a past activity by the standards of that day,
particularly if the ethical norms of the time were not codified or if they were in transition. In its
investigation of the use of human subjects in 1940s and 1950s-era federally-funded research
using ionizing radiation, ACHRE noted that
It is quite clear that all of the radiation experiments that have come to the Advisory
Committee’s attention in which prisoners were employed as research subjects would have
been in violation of federal standards as they exist today…But…widespread concern
about coercion and exploitation of prisoner-subjects – which brought about these
restrictive federal regulations – arose relatively recently in this country. For the period
before roughly 1970, it is almost certainly unfair to condemn, in retrospect, a research
project solely because researchers employed prisoners as subjects; historical sensitivity
demands some appreciation for what seems to have been a genuine lack of widespread
professional or public concern for the ethical problems of prison research that came to the
fore during the 1970s. Only in the case of the Washington and Oregon testicular
irradiation experiments do we know enough to make any legitimate claims about the
extent to which researchers conformed with reasonable contemporary standards for the
ethical conduct of prison experimentation. And, even for these relatively well-known
studies, the individual complexities of each series of experiments have grown hazier with
time.1393
The difficulty of retrospective moral judgments was again noted recently by the Presidential
Commission for the Study of Bioethical Issues, which acknowledged that “making moral
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judgments about past actions and agents is not a straightforward process and is not without its
hazards.”1394 Indeed, in evaluating the ethics of U.S. Public Health Service activities in
Guatemala, the commission admitted, “The medical experimenters of the years immediately
following World War II were swimming in a sea of change that, several decades later, produced
decisive shifts in the tides of moral awareness and regulation. Retrospective moral judgments
can therefore be hazardous. With the passage of time, the accumulation of experience, and the
luxury of reflection, it can be easy to feel morally superior to our predecessors.1395
The World War II COs who served as research subjects to meet their required national
service obligation called themselves “guinea pigs,” and the CPS units created to provide
researchers with human subjects were universally called “guinea pig units.” Today, these terms
raise hackles and just hearing or reading them predisposes one to view the use of these men as
research subjects in a negative light. Susan Lederer commented:
Human guinea pigs. For many Americans, these words suggest disturbing images of
men, women, and children exploited in the name of medical science. The disclosures in
recent years of federally sponsored research involving American citizens – the Tuskegee
Syphilis Study, a forty-year study of untreated syphilis in African-American men; the
nerve and mustard gas tests conducted during World War II on American soldiers; and in
1993, reports of radiation experiments on dying patients, pregnant women, and mentally
retarded children during the Cold War – have intensified many of the negative
associations with human experimentation.1396
Yet many of the CO guinea pigs were proud of their service and did not feel that they had been
victimized or exploited. Indeed, as described in chapter 5, it was the COs’ advocates who sought
the opportunity for COs to serve as research subjects. The fact that the COs were willing
1394
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participants does not necessarily, however, entail that their use in research was ethical. For that
determination, we must analyze the treatment of CO-subjects in light of the contemporary norms
and policies governing the conduct of nontherapeutic experimentation on humans.

The War as Watershed?
Before analyzing the treatment of CO-subjects in light of the contemporary norms and
policies governing the conduct of nontherapeutic experimentation on humans, I must address the
notion of World War II as a watershed event in the American research sector. This claim was
advanced by historian David Rothman in his seminal 1991 book Strangers at the Bedside: A
History of How Law and Bioethics Transformed Medical Decision Making. Rothman described
pre-World War II biomedical research as largely “a cottage industry: a few physicians, working
alone, carried out experiments on themselves, their families, and their immediate neighbors.”1397
He argued that these small-scale research enterprises were guided by community norms and
expectations and were most commonly therapeutic in intent. In contrast, Rothman claimed that
“practically every aspect of American research with human subjects changed” between 1941 and
1945.1398 “[A]d hoc efforts by individual practitioners…became well-coordinated, extensive,
federally funded team ventures” driven not by individual curiosity or local need but by military
and strategic demands.1399 World War II, with its massive infusion of federal funding and
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rigorous central coordination, undoubtedly impacted the practice of biomedical research in the
United States. But how much do the transformations identified by Rothman owe to World War
II? This question is important to this dissertation because the idea that the research performed
during the World War II period is fundamentally different from pre-war research calls into
question the validity of using pre-war norms to evaluate the ethics of World War II-era research.
I argue that Rothman is correct to see a stark difference between the “old” and “new” ways of
conducting medical research but that he errs in linking this transformation either causally or
temporally with World War II.1400 To be clear, I believe the war did impact medical research
with regard to who was working where on what research questions. Researchers found
themselves shifted geographically and topically at the direction of the ORSD and its component
parts. But I do not agree that the war was responsible (or at least not solely or initially
responsible) for the transformation of medical research from a solo enterprise of a benevolent
researcher to a coordinated, team affair.
Rothman’s characterization of the biomedical research sector before World War II as a
“cottage industry” consisting of “ad hoc efforts by individual” physicians “working alone” fails
to accurately represent the state of American research prior to World War II.1401,1402 Historian
Bert Hanson noted that “[a]mong the consequences of the public enthusiasm for laboratory
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medicine engendered by the first breakthrough,” Pasteur’s mid-1880s rabies work, “was the
unprecedented emergence of institutes to undertake substantial scientific research.”1403 By 1890
New York City was home to several laboratories for pathological and bacteriological research,
and the creation of research institutions was not confined to New York, nor to the field of
bacteriology.1404 The University of Chicago, founded in 1891, was intended to “make the work
of investigation primary, the work of giving instruction secondary.”1405 By the early 1900s,
“[e]xperimental…procedures were well-established in the pre-clinical fields.”1406 In 1901 the
Rockefeller Institute for Medical Research, the first medical research institute in the United
States, was established, dispensing $20,000 of medical research grants in just that year.1407 It
was soon followed by similar centers in Chicago, Philadelphia, Cleveland, and San Francisco.1408
Nationwide, in the first half of the 20th century, research institutions were established by private
donors, the government, and commercial entities.1409 At the same time, medical schools
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increasingly embraced research by faculty and students.1410 (Indeed, certain medical schools
emphasized experimental research as far back as the end of the 18th century.)1411 In 1910 the
Rockefeller Institute opened a hospital, the first in the world to be devoted entirely to clinical
research.1412 By the early decades of the twentieth century, medical research had come to be
viewed as a professional activity of its own right, not merely as a sidebar to medical practice, and
researchers increasingly received external funding from such sources as foundations,
corporations, and professional organizations.1413 After World War I, both foundations and
individual donors increasingly earmarked all or portions of their gifts to institutions for
research.1414 This growth in support for research over this period was accompanied by the
appearance of scholarly journals devoted to medical research.
Rothman also errs in categorizing pre-World War II biomedical research as primarily
therapeutic. Atwater reported that examination of University of Pennsylvania medical student
dissertations done during 1807-1830 revealed that, of those that dealt with experimentation or
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research, “most reported effects of drugs or treatments on the author and fellow students.”1415
Such self-experimentation would have been done to acquire knowledge, rather than to try to
cure. More recently, historian Susan Lederer concluded that the “science of bacteriology
engendered substantial experimentation on human beings and animals” and that much of that
research was nontherapeutic.1416 For instance, the testing of new medical technologies such as
the x-ray and the gastric tube was carried out on “normal” (i.e., non-patient) or healthy subjects;
as such, this testing was not intended to benefit the subjects. Furthermore, failures to find animal
models of human diseases led to the deliberate infection of humans for the purpose of producing
experimental subjects.1417 Historian Gert Brieger shared Lederer’s assessment, writing that the
“[w]ith the advent of microbiology in the last decades of the nineteenth century, many physicians
undertook experiments to prove or disprove certain bacteria as causes of specific diseases or
various immunizing methods as effective preventives.”1418 Well-known examples of research
prior to World War II – for instance, the infamous U.S. Public Health Service study of untreated
syphilis in Tuskegee, Alabama which began in 1932 - do not fit the mold of ad hoc,
therapeutically-intended studies conducted by individual practitioners on family and other
familiar individuals. The historical record is, in fact, replete with nontherapeutic research
conducted on a variety of populations: hospital patients, the institutionalized (often orphans or
the insane), and on researchers themselves (autoexperimentation).
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Rothman’s characterization of the divide between pre and post-WWII medical research in
the United States fails to acknowledge that the transformations he identified began well before
the second World War and, as such, it is hard to argue that World War II was the catalyst for
most of these shifts. For instance, Rothman contrasts pre-war “efforts by individual
practitioners” with “well-coordinated…team ventures.” While the OSRD and the CMR were
light years away from the tradition of the individual researcher, there were precursors that
bridged the apparent schism.1419 Perhaps the archetypical figure of the individual researcher is
Edward Jenner. An English physician working in the late 1700s and early 1800s, Jenner
observed that individuals contracting cowpox seemed protected from later contracting smallpox.
In 1796 Jenner began to inoculate his relatives and neighbors first with pus from cowpox
infections and then with matter from smallpox infections in series of experiments that
demonstrated the efficacy of vaccination.1420 When, in 1885, Louis Pasteur announced that he
had successfully inoculated a human with his experimental rabies vaccine, he represented a
different model of researcher. A chemist who won renown for his numerous scientific
discoveries, Pasteur was a full-time researcher, not a physician.1421 Nor was he a solo researcher;
rather, he worked with a circle of assistants and collaborators and headed an independent
research institute, the Institut Pasteur. Thus, the transition from a Jenner-like solo researcher to
the centrally-coordinated OSRD did not suddenly occur during World War II but rather was the
result of a long period of more gradual evolution. By the eve of World War I, the United States
1419
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had transformed from a nation of subsistence farmers and small-scale entrepreneurs into a
predominately urban, industrial nation in which the majority of workers were employees rather
than self-employed.1422 In large part, the solo, often amateur, investigator was likewise a vestige
of a bygone era.1423 Indeed, the quest for coordination had provided the central impetus to the
creation of the National Research Council (NRC, the precursor to the OSRD) during World War
I.1424
Rothman is correct to see a stark difference between the “old” and “new” ways of
conducting medical research. What had once been “random pottering” spurred by a single
investigator’s quest for knowledge had become a multilateral enterprise driven by the nation’s
quest for the fruits of applied science.1425 Given the multitudinous ways World War II impacted
life on the American homefront, it would not be surprising for the nature of American research to
have changed during the war; however, the transformation of the research sector into a
professional, cooperative endeavor cannot be attributed to the war. The beginnings of these
shifts predated the war, often by decades.1426 Indeed, the beginnings of these shifts often
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predated those involved in them being aware of the alterations going on around them. Thus, in
1919, even with the transformation from individual researcher to cooperative groups underway
around him, one researcher spoke for many of his colleague when he described research as
“nearly always the work of individuals,” proclaiming that, “Nature does not yield up her secrets
to a crowd or even to a committee, but only to her humble devotee, when working alone and
apart.”1427
There is no doubt that the war temporarily impacted the choice of what research
questions were to be studied, by whom, where, and on what budget and timeline. Furthermore,
the pressure of time incentivized investigators to conduct research on human subjects more so
than usual. Additionally, while not causing the phenomenon, the war did temporarily intensify
one of the ongoing changes to the practice of research: namely, the use of cooperative
approaches to answering research questions was taken to hitherto unprecedented levels. Finally,
in what I perceive as its greatest, and longest-lived, impact on American research, World War II
did mark an important shift in federal support for research.1428 As Rothman describes, federal
support for researchers outside of governmental agencies played only a small role prior to World
War II, while after the war federally-funded extramural research became the norm.1429
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While wartime is exceptional in many ways, its baseline comes from the pre-war period,
and when it comes to the practice of medical research in America, I argue that World War II-era
medical research’s difference from the pre-war practice of research was a matter of degree rather
than a dramatic divergence. As such, I do not believe that the ethics of human subjects research
during World War II were created de novo but rather that they derived from, and were informed
by, the pre-war ethics of human subjects research. This is important because, while there were
established norms for the use of human subjects during World War II, these norms were largely
not written down or publically disseminated. As such, it is complicated to determine whether,
and to what extent, the use of World War II conscientious objectors as research subjects
conformed to contemporary norms about human experimentation. In the absence of regulations
or some other codification of norms concerning the ethics of research on humans, I turn to a wide
array of sources to piece together what researchers of the day, both military and civilian, would
have considered acceptable and unacceptable uses of people in the name of research.

The Ethics of Nontherapeutic Research in America Prior to World War II
In the eighteen and especially the nineteenth centuries, growing understanding of physiology,
the rise of the germ theory of disease, and the invention of new scientific instruments and
techniques all contributed to the rise of an era of experimental medicine.1430 McNeill highlighted
the “large numbers of poor and working class patients who provided a ready pool of
experimental subjects for middle class physicians and surgeons” in the Parisian hospitals of the
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eighteenth century from whence modern medicine traces its origins.1431 The evolution of
medicine from a bedside art to a scientific practice led to an increase in attention to the ethics of
experimentation, both therapeutic and nontherapeutic. I reveal the ethical standards for the use
of humans in nontherapeutic research that were operative in the United States before World War
II in two realms: civilian research and military research. In the civilian milieu, I look at four
(somewhat arbitrarily-divided) areas: ethical codes and writings on medical and/or scientific
ethics; selected case studies; public opinion; and legislation and jurisprudence. Most of the
material covered is American in origin; for those that are not, Americans debated, weighed in on,
or responded to the ethical issued raised by the cases/writings.

Standards for the Ethical Conduct of Nontherapeutic Research: Civilian

I.

Ethical codes and writings on medical/scientific ethics
In looking to ancient history for ethical standards, some have turned to Hippocrates, a

renowned Greek physician thought to have lived sometime between 450 BCE to 380 BCE who
left a body of literature (most likely authored by multiple people) on medicine and medical
practice. The Hippocratic oath was a statement of professional ethics and dealt with the
relationship between a physician and a patient; however, it did not address research.1432
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In the late 18th and early 19th centuries, English physician Thomas Percival wrote
influentially on clinical ethics and appropriate conduct of physicians. His only reflection on
research ethics seemed to address therapeutic research, although it may have been applicable to
certain types of nontherapeutic research as well. It read:
Whenever cases occur, attended with circumstances not heretofore observed, or in which
the ordinary modes of practice have been attempted without success, it is for the public
good, and in especial degree advantageous to the poor (who, being the most numerous
class of this society, are the greatest beneficiaries of the healing art) that new remedies
and new methods of chirurgical treatment should be devised but, in the accomplishment
of the salutary purpose, the gentlemen of the faculty should be scrupulously and
conscientiously governed by sound reason, just analogy, or well-authenticated facts. And
no such trials should be instituted without a previous consultation of the physicians or
surgeons according to the nature of the case.1433

On the other side of the Atlantic, Dr. Enoch Hale, Jr., who practiced at Boston’s Massachusetts
General Hospital and who won two prestigious Boylston Prizes for his experimental research,
was making statements specific to research ethics. A report of his two award-winning projects
published in 1821 opened with comments on the ethics of his research. With regard to his first
project, intended to disprove the theory that there was a direct passage of fluids between the
stomach and the kidneys, Hale justified his decision to experiment upon himself, rather than on
animals, by stating that
Experiments must be performed on living animals. But the difference in habits and
character, between man and the smaller animals, is so great, as to give a great degree of
uncertainty to the deductions from the results of experiments made on them. Thousands
of animals have died in the cause of physiological science, whose deaths have scarcely
added any thing to our knowledge of the laws or properties of the human system.
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Experiments on our own race can never be performed to any considerable extent. If they
are hazardous in their nature, they of course are never to be attempted, even if subjects
could be found who would be willing to undergo them. And when they are not so, none
but professional men can estimate the degree of inconvenience or risk to which they may
be subjected by submitting to them. To obviate these difficulties, I have in the first
dissertation made myself the subject of my experiments.1434

With regard to his second award-winning project, another self-experiment in which Hale tested
the effect of injecting castor oil into his vein, Hale explained his use of animals prior to selfexperimentation by stating, “The importance of the question was sufficient to justify the sacrifice
of a few of the less valuable animals; especially since this was the only way in which it could, in
the first instance, be investigated. For no man would be rash enough to risk an attempt of this
sort upon an individual of the human race, until the experiment had first been made upon some
other species of animal.”1435
Over forty years later, highly influential French physiologist Claude Bernard’s
Introduction to the Study of Experimental Medicine, published in 1865, dealt with similar
questions, asking, “have we a right to perform experiments and vivisections on man?”1436 In
answer, he stated “It is our duty and our right to perform an experiment on man whenever it can
save his life, cure him or gain him some personal benefit. The principle of medical and surgical
morality, therefore, consists in never performing on man an experiment which might be harmful
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to him to any extent, even though the result might be highly advantageous to science, i.e., to the
health of others.”1437 On this basis of this, Bernard would seem to preclude all but perhaps the
most minimal-risk nontherapeutic research. Elsewhere in the text, however, Bernard endorsed
an experiment in which “a condemned woman without her knowledge swallow[ed] larvae of
intestinal worms, so as to see whether the worms developed in the intestines after her death,”
writing that such experiments were “of great interest to science and can be conclusive only on
man” and they were “wholly permissible when they involve no suffering or harm to the subject
of the experiment.”1438 Bernard seemingly had no qualms about research that was involuntary or
research of which the subject was unknowing; rather, he focused on the issue of harm, writing
“Christian morals forbid only one thing, doing ill to one’s neighbor. So, among the experiments
that might be tried on man, those that can only harm are forbidden, those that are innocent are
permissible, and those that may do good are obligatory.”1439 As the condemned woman was
destined to die anyway, swallowing worm larvae would not harm her; indeed, since she was
unaware of what she was swallowing, she would not even experience any suffering or anxiety
from the experiment.
This first real treatise on research ethics devoted scant attention to the matter of who
ought be used as research subjects. Bernard mentioned two sources of potential subjects:
condemned criminals and the terminally ill, specifically “patients with phthisis doomed to an
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early death.”1440 To Bernard, using condemned criminals for nontherapeutic experiments would
be morally acceptable so long as they experienced neither suffering nor harm as a result of the
experiments. He found therapeutic experimentation on the terminally ill morally laudable and
nontherapeutic experimentation on them to be morally permissible so long as the experiments
caused neither suffering nor harm.
As will be discussed later in this chapter, in 1916 there was a failed proposal for the
American Medical Association (AMA) Code of Ethics to be amended to address human
experimentation.1441 Instead, the AMA Code of Ethics first dealt with the issue of research on
human subjects in 1946, several years after this review’s scope.

II.

Case Studies
By studying the reaction of researcher’s peers (both positive and negative) to instances of

nontherapeutic research, we can gain insight into what norms were operative at that time. This
approach is complicated by the fact that the practice of medicine for centuries was empirical.
Physicians relied upon their observations and their clinical experience to determine what ailed a
patient and which treatment would be most efficacious. If a therapy was ineffective, another was
tried, and by recalling what worked in previous cases, physicians would try that therapy with
later cases, making modifications as seemed necessary. Given this approach, all treatment was a
form of an experiment. Until sometime in the late 17th century or even the second half of the 18th
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century (and in some contexts, even later), there was not perceived to be a bright line separating
therapeutic and nontherapeutic research. There were, however, some historical accounts of
experiments that were clearly nontherapeutic in nature, and from them we can begin to see norms
governing the use of humans in research meant for the production of knowledge rather than cure
or therapy.

A. Autoexperimentation
Lawrence Altman reports that the earliest instance he could find of self-experimentation
was by Santorio Santorio, who lived from 1561-1636.1442 Noting that research was typically
carried out in isolation by a solo researcher, Altman described few checks to a researcher’s
ability to self-experiment. Much of the research conducted on human subjects in the eighteenth
century appears to have been conducted by medical students and researchers who conducted
experiments upon their own persons and those of their peers.1443 Some of the experiments
conducted by medical students on themselves and their peers would not have meet Bernard’s
ethical standard of not causing harm.1444 For example, in 1801 medical student James Tongue
inoculated a fellow student on both arms with material from a syphilitic chancre, producing a
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chancre on his subject.1445 Well-known instances of investigator self-experimentation during the
period of this review occurred in the search for anesthetic agents, in the quest to disprove germ
theory and to discover how disease was transmitted, and in numerous other realms.1446 Werner
Forssmann won the Noble Prize for, in part, his 1929 self-experiment in which he passed a
catheter into the right ventricle of his own heart.

B. Physiological functioning
Army physician William Beaumont’s digestive experiments on Alexis St. Martin, a poor
French-Canadian trapper, were decidedly nontherapeutic in intent. After St. Martin was
wounded in 1822, Beaumont treated him; however, the physician was unable to heal the gastric
fistula that St. Martin developed. Recognizing that this fistula offered a way to observe and to
experiment with St. Martin’s digestive processing, Beaumont conducted research on St. Martin
for many years, eventually publishing in 1833 his much-heralded Experiments and Observations
on the Gastric Juice, and the Physiology of Digestion. While St. Martin was often a reluctant
subject, occasionally running away, Beaumont sought to purchase his cooperation by paying him
an annual salary and providing food, clothes, and lodging. In order to keep St. Martin available
for research, Beaumont employed numerous strategies, such has having St. Martin sign legal
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contracts, having St. Martin enlist in the U.S. Army, and offering him various inducements, both
monetary and land.1447 Historian Ronald Numbers thoroughly examined this case, both drawing
out the reactions of contemporary researchers to Beaumont’s use of St. Martin and debunking the
claim that Beaumont authored a code of research ethics that governed his treatment of St. Martin.
Beaumont’s research entailed inserting “different kinds of food, drinks, elastic catheters,
thermometer tubes” and the like into St. Martin daily, sometimes hourly.1448 He extracted “large
quantities of gastric juice and chime” which caused St. Martin pain and distress, as did the
placement of a thermometer deep into his stomach for a few minutes.1449 St. Martin also
opposed the occasional fasts dictated by Beaumont. Numbers concluded that sometimes
Beaumont ceased a research activity when St. Martin protested, but sometimes he did not. After
reading Beaumont’s publications and correspondence, Numbers concluded that Beaumont “felt
he had a moral duty to advance science and benefit mankind by experimenting on St. Martin,
even, if necessary, against the man’s will.”1450 Numbers also concluded that Beaumont’s opinion
of the ethics of his research was in keeping with those of his peers who “generally condoned his
actions.”1451 Indeed, both the medical and lay press praised the work, leading Numbers to
conclude that “[v]irtually no American expressed concern for the feelings of St. Martin, whom
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most appreciated solely for his fistula.”1452 Another historian who studied this case likewise
stated he could only find one less than positive report on the gastric experiments, and that was in
a popular health journal published in London.1453 To his contemporaries, St. Martin’s pain,
discomfort, distress, or inconvenience “paled in view of his contribution to science” – a stance
that Bernard, in his book published thirty-two years after Beaumont’s, would have condemned as
unethical, given his focus on harm and suffering.1454 While St. Martin, at various times and in
response to various inducements, consented to Beaumont’s use of his body, the lay and/or
medical press of the day did not seize upon the issue of consent to excuse Beaumont’s actions;
rather, the scientific value of the results forestall any discussion of the propriety of the research
itself. Indeed, Numbers claims that “most of [Beaumont’s] contemporaries would have acted in
precisely the same way in similar circumstances,” concluding that “it seems certain that his
contemporaries would have questioned his judgment – if not his ethics – had he failed to
experiment on St. Martin.”1455 Reputable physicians and scientists cited Beaumont’s work,
suggested further experiments to be conducted, and assisted in the chemical analysis of various
specimens derived from the research, all without any negative comment on the ethics of the
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endeavor. Furthermore, other researchers sought to conduct similar research on St. Martin or on
other individuals with gastric fistulas. (Indeed, after Beaumont’s death, St. Martin made a tour
of American medical centers during which physicians observed him and conducted research on
him.) Calls for human experimentation increased in light of Beaumont’s book, and globally
“fistular experiments and observations increased dramatically during the second third of the
nineteenth century.”1456 This experimentation occurred primarily in animals in which fistulas
were artificially constructed, but some further human accounts were reported. These human
accounts are notable, to Numbers, not only for shedding light on who served as the subjects of
such experiments but for revealing the researchers’ attitudes about these subjects’ right to
consent or object to the proposed experiments. Most of these subjects were lower-class persons,
as was St. Martin, with Numbers finding only one account of fistular experimentation in a nonlower-class Italian described as intelligent and with some education. This man was described as
cooperating grudgingly to only a few experiments. The other subjects of fistular experiments
were also described as non-cooperative, which was commonly ascribed to their being ignorant,
unlearned, or at a lower level of humanity.1457 Numbers concluded that “Physicians continued to
act as though they possessed an inalienable right to such persons – almost always lower class”
and noted that “[i]n a nation that still tolerated involuntary servitude and even slavery, it is
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hardly surprising that Beaumont’s employment of St. Martin for scientific purposes elicited little
criticism.”1458
While researchers were displeased to find their potential, and actual, subjects so reluctant
to cooperate with experiments, they did “grudgingly concede a few basic rights to their subjects,”
most notably the right of refusal.1459 An Estonian peasant woman “did not allow” certain
experiments and refused to allow the researchers to temporarily widen her fistula for
experimental purposes. Likewise, Numbers found that many investigators “stopped only at the
point where patient and family cooperation ended or poor health intervened,” revealing that
while these individuals may not have had many rights vis a vis researchers they could, albeit
sometimes with difficulty, halt their use as experimental subjects.1460
A case of nontherapeutic research into physiological functioning that used a subject
unable to refuse to participate generated negative responses from other researchers. In 1874,
Mary Rafferty, a “feeble-minded,” thirty-year-old Irish woman who had been working as a
domestic servant entered the Good Samaritan Hospital in Cincinnati, Ohio.1461 An infected ulcer
on her scalp was diagnosed as cancer, and surgical removal was attempted; however, it became
clear that she was going to die. Physician Roberts Bartholow began experimenting, inserting
needle electrodes into Rafferty’s exposed brain. She experienced discomfort from the
experiments, and portions of her brain were damaged. Bartholow’s published findings were met
1458

Ronald L. Numbers, “William Beaumont and the Ethics of Human Experimentation,” Journal of the History of
Biology 12(1): Spring 1979, 130, 133-134.
1459

Ronald L. Numbers, “William Beaumont and the Ethics of Human Experimentation,” Journal of the History of
Biology 12(1): Spring 1979, 130.
1460

Ronald L. Numbers, “William Beaumont and the Ethics of Human Experimentation,” Journal of the History of
Biology 12(1): Spring 1979, 131-132.
1461

Susan E. Lederer, Subjected to Science: Human Experimentation in America before the Second World War
(Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1995) 8-9.

406

with criticism from both American and British researchers and clinicians. A resolution at the
1874 American Medical Association annual meeting condemned the experiments. At issue
primarily was the fact that Rafferty was harmed by the experiments. A secondary source of
consternation concerned Rafferty’s ability to meaningfully consent to the research. Bartholow
insisted that Rafferty assented to the studies, but this did not appease all of his critics, who noted
that Rafferty was feeble-minded. Bartholow defended his actions but stated that, in light of his
findings, further studies involving needle electrodes in the brain would be “in the highest degree
criminal.”1462

C. Disease Transmission
In 1897, Dr. Giuseppe Sanarelli, an Italian bacteriologist who headed the Institute for
Hygiene in Montevideo, Uruguay and who had worked at the Pasteur Institute, announced that
he had discovered the long-sought “germ” of yellow fever, a microbe he named bacillus
icteroides.1463 He simultaneously announced that he had injected five people with inactivated,
filtered preparations of the microbe, resulting in them developing yellow fever.1464 This was
initially viewed as a triumph in the search for a cause for yellow fever; however, he soon was
subject to criticism on both etiological and ethical grounds. Sanarelli had not obtained
permission from the subjects of his human experiments, at least some of whom suffered not only
illness but also biopsies of the liver and kidneys to ascertain what was happening in these
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organs.1465 Sanarelli’s experiment was discussed at the spring 1898 meeting of the Association
of American Physicians, where renowned physician William Osler declared that “[t]o
deliberately inject a poison of known high degree of virulency into a human being, unless you
obtain that man’s sanction… is criminal.”1466
Nine years later, in a 1907 address, Osler deemed nontherapeutic research on healthy
volunteers morally permissible so long as the subjects had “full knowledge of the circumstances”
and participated voluntarily.1467 Yet this standard was apparently not felt to justify all manner of
nontherapeutic research with healthy volunteers. Five years prior to Osler’s statement, a
Brooklyn physician was denounced by other physicians and by the press when he announced that
he had, with her written consent, infected a woman with bovine tuberculosis.1468 An article in
the Journal of the American Medical Association opined
As regards the ethics of the performance there can be but one opinion. Had he been
confident that Koch’s views were correct and that there was no danger in the inoculation,
he would have a better case, but the reverse of this was the fact, and the general
impression left by the performance as to his regard for human life is not pleasant. If the
woman should die, whether from consumption or any other infection introduced by the
inoculation, his position would not be an enviable one. It would have been more
chivalrous as well as more generally creditable to him if he had tried his experiment on
himself and had left somebody else to observe the effects.1469

1465

William B. Bean, “The Fielding H. Garrison Lecture: Walter Reed and the Ordeal of Human Experiments,”
Bulletin of the History of Medicine 51(1): Spring 1977, 82.
1466

William B. Bean, “The Fielding H. Garrison Lecture: Walter Reed and the Ordeal of Human Experiments,”
Bulletin of the History of Medicine 51(1): Spring 1977, 83.
1467

Susan E. Lederer, Subjected to Science: Human Experimentation in America before the Second World War
(Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1995) 1-2.
1468

Susan E. Lederer, Subjected to Science: Human Experimentation in America before the Second World War
(Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1995) 24.
1469

“Human and Bovine Tuberculosis,” Journal of the American Medical Association XXXVIII(1): January 4, 1902,

39.

408

Another comment in the Journal of the American Medical Association stated, “If the
experimenter had experimented upon himself the case would have had at least a better moral
aspect and the opportunities for obtaining anything of values from the results could not have
been any worse.”1470 To some, investigator self-experimentation helped justify later
nontherapeutic experimentation upon others.1471 However, self-experiment alone could not
render a nontherapeutic experiment morally acceptable. Rather, there was complex web of
situational factors to be navigated in determining what types of nontherapeutic research were
ethical, on which subjects, in what context.

D. Experimental Induction of Disease
In 1914, the Surgeon General of the U.S. Public Health service selected Dr. Joseph
Goldberger to head a newly-formed Pellagra Commission. Pellagra, characterized by the “three
D’s,” dermatitis, dementia, and diarrhea, was epidemic in the American South, and some feared
that it was contagious.1472 Theorizing that the disease arose from diet, Goldberger began a series
of experiments. In one, he supplemented the diet of one ward of a Mississippi orphanage while
not supplementing the diet of another ward at the institution, observing that the disease
disappeared in the ward that received the supplemental food. Based on this and other
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experiments, Goldberger proposed to the Governor of Mississippi a study in which healthy
prisoners would be placed on a diet low in protein for six months.1473 Goldberger hypothesized
that this would lead to the prisoner-subjects developing pellagra, which he stated could be
reversed by means of a proper diet. The Governor approved of the project and guaranteed
pardons for those prisoner-subjects who followed the experimental diet for the six-month period.
This incentive created a large number of volunteers, from whom Goldberger chose twelve.1474
The details of the study were negotiated with the Governor and the inmate-subjects’ lawyers.1475
At the end of the six-month period, six of the subjects were diagnosed with pellagra, thereby
confirming Goldberger’s hypothesis. The men were pardoned and released, declining free
medical care during their rehabilitation period. Goldberger also lead an extensive program
attempting to experimental transmit pellagra to sixteen healthy volunteers, including himself and
his wife. He reported that after repeated efforts at intentional infection, involving such tests as
being injected with blood from pellagra victims and ingesting urine and feces from pellagra
victims, none of the volunteers contracted the disease.1476
The Governor had initially balked at the proposal, concerned that some subjects might
die, leaving him with a political and possibly legal mess.1477 Once the decision to proceed with
the study was made, Goldberger and the Governor, concerned with public reactions, attempted to
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keep the study secret.1478 A press report published at the conclusion of the study underscored
that the subjects were well-informed and that there had been “no effort to minimize the grave
physical risk” of participating in the study.1479 Nevertheless, one critic challenged the ethics of
the study: antivivisection leader Diana Belais stressed that “the men were compelled to submit to
vivisection, to be made the victim[s] of a distressing disease, to gain their liberty, with the
chance, of course, of dying under the ordeal that would be inflicted upon them.”1480 However,
after reviewing press coverage of the study, Jon Harkness determined that Belais was an outlier no other commentator criticized the experiment on the grounds of exploitation or coercion;
indeed, most authors did not even acknowledge the possibility of coercion.1481 Instead, those
who criticized the study did so because they disapproved of the subjects being offered, and
granted, pardons. Among the medical community there were some complaints about
Goldberger’s prison study, but these did not deal with the use of prisoners as subjects or any
concerns about possible exploitation or coercion. Rather, they pertained to Goldberger releasing
his findings to the press before publishing them in a medical journal.1482
Another attempt to experimentally induce disease in prisoners occurred in 1933. U.S.
Public Health Service investigators responding to an encephalitis experiment sought to test the
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hypothesis that the disease was transmitted by mosquitos.1483 Three of the investigators allowed
themselves to be bitten by mosquitos that had previously fed on the blood of encephalitis
victims; none contracted the disease. More subjects were needed, so the Public Health Service
requested permission to utilize federal prisoners. Sanford Bates, Director of the Federal Bureau
of Prisons declined the request, on the grounds that “the call for volunteers among prisoners,
because of their peculiar situation, would be interpreted…as either direct or indirect
compulsion.”1484 The Public Health Service then turned the Governors of Mississippi and
Virginia, who consented to allowing the experiment in their state prisons. Unlike Bates, the
governors were primarily concerned with the political ramifications of pardoning such a large
number of convicts. None of the prisoners contracted the illness, and they were all pardoned.
The national press covered the experiments, and no ethical concerns were expressed in either the
media coverage or the popular reaction.
In mid-1941, fairly late in the period under review, Francis Peyton Rous, the editor of the
Journal of Experimental Medicine, rejected a submitted manuscript that described the infection
of a 12-month-old child with the herpes virus. Rous condemned the experiment as “an abuse of
power, an infringement on the rights of the individual, and not excusable because the illness
which followed had implications for science. The statement that the child was ‘offered as a
volunteer’ – whatever that may mean – does not palliate the action.”1485
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This review of cases is necessarily selective, as the attempt to create a comprehensive list
of nontherapeutic research conducted prior to the World War II era – even if the list were
restricted to only research conducted in the United States – would likely fail and the effort would
be a dissertation in of itself. Most of the cases herein were selected because there was available
commentary on the ethics of the experiment. The majority of published cases of nontherapeutic
experimentation did not provoke ethical analysis, commentary, or discussion, either in the
popular press or the scientific literature.1486
As will be described below, as the lay public became more aware of the practice of
nontherapeutic experimentation, there were efforts to regulate research on humans, either via
legislation or the courts. The medical and scientific fields opposed such external regulation,
insisted that it was capable of self-regulation. In 1916, with public and legislative pressure
continuing, the chair of the Council on the Defense of Medicine Research, an industry group
dedicated to fighting off regulation of research, proposed that the AMA Code of Ethics be
amended to address human experimentation.1487 His proposal went nowhere. In the United
States prior to World War II, the ultimate tool for physician self-regulation, revocation of the
medical license, appears not to have been utilized as a response to any instance of nontherapeutic
experimentation.1488
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III.

Public Opinion Concerning Nontherapeutic Experimentation
In the pre-germ theory era, American medicine was composed of various sects that had

both different theories of causation and different therapeutic practices. The public viewed
doctors, at best, as providing care but probably not cure or, at worst, as quacks. In this era when
“medical advances were neither expected nor greeted with public enthusiasm,” there was “no
public image in U.S. culture of medical research as an interesting or commendable activity.”1489
A noteworthy aberration was the bubble of excitement that resulted from Beaumont’s
experiments on St. Martin. However, in the mid-1880s, the excitement over Pasteur’s rabies
research led to a rapid transformation in the public perception of both physicians and medical
research. Historian Bert Hanson argued that “the hydrophobia drama – because it captured the
popular imagination – revolutionized medicine by disseminating a new image of the value of
experimental research, in medicine, helping to create a new expectation of continuing medical
advances and implicitly encouraging public commitment to such research.”1490 Pronounced
“features of the new consciousness” were “popular curiosity about medical discovery,
enthusiasm for medical advance, a belief that novelty in medical treatment is desirable, and
expectations that scientists will produce ever-more-powerful and ever-more-numerous practical
innovations.”1491 The images of the old-fashioned doctor and the doctor-as-quack faded away,
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replaced by a new archetype, “the heroic and selfless scientist” in whose depiction was mixed
ideals of progress, heroism, altruism, and public benefit.1492
At the same time, however, for at least some portion of the lay public, nontherapeutic
research seemed morally questionable, if not problematic. Images and reports of Pasteur and
other researchers at work in their laboratories raised concerns on both sides of the Atlantic about
the welfare of the numerous animals used in experiments. An antivivisection movement arose,
and from its ranks came concerns about “human vivisection,” a term used well into the 1930s to
denote “experiments on human beings undertaken not to benefit an individual subject but to
provide medical information.”1493
In 1866 Henry Bergh founded the American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to
Animals (ASPCA). Bergh and his organization were repeatedly asked to become involved in
child protection and, in 1874, the case of 9-year-old Mary Ellen Wilson, who was beaten by her
stepmother, led him to enter the field and to eventually form the New York Society for the
Prevention of Cruelty to Children (SPCC). Concerns about the treatment of animals and people
were linked from this beginning, and as humane societies sought to reform or ban the use of
animals in research, the issue of human experimentation rose to prominence as well.1494 Albert
Leffingwell, a trained physician who had ceased practicing medicine to devote his time to
promoting vivisection reform, learned of Sanarelli’s nontherapeutic yellow fever research
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through a newspaper account. Reading that “unscientific persons” might be “disposed to
criticize” the research, Leffingwell fired off a letter to the editor asking, “Must condemnation of
such deeds be relegated to the despised class of ‘unscientific persons?’”1495
Leffingwell wrote a paper on Sanarelli’s research for the Twenty-First Annual Meeting of
the American Humane Association, held October 1897. In this paper he stressed the “helpless
condition of these victims of scientific research,” stating that “[a]pparently the victims were
newly arrived emigrants from Europe, detained at a quarantine station..doubtless belonging to
what an American writer has distinguished as ‘the lowest orders of the people.’”1496 He went on,
saying, “Whether men, women or children, it was necessary that they should be ignorant, so that
they should not be able to connect their future agonies with the kind old man who had simply
pricked them with a needle; they must be so poor and friendless that no one would care to
interest the authorities in their behalf; and they must be absolutely in the experimenter’s
power.”1497 Leffingwell attacked the idea that Sanarelli’s use of humans might be considered a
“pardonable crime” on the grounds of utility, stating “possible utility has nothing whatever to do
with our judgment of scientific assassinations like these. Granting all that could possibly be
claimed for the usefulness of science of such experiments upon human beings, we have still to
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meet the questions, not of their expediency, but of their justice.”1498 In addition to the yellow
fever research, Leffingwell addressed nontherapeutic research conducted in public hospitals in
Massachusetts and Maryland, stating that some patient-subjects died and saying, “Possibly death
would soon have occurred in any case; but must a new horror be added to the process of
dying?”1499
While Leffingwell shared Bernard’s concern about harm and suffering, Leffingwell had
one additional concern – justice. Was it fair to use individuals in order to derive knowledge that
would be of use to others but not themselves? Leffingwell’s primary apprehension was the
Kantian concern of using individuals as a means to an ends rather than ends to themselves.1500
To the President of the American Humane Association, the idea that some humans were seen as
expendable in the quest for scientific knowledge was a logical, and expected, corollary to the
sacrifice of animals in the name of research.1501 To the antivivisectionists, researchers saw
animals as having worth only as expendable bodies in the pursuit of research. Leffingwell’s
address was seen as demonstrating that revealing that researchers viewed certain types of people
in a similar light. A resolution that condemned “the subjection of human beings – patients in
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asylums, hospitals or other public institutions, to any form of scientific experimentation” was
adopted. 1502 (See Appendix AS.)
The antivivisectionists were particularly concerned about certain types of people – those
who had limited or no say over their treatment, perhaps by dint of being in an institutional setting
of some sort or by being a child. Indeed, in his 1914 book on vivisection, Leffingwell quoted an
unnamed source in defining human vivisection as “the practice of subjecting to experimentation
human beings – men, women, or children, usually inmates of public institutions, by methods
liable to involve pain, distress, injury to health, or even danger to life, without any full,
intelligent, personal consent, for no object relating to their individual benefit, but for the
prosecution of some scientific inquiry.”1503 Leffingwell noted that “Such legal consent of course
it is impossible to obtain from children, from the feeble-minded, or from lunatics in public
institutions,” going on to state that nontherapeutic experiments had been conducted “upon the
sick, the friendless, the poor in public institutions, without their knowledge or intelligent
consent.”1504 Leffingwell made clear that while he was concerned about physical and mental
harm experienced by human guinea pigs, he was also concerned about dignitary harm. He wrote,
“The defence (sic) often made that no real injury resulted from the experiment, cannot palliate
the offense against personal rights.”1505 Thus while bodily harm was a serious concern, even
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experiments that did not injure subjects were morally objectionable if the subject did not fully
consent to participate or if the subject experienced “pain, discomfort, or distress.”1506 As noted
previously, Leffingwell also found fault with many instances of human vivisection on the
grounds of justice. Having recounted cases in which orphans or sick children in hospital wards
are used as the subjects of nontherapeutic experimentation, he rhetorically queried whether
“these tests…were made only upon the eyes of the orphans and foundlings, and the poor in
hospital and dispensary, and not upon the children of the wealthier classes.”1507 Indeed, he
concluded that the chief reason to condemn nontherapeutic experimentation on humans was the
practice’s “incurable injustice.”1508
Leffingwell singled out for special attention Dr. Hideyo Noguchi, a microbiologist at the
Rockefeller Institute for Medical Research, who, starting in 1910, tested a preparation named
luetin on human subjects, most of whom were children. Luetin was an extract of dead
Treponema pallidum, the syphilis bacterium, and, upon injection, was hoped to provide a reliable
test for syphilis infection. Tests conducted by Noguchi and others at a variety of institutions
incensed Leffingwell, who wrote:
The defense of all hospital experimentation upon children and adults, other than
procedures for their own benefit, is usually grounded upon (1) the absence of any severe
injury, and (2) the value of the results obtained. The defenders of the Noguchi
experiments insist that the disease was not transmitted; that there was no severe pain or
permanent injury; and that the inoculation with dead germs of syphilis could not have
caused an infection with the dread disease. This is probably true; although the excuse of
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painlessness cannot be fairly put forward [but]…Are experiments upon man only
reprehensible when injury follows?1509
Having built his argument up to this question, Leffingwell then unleashed his full attack, stating
All such experiments violate one of the most sacred of human rights. Every man, not a
criminal, has the inherent right to the inviolability of his own body…They imply a
suppression of the truth. Is it probable that any mother…would leave [her ailing child at
a hospital]…if she were distinctly informed that…it would be used for
experimentation…They imply a phase of deception, so far as a formal “consent” is ever
obtained without a full and complete statement of possible dangers.1510

A reformer of vivisection practice rather than an antivivisectionist, Leffingwell conceded
that some nontherapeutic experimentation was needed. In order to obtain the necessary human
subjects for the luetin tests, Leffingwell suggested that medical students ought be willing to
volunteer. Alternatively, he suggested “any number of volunteers” could likely be obtained “by
the offer of a gratuity of twenty or thirty dollars as a compensation for any discomfort that might
be endured.”1511 If the test was not risk-free, volunteers could still be obtained if there were
“sufficient compensation for all risks.”1512 Apparently, for Leffingwell, subjecting a subject to
discomfort and even risk was morally acceptable if experienced voluntarily and knowingly. (He
did not discuss that parents might volunteer their children in order to receive such a gratuity.)
For all of his concern about the poor in hospitals or other institutions and in the differential use
of poor rather than non-poor children as subjects, it appears that, to Leffingwell, poverty itself
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was no reason to protect an individual from nontherapeutic experimentation.1513 Indeed, in his
list of “varieties of human experimentation [that] do not necessarily offend the moral sense,” he
included “the poor man who is satisfactorily compensated for all risks, and therefore willing to
aid research.” In conclusion, Leffingwell drew up two lists, a list of acceptable experimentation
and one of unacceptable experimentation, and called for legislation to address the matter. (See
Appendix AT.)
Leffingwell was far from the only person incensed over the luetin tests. A number of
antivivisectionist organizations publicized the experiments and sought to uncover more
information. The story was covered in Life as well as in the New York daily newspapers.1514
The Hearst newspapers fed public concern over nontherapeutic experiments for years.1515 While
certain segments of the popular press supported the antivivisection movement’s vocal attacks on
some examples of nontherapeutic experimentation, the movement was not able to galvanize
sufficient support to enact its agenda of restricting or banning nontherapeutic research. In the
aftermath of the Pasteur’s work on rabies, the American public had come to value experimental
medicine as never before, and this appreciation for scientific research only grew with the
discoveries of insulin and the sulfa drugs.1516 From Pasteur’s rabies vaccine in the mid-1880s
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through the 1930s and 1940s, medicine and medical research would have appeared to be engaged
in a triumphant forward march, marked by the introduction of diphtheria anti-toxin, insulin
injections, and newer, safer vaccines. With its successes, the medical profession acquired
prestige and authority. The social standing of medical researchers was further heightened by the
1926 publication of the highly successful Microbe Hunters and later books, movies, and radio
programs in the same vein. Indeed, by the 1930s, physicians were among the most highly
respected professions in the United States, and the medical profession “enjoyed unprecedented
popular esteem.”1517 Awareness of the work of the Yellow Fever Commission in Cuba
(discussed in the military section of this chapter), accompanied by the knowledge that one of its
investigators had died while serving as an experimental subject, supported a public perception of
researchers as heroic, self-sacrificial, and driven by altruistic motives. In such a context, even
nontherapeutic research was not too alarming, in the eyes of many Americans. Rather, human
experimentation was publicly accepted and viewed as a necessary path by which medical
advances were made. Indeed, Susan Lederer concluded that the public perception of
“experimentation on patients and other human beings” had moved from “dubiousness to
privilege” by the 1930s.1518 In this environment, the antivivisectionists became increasingly
marginalized in pace with the increasing stature of the medical profession.

IV.

Legislation and jurisprudence
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In addition to debate about human experimentation in both medical and lay circles, there
were repeated efforts to regulate the conduct of human vivisection. In 1896, antivivisectionists
sought passage of a bill restricting the conduct of animal experimentation in the District of
Columbia and by the federal government.1519 While the bill was never voted upon due to the
Spanish-American War, a similar proposal was introduced in 1899.1520 At Senate committee
hearings related to the 1899 bill, testimony often dealt with the topic of human experimentation,
and the American Medical Association was called upon to “respond to the exploitation of
vulnerable human beings by vivisecting doctors.”1521 The cases covered in these hearings ranged
from the intentional inoculation with syphilis of lepers, including children, to experiments on
patients in the Baltimore Bay View Insane Asylum, to experimental lumbar puncture on children
ranging from newborns to a few years of age, some of whom were in the process of dying; to
Sanarelli’s yellow fever experiments.1522
In 1900, a new bill was proposed; it sought to regulate nontherapeutic experimentation on
humans in the District of Columbia. (See Appendix AU.) The bill called for “a fine of not less
than one thousand dollars or imprisonment for not less than one year, or both” for anyone found
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guilty of the “crime of human vivisection.”1523 If death were to result or be hastened by the
experiment, the bill called for the experimenter to be charged with manslaughter or murder.
Anyone found guilty of the crime of human vivisection would “be forever disqualified from the
practice of medicine in” D.C and/or be “dismissed from Government service and be forever
disqualified therefor.” Under the bill, the only persons authorized to experiment upon humans
would be specially-licensed physicians or surgeons, and any experiment that would entail pain or
distress would be permissible only after a third-party confirmed that the proposed experiment
involved “no risk to human life” and that the proposed subject “offering himself or herself for
experimentation” was at least twenty years old, “in full possession of all his or her reasoning
faculties,” and was “fully aware of the nature of the proposed experiment, and desires that it be
made.”1524 Aside from those under the age of twenty, the aged and infirm, and those not deemed
competent to volunteer for the experiment, the bill stipulated that no “experiment of any kind
liable to cause pain or distress shall be permissible upon…any woman during pregnancy nor
within a year after her confinement.”1525 Further, the bill stipulated that the experimental
volunteer must provide “written permission…signed in presence of two witnesses and duly
acknowledged before a public notary under seal.”1526 Explicitly excluded from the bill’s purview
were both therapeutic experimentation and “any experiments…made by medical students,
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physicians, surgeons, physiologists, or pathologists upon one another.”1527 This bill failed to
pass, as did similar bills in Maryland (1902), Illinois (1905 and 1907), and Pennsylvania bill
(1913).1528
In opposing such bills and refuting the need for external regulation, the American
medical and scientific establishments pointed to their self-regulation. While there were no
explicit codes of research ethics in the United States in the pre-World War II era, there was a
professional consensus that nontherapeutic research was subject to certain standards and that
there were certain lines that ought not be crossed. However, these standards were not inscribed
into policy statements and were often articulated only in response to a perceived breach of ethics.
For example, when Dr. Giuseppe Sanarelli announced in 1897 that he had given a candidate
bacillus to five people who then developed yellow fever, renowned physician William Osler
declared that “[t]o deliberately inject a poison of known high degree of virulency into a human
being, unless you obtain that man’s sanction… is criminal.”1529 Yet when Sanarelli’s experiment
was cited as evidence that the U.S. should pass legislation on the matter of human vivisection,
the medical and scientific establishments decried such efforts as legislative overreach, assuring
both legislators and the public that they could, and did, effectively self-regulate.
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When attempts to regulate human experimentation by means of legislation failed, some
attempted to use the courts. In 1912, the president of the New York Society for the Prevention of
Cruelty to Children filed a complaint against Hideyo Noguchi regarding his tests of luetin on
children; however, the District Attorney’s office did not prosecute Noguchi.1530 This was far
from the first effort to subject human experimentation to court scrutiny. Indeed, in 1840,
Beaumont himself was involved in a murder trial in which the defense attorneys declared that the
death was due, not to their client striking the victim’s head, but to Beaumont’s operation on the
victim, labeling Beaumont as “an evil physician who preferred to experiment upon a patient
rather than to cure him” and arguing that his operation “was upon the same principle of
curiosity…to see what was going on in there.”1531 In 1914 there were efforts in Congress and in
the New York and New Jersey state legislatures to empanel commissions to investigate
nontherapeutic experimentation, and the Bronx District Attorney’s office, the New York City
Department of Health, and the New York Commission of Charities investigated allegations of
nontherapeutic research on hospitalized children.1532

Standards for the Ethical Conduct of Nontherapeutic Research: Military
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One of the earliest known instances of the U.S. military setting ethical standards for
nontherapeutic research occurred in the wake of the Spanish-American War in 1898.1533 Yellow
fever, which was endemic in Cuba, had killed or incapacitated many of the American troops sent
there during the war, leading U.S. Army Surgeon General George Sternberg to send a research
team. Under the direction of Major (Dr.) Walter Reed, the Yellow Fever Board (also known as
the Yellow Fever Commission) sought to test the theory that yellow fever was spread via
mosquitoes. As no animal was known to be susceptible to the disease and thus no animal
subjects were available for researchers’ use, this study entailed the use of human subjects.
Individuals who served as research subjects risked contracting a severe, often deadly, illness for
which there was no treatment other than nursing care and symptom relief. The three physicians
on the Board who were not presumed immune to yellow fever decided to take turns serving as
research subjects: several of them participated in the study and one, Jesse Lazear, died of
experimentally-transmitted yellow fever. Along with these self-experimenting physicians, the
research was conducted on American soldiers and Spanish volunteers.
Army Surgeon General Sternberg had instructed that research subjects must have “full
knowledge” of the enterprise and give their consent, perhaps in response to the criticism of
Sanarelli’s yellow fever research, which had been published only a few years earlier.1534
Accordingly, the Board required individuals who agreed to serve as research subjects to sign a
contract, available in both English and Spanish. (See Appendix AV.) This document stated that
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the volunteer consented to be experimented upon, understood that participation
“endanger[ed]…life to a certain extent,” and would receive “the greatest care and most skillful
medical service…[and] $100 in American gold and that in case of …contracting yellow fever…a
further sum of $100 in American gold.”1535 As several of the volunteers were immigrants from
Spain, Reed discussed the research with the Spanish Consul, who indicated that he was not
troubled by the study so long as volunteers fully understood the proposed research and its
ramifications, provided written consent, and were of the age of consent (24 years).1536
Agreeing to potentially contract yellow fever was, in essence, agreeing to gamble with
your life, as there was no cure for the disease. One historian has uncovered an instance prior to
the creation of the Yellow Fever Board in which its director, Walter Reed, commented on the
ethics of such a research protocol. After Reed presented on a study of splenic leukaemia at the
October 1897 meeting of the Medical Society of the District of Columbia, another doctor
commented that “Since leucocytes destroy micro-organisms, it might be an interesting
experiment, were it justifiable, to inject bacteria into the blood of a leukaemic subject and note
whether the large number of leucocytes would so far increase phagocytosis as to protect the
system from bacteric infection.”1537 To this suggestion, Reed replied that he “would be afraid to
try [this] suggestion upon human beings” but that it could certainly be tried in a dog with
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leukemia.1538 Such an exchange ties the Yellow Fever Board’s work to an earlier era, in which
the guarantee of ethical research was the involvement of an ethical scientist or physician. Yet
the Yellow Fever Board’s experiments are most commonly cited to signal the arrival of a new
concept - the consent document. Lederer describes “the extraordinary choice to use written
contracts” as “a significant departure in the history of human experimentation.”1539
Use of written forms that addressed, at least briefly, the burdens and benefits of research
participation; autoexperimentation by some of the researchers; and the use of volunteers over the
age of consent afforded the volunteers in these yellow fever studies a level of protection from
exploitation and mistreatment. These standards are all the more remarkable for the fact that the
military could have simply ordered soldiers to participate in the studies. However, this 1900
example of the military setting ethical limits on nontherapeutic research was not anomalous. In
1925 an Army regulation pertaining to infectious disease research noted that volunteers ought be
used in experiments.1540 Likewise, in 1932, the Secretary of the Navy authorized experiments
“with the understanding that all subjects should be informed volunteers; that the detailed
protocol be approved in advance, and that every precaution be taken to prevent accidents.”1541
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Despite such statements, there were instances in which the participation of military
personnel as research subjects appeared less than fully informed and voluntary.1542 In its
historical review of government standards for human experimentation, the Presidential Advisory
Committee on Human Radiation Experiments (ACHRE) concluded that the “notion that consent
should be obtained from human subjects was clearly part of this tradition [of non-therapeutic
research conducted by the military]; less clear is how consistently this was applied and what
consent actually meant to those in authority.”1543 Susan Lederer concurred with this assessment,
writing, “For the most part…during the first forty years of [the 20th] century military
experimenters regarded voluntariness as an important feature of acceptable human
experimentation” while noting that “they did not define or explain their use of the word
volunteer.”1544 In some cases, the term volunteer appears to have been used interchangeably
with the term research subject, “with no special meaning intended regarding the decision of the
participants to join in an experiment.”1545 In summation, since the beginning of the twentieth
century, the United States military promulgated policies that stipulated that participants in
nontherapeutic research must provide consent. Questions remain, however, as to how informed
and voluntary this consent was. At the same time, it is important to recall that the current
standard of voluntary informed consent is a relatively recent concept.
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The Interconnection of Civilian and Military Research before and during World War II
In the civilian milieu, ethical standards for research on human subjects were almost
entirely developed by the research community itself; however, these standards were not wholly
isolated from public opinion for the concerns of the lay public could, and did, goad the scientific
community into articulating and enforcing its own standards. In the same way that the civilian
scientific world was impacted by public sentiment, it appears that the military research
establishment was affected by the debates and controversies occurring among civilian
researchers. A number of historians have speculated that U.S. Army Surgeon General George
Sternberg’s instructions to the Yellow Fever Board to use informed and consenting volunteers in
their research was likely guided by, at least in part, the negative reactions in both in the scientific
community and the lay public to Giuseppe Sanarelli’s injections into five unknowing and
unconsenting persons. Indeed, at least in the context of yellow fever research, military and
civilian researchers worked in parallel, publishing their findings to be read and discussed by each
other and testing each other’s claims and hypotheses.
During World War II, American military and civilian medical research efforts were
deeply intertwined. Civilian researchers served as experts and consultants to the military, while
military representatives liaised with the OSRD/CMR. As described in chapter 8, Dr. Adolph
conferred with the military to identify research questions, to secure subjects and access to
military establishments, and to share research findings. He and the other civilian researchers in
CMR-funded research maintained contact with military counterparts in order to stay abreast of
all the relevant new research findings and to help translate laboratory results into practical
guidance for the armed forces. However, they did not appear to defer to the military to set
ethical guidelines for human subjects research. (More research is needed, but I have seen no
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evidence yet of civilian researchers seeking ethical guidance from military officials.) When
World War II-era questions of ethics arose for civilian researchers, they requested guidance from
the CMR and/or NRC.1546 In the military realm, the Secretary of the Navy mandated in 1943
that he approve research that would be conducted on navy personnel.1547

Norms Governing Nontherapeutic Experiments on Humans
Research conducted by Susan Lederer and others has revealed not only that certain
populations (for example, orphans, prisoners, the poor) were used as the subjects of
nontherapeutic research but also that the use of these groups was the subject of debate among
both the lay public and the scientific establishment.1548 The fact that there was debate about the
ethics of experimentation is an important finding in of itself. In his history of the U.S. Public
Health Service Study of Untreated Syphilis (more commonly known as the Tuskegee syphilis
study), historian James H. Jones stated that “[m]any investigators whose work involved
nontherapeutic research on human beings no doubt were enlightened souls who viewed their
patients as people and thoughts in terms of “informed consent” decades before the term was
coined, but there was no system of normative ethics on human experimentation during the 1930s
that compelled medical researchers to temper their scientific curiosity with respect for the
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patient’s rights;” rather there was a “formless relativism.”1549 Likewise, in United States of
America v. Karl Brandt et al., the defense “readily discovered the lack of universally held or
published substantive standards on human experimentation in the United States prior to the
published 1946 American Medical Association principles.”1550 Indeed, there were no explicit
codes of research ethics in the United States prior to the World War II era, and the code of ethics
of the American Medical Association, adopted in 1847 and occasionally revised, did not address
human subjects research until 1946.1551 But the lack of an explicit code or published guidelines
should not be equated to either a lack of ethical conscientiousness or no agreement on what
ought and ought not be done in the realm of human experimentation. Lederer rebutted Jones’
assertion that there was “no system of normative ethics on human experimentation during the
1930s that compelled medical researchers to temper their scientific curiosity with respect for the
patient’s rights,” stating:
even before 1930, researchers observed limits in their experiments with human subjects.
Although lacking enforcement policies and far from perfect, ethical guidelines influenced
the conduct of research with both human and animal subjects in the decades before World
War II. At no time were American investigators free to do whatever they pleased with
their human subjects. Neither their peers nor the public would have stood for reckless
experimentation that endangered human lives.1552
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In both the military and civilian realms of medical research, standards of what researchers could
and could not do coalesced over time, and individuals spoke up to point out egregious violations
of these extant norms. While the military chain of command perhaps gave more opportunity for
the clear articulation of ethical standards for the conduct of research, there were such standards
in the civilian milieu as well. These standards were not inscribed into policy statements; often,
they were articulated only in response to a perceived breach of ethics. As researchers learned of
instances of nontherapeutic research that they deem egregious on point or another, they voiced
their reactions, both in oral addresses and in the articles and commentaries in medical journals.
These sources, together, created a de facto professional consensus on the ethical standards for
research.
The military had policies restricting nontherapeutic research of at least certain sorts to
informed volunteers. According to the unstated but nevertheless real ethical standards of the
civilian medical research profession, experimentation on humans should be preceded by prior
experimentation on animals.1553 Likewise, having experimented on oneself or one’s family
before turning to other research subjects was perceived as laudable. While self-experimentation
helped justify later nontherapeutic experimentation upon others, autoexperimentation could not,
by itself, render a nontherapeutic experiment morally acceptable.1554 Three other factors relevant
in judging the ethical permissibility of research on humans were therapeutic benefit, the
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avoidance of research-related injury, and consent.1555 In most cases, nontherapeutic research was
felt to necessitate the consent of the subject, but there were differences depending on the
situation. Certain types of non-harmful research could be conducted without securing individual
consent; however, subject consent was needy for risky research. Using ambulatory subjects for
nontherapeutic research entailed consent simply because the subject could leave if displeased
with the procedure.
Those concerned about the ethics of nontherapeutic research were particularly troubled
by such research when its subjects were ill-positioned to given truly voluntary consent.
Children, prisoners, soldiers, and some paid volunteers were all seen as being hindered in
making a voluntary decision to participate in research.1556 Even when valid consent was possible,
consent was not seen as providing a blank check to cause severe or irreparable harm to subjects
or to cause their terminal disease or death. Depending on the circumstance, civilian researchers
could conduct nontherapeutic research on healthy subjects, patients, and even on populations
incapable of giving meaningfully informed consent (such as institutionalized infants, small
children, and the inmates of mental asylums), but they were expected to be able to justify the
risks they inflicted upon others.1557

“Human Experimentation Is Not Only Desirable, But Necessary”: Grappling with Ethical
Quandaries in CMR-Authorized Medical Research
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While civilian researchers had the traditions and norms of their profession to guide them
when experimenting on humans, questions occasionally arose. By looking at one such case,
which dealt with the intentional infection of human volunteers with gonorrhea, we can see how
World War II-era civilian researchers operating under the auspices of the OSRD/CMR
understood and applied the norms of human subjects research.
Historically, venereal disease had winnowed the ranks of fighting men, and thus these
diseases were of concern to the CMR. In 1942, when a researcher asked the chairman of the
NRC’s Committee on Venereal Diseases about the desirability of a study in humans dealing with
chemical prophylaxis against gonorrhea, the question was referred to the chair of the CMR, Dr.
A. N. Richards. Richards responded that “human experimentation is not only desirable, but
necessary in the study of many of the problems of war medicine which confront us.”1558
However, Richards’ (and thus the CMR’s) endorsement of human experimentation was not a
mandate to do anything in the name of science. Rather, Richards specified
When any risks are involved, volunteers only should be utilized as subjects, and these
only after the risks have been fully explained and after signed statements have been
obtained which shall prove that the volunteer offered his services with full knowledge
and that claims for damage will be waived. An accurate record should be kept of the
terms in which the risks involved were described.1559
As the conversation about whether to conduct a gonorrhea study continued, Dr. J.E. Moore, the
head of the NRC’s subcommittee on venereal diseases, threw his support behind the idea. After
discussing five possible methods of studying the effectiveness of candidate prophylactic agents –
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in vitro studies, animal studies, the treatment of patients with gonorrhea, an observational study
of the use of different prophylactic agents in the field, and experiments with human volunteers –
Moore argued that only experiments with human volunteers would provide answers to the
questions what chemical substance was most effective in preventing gonorrhea and what were
the optimum conditions for its use. Moore acknowledged that animal tests might one day answer
these questions but reminded his audience that “our military problem [of gonorrhea] is now” and
human experimentation would “provide a definitive answer to the…questions in the shortest time
possible; and, since the experiments will be carried out in man, their results are clearly and
immediately applicable.”1560 Accompanying his frankly utilitarian argument in favor of human
experimentation, Moore outlined the ethical problems that would arise from pursuing an
alternative other than tests on human volunteers. Animal experiments would not provide the
military with the desired information in a timely manner. In order to conduct research on
patients, “a demonstrated method of cure” would have to be withheld, which would pose “a
considerable risk of serious complications of the disease to the patient and…a menace to the
public health.”1561 Finally, an observational study of experimental prophylactic agents in the
field would entail “deliberately…withhold[ing] prophylaxis from a control group of men, an
entirely indefensible procedure which cannot be medically countenanced, because of the risk of
infection with other and more serious diseases than gonorrhea (e.g., syphilis).”1562
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As such, Moore saw the way to proceed as deliberately infecting and then treating human
subjects who would be under strict observation, both to monitor their health and to prevent
transmission of the disease to others. A key element of such a study would be the selection of a
suitable population for use as research subjects. Moore listed several possible groups, dismissing
most on pragmatic grounds. Civilian volunteers were “obviously out of the question” as it would
be impossible “to obtain volunteers willing to submit to sexual isolation and medical supervision
for 6 months; and even if this were possible, the loss of manpower from industry would be
undesirable.”1563 Furthermore, such a study would be expensive. Military volunteers posed the
“same difficulties as to sexual isolation and loss of time from training or combat duty.”1564
Military prisoners’ sentences were too short to accommodate the protocol, and they might be
“nursing a grievance against the Armed Forces…[which would make them] psychologically
unsuitable.”1565 Likewise, COs were considered “psychologically unstable persons whose
cooperation might prove less than satisfactory.”1566 Furthermore, their numbers were small, and
it would be too expensive to establish the necessary medical facilities. In this document, which
is replete with assumptions and bias, the only rationale not to use a particular population that was
grounded in ethical, rather than pragmatic, considerations dealt with individuals who had been
institutionalized on the grounds of insanity or feeblemindedness. These could not be “seriously
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considered, since it is clearly undesirable to subject to any experimental procedure persons
incapable of giving voluntary consent.”1567
Having ruled out civilian and military volunteers, the institutionalized insane or
feebleminded, military prisoners, and COs, the chair of the NRC’s Subcommittee on Venereal
Diseases concluded that the “only population group which seems suitable” was prisoners, who he
considered likely willing to participate and who were “already subject to the necessary sexual
isolation” and had access to appropriate medical facilities.1568 Furthermore, many of these
prisoners would “have already had one or more attacks of gonorrhea,” so they would understand
“that the risks of the experiment are small.”1569 In Dr. Moore’s assessment, “many prisoners
have not lost their patriotism because imprisoned for crime…[and] many are anxious to do
whatever and all they can to help win the war,” including volunteering for a gonorrhea
experiment.1570
For all that Moore invoked ethical arguments in favor of his opinion that the proposed
trial should be conducted on human volunteers drawn from city and state prisoners, he did not
mention any ethical concerns in relation to the use of prisoner-subjects. Rather, he saw only two
“grounds for acceptance or rejection” of the proposal: the legality of the experiment and its
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expediency.1571 With regard to these, he felt that if prisoner-subjects participated “on a volunteer
basis, and subject to a properly executed release,” then the project would be “entirely legal.”1572
As for expediency, Moore set forth certain procedures by which to decrease “political risks” to
whichever elected officials would permitted the study to be carried out and, while
acknowledging that public reaction to the study would be “entirely a matter for speculation,” he
ventured to suggest that “the public has been well educated as to the venereal diseases…; that it
is aware of the menace of these diseases to the civilian population as well as to the military; and
that it will approve of any sound scientific proposal looking toward improved methods of
prevention or cure.”1573
National Academy of Sciences president Frank B. Jewett was opposed to the plan “except
as a last resort,” stating that if the proposed experiment was as vital to the military as Moore
suggested, then it seemed “that the Army and/or Navy could well contemplate getting a
sufficient number of true volunteers who would be willing to submit themselves both to the
experiment and to rigorous control for a six-month period.”1574 Jewett was opposed to the
protocol because of
the fact that prison populations are not free populations and that so-called volunteers
from such populations are not true volunteers in the ordinary sense. Their volunteering is
or can be alleged to have been brought about by reasons which are entirely absent in a
free population. In a word, their alleged voluntary participation is from the beginning
tainted with a strong suspicion of duress, which at a later date can be used with
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devastating event by the individuals themselves or by persons or groups who are opposed
to this type of experimentation.1575
Jewett felt there were ethical reasons to be concerned about the use of prisoner-subjects in
nontherapeutic medical research, and he perceived these ethical concerns as having ramifications
for both public policy and public opinion. Despite such reservations, the CMR would soon be
sponsoring research in prisons, not only of gonorrhea but also of malaria and jaundice. Jewett
and his counterparts had reconciled themselves to the gonorrhea proposal by suggesting “the
securing of volunteers be placed in the hands of other than prison authorities so far as this is
feasible.”1576 The gonorrhea experiment was eventually begun at the federal penitentiary at
Terre Haute, Indiana; however, the project was abandoned after technical problems arose in the
inducing of gonorrhea in the volunteers.1577
In this case study, ethical issues were articulated, discussed, and considered by the
individuals involved in coordinating CMR-funded research. Concerns were expressed about the
possibility of valid consent from prisoners, the feeble-minded, and the insane, and all parties
subscribed to the idea that any experimental infection of humans must be done in a scientificallyrigorous study and in an environment equipped to monitor the participants’ health, cure them of
their induced disease, and prevent accidental infection of others. Furthermore, those debating the
proposed gonorrhea study shared an unquestioned belief that such a study must be conducted
only on volunteers.
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In his autobiography, one prisoner-subject recalled a proposed study that was rejected by
the scientific administrators. The study called for the experimental induction of malaria in a
volunteer to be followed by biopsies of various organs, to demonstrate where the parasite had
housed itself in the human body. The protocol, which posed the risk of “uncontrollable
hemorrhage” from the biopsies, was rejected on the grounds “that work in parasitology had not
progressed far enough to warrant such potentially dangerous experiments on human
subjects.”1578 Research into such examples of declined proposals would shed light on how
World War II-era investigators weighed the pros and cons of a proposed study and what legal,
ethical, pragmatic, and public policy considerations were at play in their decisions about
conducting nontherapeutic research on volunteers from different populations. Thus, more
research is needed to more clearly articulate the ethical norms guiding CMR-funded research.
However, it is clear both that scientific investigators prior to World War II were concerned about
such matters as when consent was needed for research, in what situations and with what
populations consent could be valid, and what levels of harm were permissible (even with
consent) and that World War II-era investigators, both civilian and military, remained attuned to
these concerns. CMR-funded research that involved human subjects was to be good science; to
use as human subjects volunteers who were capable of valid consent and who had been given
some idea of what the research would entail; and to not cause the death or serious harm of
volunteers. When volunteers were to be given an illness in the course of the experiment, they
were to receive high quality medical care and, at some point, a curative therapy, if one existed.
Qualms were felt about using prisoners as volunteers, given doubts about the capability of
inmates’ consent being truly voluntarily; however, the decision was made to proceed with prison
research. It seems unlikely that this decision was solely a result of the wartime rush to results
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because prison research continued in the United States for several decades after World War II;
and indeed, whether or not research can be ethically conducted in prison remains a matter of
contention today.
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Conclusion

During World War II, approximately five hundred American COs who served in the CPS
program were utilized as research subjects in studies in which they were given malaria, atypical
pneumonia, infectious hepatitis, and frostbite; tested new drugs and experimental insecticides;
underwent sleep deprivation; and demonstrated the effect of altitude and diet. Having passed
their draft physical, these COs were apparently healthy men who stood to gain no benefit from
their participation in these nontherapeutic studies, yet they volunteered to do so. This
dissertation asked why did these men volunteer to serve as human guinea pigs and was their use
as research subjects in keeping with the ethical standards of the time?
I have told a story in which the American federal government exempted men who met
certain criteria from the obligation to serve in the military, either in a combatant or noncombatant
role. In return for this exemption, these men were required to perform alternative service under
the auspices of Civilian Public Service or else they were subject to imprisonment. What,
precisely, the required alternative service was shifted over the duration of CPS from manual
labor in CCC-style work camps to a range of options including both the CCC-type work as well
as assignments in the fields of public health, mental health, agriculture, and medical research.
The men who chose the later option, volunteering for transfer to a guinea pig unit, were healthy
volunteers participating in scientific studies whose explicit goal was to develop knowledge that
would be used to aid other groups – often servicemembers, sometimes war refuges or others
struggling with the humanitarian challenges of a global conflict. Researchers, pressured to
develop practical guidance as quickly as possible, used CO-subjects as available, compliant
bodies from whom to derive urgently-needed scientific data.
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Conscientious Objection in America, Historically and During World War II
The matter of conscientious objection involves a conflict of principles: the desire to
protect individual conscience versus the belief that all citizens have an equal duty to protect their
country. One author framed the conflict as “the clash between the ideal of liberty, and freedom
of conscience in particular, and the democratic demand for equity.”1579 In times of peace, it is
possible to overlook the inherent tension between these principles; however, when the nation
itself is perceived to be under threat, the respect for conscientious objection is often seen to
assume a secondary status to the need to protect the country.1580 The same dynamics are seen
with other civil liberties, for instance, the freedom of expression and assembly. However, unlike
with these other civil liberties, citizens cannot point to the Constitution when asserting their right
to conscientiously object. Throughout the history of the United States, the attempt to balance the
protection of individual conscience with the idea of universal duty to nation has played out
differently from conflict to conflict. Similarly, the treatment of COs has been different from
conflict to conflict. At the same time, the entire notion of rights and duties, and the relationships
between them, has changed over time.1581 As the United States moved ever-closer to entering
World War II, the conflict between those who prioritized the protection of individual conscience
and those who prioritized the obligation of service to the nation colored the negotiations between
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those lobbying for reform of the draft law’s CO provisions and those who were loath to permit
COs to be treated differently from other draftees.
In the United States, the World War II era (1941-1945) was “no ordinary time.”1582 An
American territory (Hawaii) had been attacked by a foreign nation, and millions of Americans
served in the armed forces. While most of the military action occurred outside of the territorial
boundaries of the United States, life on the homefront was dramatically impacted by the conflict.
The war years saw the rationing of consumer goods on a scale unseen since the Civil War while,
at the same time, the standard of living improved in many ways from that of the Depression
years. A wave of internal migration upended traditional population patterns and created new
population centers, particularly in the western and southern areas of the United States. A
massive expansion of both the federal government and industrial productivity changed the very
nature of work, and the resultant demand for manpower enabled both non-whites and women to
enter occupations that previously had been all but closed to them. The influx of hitherto
unimagined numbers of American women into the paid workforce challenged prevailing gender
norms and necessitated new approaches to such domestic issues as childcare. Even family pets
left home, given to the military by their owners.1583 Indeed, it may be that no aspect of the
homefront was untouched by the enormous changes that occurred during the World War II era.
President Franklin D. Roosevelt was focused on winning the war, and the massive social and
structural reforms that he had championed during his earlier terms were relegated to the back
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burner as he focused his attention on the military conflict.1584 In Roosevelt’s own terms, “Dr.
Win-the-War” replaced “Dr. New Deal.”1585 John Morton Blum argued that Roosevelt took a
“necessitarian” view of the war, in which the need to win, and to win as quickly as possible,
guided all policy decisions. As such, issues that previously had been of paramount importance to
his administration were re-examined in light of their relevance to the successful prosecution of
the war and were re-prioritized accordingly. In many ways a champion of liberal values,
Roosevelt thus became the President who authorized the first peacetime conscription, internment
of enemy aliens, and a number of measures that infringed upon civil liberties.
When it seemed the entire world was at war - and that every aspect of life on the
homefront had been altered because of the war - it was not very comfortable to be a
conscientious objector. American men of all walks of life were serving in the military, either as
volunteers or draftees. Men who had been deemed not fit to serve reported being uncomfortable
as a result of being instantly noticeable in a population most of the other men of their age had
gone off to fight. Conscientious objectors were not found unfit for military service; rather, they
had refused to participate. Under the Selective Training and Service Act of 1940, COs had three
options available to them. Those who were willing to serve in noncombatant capacities, such as
medics, could do so. Those who were not willing to serve in the military as a noncombatant but
were willing to perform alternative national service could join CPS. Those who considered both
of the previous options to be unconscionable were subject to imprisonment as absolute objectors.
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Of these three options, popular opinion held that noncombatants were odd but acceptable; CPS
campers were cowardly dupes; and absolute objectors were traitors.

Differential Treatment of Research Subjects during World War II
In 1993, Paul McNeil published The Ethics and Politics of Human Experimentation,
which he described as “concerned with finding an appropriate balance between the major
interests in human experimentation: the interests of sciences and the interests of subjects.”1586 In
the context of total war, it might be expected that the interests of science are perceived to
outweighing the interests of subjects (as happened in some German and Japanese research),
particularly when the subjects are unwilling to serve in the military. Indeed, even in peacetime,
Supreme Court Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes Jr. had articulated the notion that, given that the
state might “call upon the best citizens for their lives,”…“[i]t would be strange if it could not call
upon those who already sap the strength of the State for…lesser sacrifices.”1587 Far from being
peacetime, much of 1942 - the year in which NSBRO’s Paul French suggested to the Surgeon
General that COs be used as the subjects of medical research – was a time of devastating losses
for the Allies. Japan was advancing through the Pacific, conquering American-held Guam,
Wake Island, and the Philippines, as well as the Dutch East Indies and Bataan. In what Prime
Minister Winston Churchill described as “the worst disaster and largest capitulation in British
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history,” British forces surrendered Singapore to the attacking Japanese.1588 At mid-year, the
Americans won the Battle of Midway, but, at the same time, the Japanese invaded the Aleutian
Islands. In the name of protecting the continental United States from a Japanese invasion, the
American government authorized the internment of over one hundred thousand Japanese and
Japanese Americans. The Nazi liquidation of Lidice, a town in Czechoslovakia, sent shock
waves throughout the world; the joint Canadian/British raid on Dieppe, France ended in disaster;
and the German army began its brutal assault on Stalingrad. Meanwhile, the Allies surrendered
Tobruk, Libya, to a German offensive. Yet even in the darkest days of the Allied war effort,
when it came to the use of American COs as research subjects during World War II, the interests
of CO-subjects were never totally disregarded.
Public disapproval of COs, mixed with the perceived urgency to answer scientific
questions of importance to the military, could have created an environment in which the welfare
and civil liberties of CO research subjects were subjugated, and scientists were allowed
unfettered liberty to use these men in any way that would advance their research. That this did
not happen is even more remarkable when compared to the contemporaneous use of military
personnel as research subjects.1589 According to the Institute of Medicine (IOM), almost 60,000
servicemen were used as human experimental subjects in tests of mustard agents and Lewisite
conducted under the auspices of the OSRD’s National Defense Research Committee and CMR.
The IOM committee investigating this research found that participating servicemen were
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recruited “through lies and half-truths.”1590 The men who participated in the chemical weapons
tests had “volunteered to ‘test summer clothing’ in exchange for extra leave time before being
sent overseas.”1591 They did not learn what the experiments entailed until after they arrived at
the test sites, and “many were not told to what agent they would be exposed.”1592 This is in stark
contrast to the COs’ opportunities, in both the anti-louse studies and the Rochester research
projects, to discuss the proposed research with the investigators before deciding to volunteer.
My impression, from the materials I have surveyed, is that most, if not all, CPS guinea pigs were
able to speak with and ask questions of investigators prior to participating in research activities,
though no such requirement was included in Administrative Directive No. 18, which governed
the use of CPS assignees in connection with OSRD/CMR-approved research projects. (See
Appendix L.)
Another dramatic difference between the tests of chemical weapons on servicemembers
and the research on COs (certainly for the anti-louse and Rochester studies that I investigated indepth and seemingly for the other studies) was the atmosphere of the testing. COs felt their
participation to be voluntary and that they had the ability to cease to participate at any time,
though some COs thought that doing so would earn them a ticket back to a CPS camp. Even
when they chafed under the perceived autocratic nature of some of the researchers, most CO-
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subjects felt themselves to be partners in the research. In contrast, the IOM concluded that the
American servicemen used in tests of mustard agents or Lewisite “experienced intense fear.”1593
These servicemen were sworn to secrecy about the experience and told that they would go to
prison if they ever divulged their participation in the test. Men who became sick during tests
were threatened with courts martial if they did not continue the test. Subjects noted that the test
chambers did not open from inside and felt trapped. (In contrast, the COs in Dr. Fenn’s altitude
tests, while they could not open the door of the tank in which altitude/air pressure tests were
conducted, could sound an alarm and, in recalling the set-up, treated it as a matter of comedy, not
concern. They also were always accompanied by another individual whose purpose was to keep
the experimental subject safe, should he black-out or have other problems.) Most alarming,
some of the servicemen used in these tests thought they witnessed other experimental subjects
die; despite this, they were forced to continue participating and to stay silent about their
experience.
The military test subjects, like the CO-subjects, received “no formal long-term follow-up
medical care or monitoring.”1594 In the studies I have reviewed, the CO subjects were not
expected to suffer any long-term consequences from their research participation, rendering this
lack of long-term assessment unfortunate but not egregious. In contrast, years before the World
War II testing occurred, it was known that “mustard agents and Lewisite could produce long-
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term debilitating health problems,” making the lack of long-term follow-up highly disturbing.1595
This instrumental use of American World War II-era servicemembers as research subjects
underscores the extent to which research on COs was conducted in accordance with a different
set of ethical norms. The reason for this is not totally clear. After all, the IOM states that the
civilian OSRD/CMR was involved in tests of mustard agents and Lewisite on servicemembers.
If anything, it would have seemed that research on servicemembers would have been held to a
higher bar than research on COs. While civilian research ethics norms were unwritten and
largely articulated only in response to a perceived breath of ethics or criticism, the military had a
history of policy guidelines requiring that research only be conducted on volunteers.
Furthermore, while COs had largely negative press during World War II, servicemembers were
held in high esteem: as such, it would have seemed more problematic, from a public opinion
standpoint, to mistreat CO-subjects than military subjects.

Rothman’s Framing of Nontherapeutic Human Subjects Research in World War II-era America
In Strangers at the Bedside, Rothman described a virtual “drafting” of certain populations
to serve as research subjects during World War II, stating that “the common understanding that
experimentation required the agreement of the subjects – however casual the request or general
the approval – was often superseded by a sense of urgency that overrode the issue of
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consent.”1596 Noting the wartime urgency and the rush to results mentality I have described,
Rothman argued that
wartime conditions brought a reliance on such procedures as the draft, forced military
duty, and assignment to combat – and these new facts inevitably affected the mind-set of
researchers. Every day thousands of men were forced to face death, whether or not they
understood the campaign, the strategy, or the cause. Since these investigations were
integral to the military effort, the rules of the battlefield seemed to apply to the
laboratory. Researchers were no more obliged to obtain the permission of their subjects
than the Selective Service was to obtain the permission of civilians to become soldiers.
One part of the war machine conscripted a soldier, another part conscripted an
experimental subject, and the same principles held for both.1597
In spite of this context, Rothman wrote that the COs were protected from coercion and that all
CPS assignee-subjects were volunteers. Indeed, he perceived the research on COs to “not violate
the dignity or the rights of subjects.”1598 In noting differences in American researchers’
utilization of research subjects from different populations, Rothman explained that when
researchers “sensed the possibility of an adverse public reaction, they behaved cautiously…The
presumption was full speed ahead, except where negative fallout was most likely.”1599 While it
was not the purpose of this dissertation to analyze why CO-subjects were treated differently than
soldier-subjects, it seems that concern about public opinion does not provide a fully-convincing
explanation of why World War II era research on COs was premised on the idea of voluntary
consent. Using COs instrumentally, unless the research was particularly dangerous or gruesome,
likely would not have upset the general American public, just as it was not disturbed by the use
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of prisoners as research subjects. At a time when, as described in chapter 4, COs were construed
as deviants, cowards, insufficiently masculine, unpatriotic, and not part of a united, cohesive
nation, many Americans likely would have applauded the “drafting” of “conchies” for research
that was of use to the troops and the war effort. In contrast, the main source of complaints,
should COs have been drafted for use as research subjects, would likely have been the HPCs and
other peace advocates.1600 The compulsory use of COs as research subjects may have been
acceptable to the Friends and some other parts of the HPC coalition if the research had
humanitarian uses and if the research subjects were not subject protocols that were considered
overly harsh or too dangerous protocols; however, research that was seen as solely of military
benefit would have been considered unacceptable to the HPCs.
While Rothman attributed the differential treatment of COs as research subjects
primarily to the CMR’s concerns about avoiding public opposition, he noted two other factors
that I find more pertinent in explaining the higher standards that characterized the research on
COs. First, he noted that for at least some of the research that CPS assignees participated in, “the
experiments required competent and cooperative subjects…capable of carrying out routine tasks
under normal conditions.”1601 It had long been understood that research subjects capable of
walking away if dissatisfied needed to be treated a certain way lest a researcher loose his or her
subjects. I believe this pragmatic aspect of human experimentation was at play in the treatment
of CO subjects. Second, Rothman noted that there were many entities involved in the
administration of CPS. While it was a continual source of irritation to some CPS assignees,
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Rothman argued that having the Selective Service and various religious groups serving as
gatekeepers to the CPS assignees provided “the closest scrutiny” of the proposed research, thus
ensuring that it was ethically appropriate and shielding the COs from any coercion (because
requests for men had to be channeled through the levels of CPS bureaucracy).1602 While I do not
believe that either Selective Service or the religious groups gave the proposed research
exceptionally close scrutiny), I agree that the researchers’ inability to simply use COs as subjects
without any oversight contributed to an environment in which voluntary consent of the subjects
was central.1603 (Jon Harkness made a parallel argument about prisoners: that they were largely
protected from unchecked abuse by researchers by the mere fact of an involved criminal justice
bureaucracy.)1604
Another of Rothman’s conclusions – that “researchers and subjects were more likely to
be strangers to each other, with no necessary sense of shared purpose or objective” – is largely
correct when applied to the general practice of nontherapeutic research but needs some nuance
for the case of research on CO-subjects.1605 As seen in Chapters 5 and 8, in many cases
researchers were trying to find available, appropriate, and cooperative bodies on whom to
conduct their research, and in these cases the subjects and the researchers likely were strangers
with disparate goals or purposes. In the case when a researcher arrived at an Army base to
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conduct research on a wide variety of personnel for a short period of time, it is doubtful that any
meaningful sense of community would be developed or that the subjects would have any real
sense of involvement in or ownership over the research - all the more so when their cooperation
was likely granted by their commanders, rather than solicited from them individually. However,
when guinea pig research units were set up to provide researchers with a subject pool,
relationships developed between the subjects and the researchers. They worked together, often
daily; they often socialized together outside of work hours; they sometimes exchanged views
about conscientious objection and duty to the nation; and they often served as subjects together,
given the frequent self-experimentation of researchers. In selecting subjects from those who had
volunteered, a member of the research team frequently went to a CPS camp to describe the
project and to interview volunteers: as such, at least one member of the research team had at least
limited insight into the CPS system and what the men in it were doing. The work relationships
and the accompanying ties of sociability and proximity that developed between the guinea pigs
and researchers not only meant that they ceased being strangers to each other, but it often led to
an emotional and academic involvement in the research on the part of the subjects. In some
cases, the CPS men were persuaded that the studies had true scientific or humanitarian worth and
thus wanted to see the projects succeed. In other cases, the CPS men were intrigued by the
scientific questions, sometimes developing their own research protocols or inventing new
measures or tests. In other cases, the CPS men just wanted their research colleagues to be
pleased with the project and its progress. And in at least one case, a CPS man actively sought to
thwart the research protocol, for reasons that may have related to his conscientious objection to
war. Even in this last (seemingly rare) case, where the researchers and one or more of the guinea
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pigs indeed had “no…sense of shared purpose or objective,” they were certainly no longer
strangers.

Wartime Exceptionalism
In writing about the human experimentation of the Nazi doctors, historian Robert Proctor
stated, “things can happen in war that would not be tolerated in peacetime.”1606 (This is in
keeping with Mary Dudziak’s analysis of wartime as a concept in which “the rules…change.
Some burdens are more tolerable because we think of war as important and exceptional, and also
because, by definition, wartime comes to an end.”1607) I agree with Procter, to a point. Only in
wartime would the conscription of COs seem feasible. (Indeed, in the United States, there are
COs only in wartime, as there is no standing draft.) Only in wartime would men have to undergo
various tests intended to determine the purity of their religious and pacifist convictions. Only in
wartime would law-abiding men be removed from their home communities and, under penalty of
law, be placed in rural camps to perform labor for the government. Yet, the idea of using
compliant bodies as healthy subjects of human experimentation is certainly not an idea that
would only be justified in a wartime context. While the idea of assigning COs to perform
alternative service for years without pay is a product of wartime exceptionalism, there is a long
history, during both peace and war, of researchers seeking out available subjects for biomedical
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tests. Likewise, there is a long history of such subjects using their participation in research to
express their own agency.
In many cases, healthy volunteers participate in nontherapeutic research because they are
seeking to earn money, the compensation received for being a research subject. In the case of
research on prisoners – now highly restricted, but once widespread in the United State - healthy
volunteers sought money, a respite from boredom, access to healthcare services, contact with
non-prison personnel, the possibility that their volunteering would be weighed positively in
parole determinations, and a host of other benefits. In the case of research on patients, many
patient-subjects are seeking a blend of efficacious medical treatment, increased medical
surveillance and access to medical personnel, and an opportunity to contribute to the larger fight
against a disease or condition or to help other. Well-intentioned people can disagree about
whether patients are able to make an autonomous decision to participate in research or whether
these decisions are always colored by therapeutic misconception; likewise, they can disagree
about whether prisoners are able to make autonomous decision about research participation or
the prison context is inherently coercive. The important point for this discussion is the fact that
being a research subject can be viewed as an act of agency, a demonstration of an individual’s
efforts to control his own life. This point was explicitly made in the early AIDS epidemic when
those with the disease demanded access to clinical trials and other research activities.

Agency in the Context of Constrained Circumstances
I have argued that the use of CPS assignees in World War II-era research was not a case
of a marginalized, convenient, and captive group being drafted into research. CPS assignees
were, more or less, convenient and captive. They were drafted and, at their request, assigned to
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Civilian Public Service. They had the option of leaving CPS to enter either the noncombatant or
the combatant sectors of the military or to go to jail, and they had the option to request a transfer
to a different CPS unit. Despite these limited options, they were clearly under the authority of
Selective Service and not free to do as they pleased. Likewise, they were marginalized. Being a
CO during World War II meant taking a position that few men at that time took, and it meant
confronting a nation –and sometimes a community, a family, or even a spouse or a romantic
partner – who was confused, saddened, disappointed, or angered by that stance. Despite these
pressures and serious constraints on their autonomy, however, the CPS assignees who became
“guinea pigs” did so voluntarily, not because they were drafted for use as research subjects. The
use of COs as guinea pigs was voluntary on two levels. First, those representing the COs,
specifically the HPCs and NSBRO, sought to create opportunities for COs to serve in medical
research projects. Next, individual COs volunteered to serve as guinea pigs in specific research
projects.
Drawing upon a wide array of sources, I have sought to demonstrate that CO-subjects
saw participation in research as offering benefits even when they stood to gain no benefit from
the research itself. I have claimed that each CO-subject had an set of reasons for volunteering,
some of which were shared by other guinea pigs (for example, the altruistic desire to benefit
humanity or the desire to prove that a CO stance was not a cover for cowardice) and some of
which were quite personal (for example, to be geographically closer to a loved one or to have
access to a divinity school.) Each CO made an individual calculation in deciding to volunteer for
a guinea pig unit, weighing factors such as access to certain institutions, people, or geographical
areas; dissatisfaction with current work assignment; or desire to be involved in a constructive
endeavor. As such, a case can be made that in the case of World War II COs, becoming a guinea
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pig was a way, within the confines of Selective Service rules, to reclaim ownership over one’s
body, one’s physical location, one’s work, and the ultimate end for which one was laboring.
Upon first reporting to camp, the CPS man found himself to work on a project that he did
not choose and that he may, or may not, have seen has having value. By seeking transfers to
other camps and, once other types of projects began, to other types of CPS assignments, the CPS
man sought to find a position that he found morally acceptable and worthwhile of his time. For
some, it was enough to find a harmonious situation. For others, it was necessary to find a place
where they could engage in the “moral equivalent of war” while confined to the homefront. For
others, the ideal placement allowed them to prove to themselves, their families, or to the nation,
that their CO stance was not a cover for cowardice. For many, it was important to find a CPS
assignment that allowed “constructive” activity that would somehow be of benefit to someone.
Harry Martens, a CO guinea pig in the U.S. Surgeon General’s atypical pneumonia research,
wrote
In May 1945, while I was at Clear Spring, Maryland, Civilian Public Service Camp 24,
unit 4, I applied to be transferred to a “guinea pig” unit. I had been in conservation work
camps where I had been a cook and helped some with forestry and soil conservation, but
I felt that I wanted to do something that would help people directly. I was thinking that I
wanted to do service valuable to saving human life rather than taking human life, which
was what the war was all about. Somewhere, maybe it was on a camp bulletin board, I
found information that asked for volunteers willing to be human subjects in a medical
experiment to begin in June at Pinehurst, North Carolina. I signed up.1608
Martin Ponch, a CPS assignee who served as a guinea pig both in the anti-louse trials and in
altitude research being conducted at Harvard Medical School, found meaning in the guinea pig
work that he didn’t find in the CCC-type labor assignments. While enthusiastic about his guinea
pigging, he recounted that when it came to his assigned work on a Forest Service project:
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For a while there I would report to work, because there were technicalities, you know, if
you didn’t report to work you obviously were refusing to work. But I didn’t want to
refuse, because you get several years in jail just for refusing to work. I didn’t want to go
to jail. So I would come out in the morning with my dungarees and whatever you needed
to get out in the woods, and I’d say to the Forest Service man, “Mr. McCloskey, you have
any work of national importance today?” And he’d say, “Same as we had yesterday.”
And I’d say, “Sorry that is not work of national importance according to my books, so I’ll
go back to my editing.”1609
CO Charles Lord volunteered for the hepatitis experiments because he wanted to help those at
risk of contracting the disease.
I heard that the government was inviting volunteers for a jaundice experiment at the
University of Pennsylvania Hospital at Philadelphia. I thought that I would like to go and
take part in that because many people were dying of jaundice in Italy and other places.
They said more U.S. soldiers died of jaundice than of fighting in Italy at that point. So
many friends were facing possible death in the army and I was very happy to offer myself
as a guinea pig to help in the struggle to understand hepatitis.1610
Such men’s motivations for participating in research were as individual as were the men.

Service to the State and Humanity

In their study of American conscientious objection during World War II, Sibley and
Jacob found two recurring emphases in CO thought and action, and they blamed much of the
strife and dissention in CPS on the fundamental conflict between these two motifs.1611 On the
one hand, they noted the idea of a “resistance” motif, whereby COs framed their wartime
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experience in the language of liberty, civil rights, transformation of social and political
institutions, and social and political revolution. In this framing, CPS was an unacceptable
capitulation of conscience to the State, and the HPCs were culpable for going along with and
thus participating in conscription. COs who viewed CPS in accordance with this resistance motif
were more likely to buck the authority of camp administrators, to engage in slowdowns, protests,
petitions, or strikes, or to “walk out” of camp.
The opposing motif was that of service. Sibley and Jacob stated that the service motif
“exalted work” for several different reasons – “partly to evidence sincerity, partly to atone for
guilt, and partly to be of service to humanity in its time of need.”1612 To Sibley and Jacob, “relief
activities, conservation, medical experimentation, hospital work –and, indeed, almost any type of
civilian work – were” ways that COs who ascribed to the service motif sought to demonstrate
their willingness to provide “service without stint.”1613 Sibley and Jacob’s notion that World
War II COs tended to identify with either the “service” or “resistance” concepts was taken up by
historian Scott Bennett, who wrote that the World War II-era COs who identified with the WRL
“took three distinct positions toward CPS: service, resistance, and absolutist.”1614
Those who took the service position accepted alternative service as a good-faith attempt
by the government to honor individual conscientious. These men welcomed the
opportunity to apply religious principles and serve humanity through hospital work,
participation in medical experiments, conservation projects, relief activities, and other
meaningful service. Those who chose resistance – mainly radical political and religious
COs – emphasized liberty, civil rights, and social reform in CPS, in prison, and in the
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broader society. These COs also tended to spurn the service wing, which they viewed as
a complicit tool of the war-making state.1615
A CO articulated this difference in viewpoint, stating
You had in the camps (this was especially true of the Quaker camps) men of
diametrically opposite philosophies in terms of work. You had some people who felt the
way in which you should deal with this forced labor was to give 200 percent and
persuade the government by your industry. This was the [American Friends] Service
Committee philosophy in the beginning, the “second-mile” philosophy. And you worked
hard, and if you did a hell of a job, why, you’d get better opportunities, general hospitals
or parachute units and exciting alternative service. There was another group of people,
equally sincere and dedicated, who felt the whole thing was an outrage and the thing to
do was refuse to work or do as little as you could in order to demonstrate the injustice of
the situation.1616
In my study of why over five hundred COs volunteered to participate in the guinea pig
projects, the service motif identified by Sibley and Jacob is central. The desire to be of service is
a crucial motivator coloring everything from the foundation of the AFSC (a guiding precedent
for CPS) to the alternative service proposals put forth by the HPCs. While noting that the reality
fell short of the ideal, Sibley and Jacob described the idea behind CPS as having been “that of a
religious order whose members, though under legal compulsion, were moved primarily by their
personal ideals to perform a sacrificial service. The c.o. was expected to demonstrate by the
superior quality of his work the integrity and constructive nature of his faith.”1617 In 1941, a
college student who was headed to CPS wrote, “We, who will go to camp, should…make of it a
blessing for God, for mankind, and for ourselves.”1618 Several years later, a reporter wrote that
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One of the first men I met at West Campton was an earnest, idealistic young Quaker from
Swarthmore who believed that the work camp idea had great beneficial possibilities in
peace, as in war, provided it could be linked up with human welfare projects. “I believe
the individual owes society a debt, but not a blood debt,” he said…[before] expounding
the benefits of cooperative outdoor work for the city youth and suggesting that the work
camp movement should become international and throw young people of all countries
into constructive contact.1619
The same author noted that the COs at that camp and others characteristically observed “a keen
desire for assignment to overseas relief and reconstruction work.”1620
That some number of COs opted for CPS expecting it to be an opportunity to engage in
constructive, sacrificial labor and then found it lacking is evidenced by the fact that some
assignees requested to be reassigned to noncombatant positions. Approximately five percent of
those who served in CPS sought reassignment as I-A-O (available for noncombatant service),
and while this may have been because I-A-O carried with it the wages of an active-duty soldier,
Sibley and Jacob state that many COs were motivated to leave CPS for noncombatant positions
because of “the feeling that work in the Army and Navy constituted a more direct relief of
human suffering than was possible in most Civilian Public Service camps and units.”1621 They
quoted one man, who said, “I thought giving medical aid to wounded soldiers more ‘work of
national importance’ than most anything in C.P.S,” while another explained that he found the
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Army Medical Corps to be engaged in “more constructive work” than the CPS units.1622 Another
man who left CPS to work in the noncombatant Medical Corps wrote, “To compare this ward
work in hospitals and assistance at operating tables near the front lines to manicuring Crabtree
Meadows…is absurd.”1623 A CO who left CPS with the intention of accepting noncombatant
service explained that, out of all the negative impacts of his going into CPS – including financial
hardship for his family and social pressure on his wife –
what finally got under my skin more than anything else [was] the sense of not really
sharing the fate of one’s generation, but of sort of coasting alongside all of that; you
couldn’t feel that you were part of anything terribly significant in what you were doing
[CCC-type work and service at a mental hospital]. Not that what you were doing was
useless, but it was not terribly useful. One would prefer to be doing something else with
one’s times, or to have felt, if one was kept from doing what one wanted to do with one’s
time, that the thing we were forced to do was in some sense significant and valuable.1624
For some of those who found the soil conservation and forestry tasks of the CPS camps
unacceptable assignments, serving as a medical research subject was a preferable option. One
CO commented that the experiments “were publicized, people got to hear about it, so there’s no
doubt that part of it was an effort to make a positive image and to do something.”1625 For many
of those who chafed at the CCC-type work assignments in the early CPS camps, serving as
research subjects provided the opportunity to make a positive witness against war. One CO who
volunteered for a vitamin A experiment commented, “We were eager to volunteer for something.
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Gee, you didn’t feel you were making much headway on the wards and with patients [at the
mental hospital.] We wanted something worthwhile.”1626 One critic of CPS wrote that, in
contrast to much of the work assigned to CPS assignees, “much of the service performed by men
in mental hospital and training school units, as experimental guinea pigs, and in other more
exotic special assignments did approach the ideal of ‘work of national importance.’”1627 Another
CO referred to the medical experiments conducted on CO volunteers as “real contributions.”1628
The research projects provided COs some hope that, by serving as research subjects, they
would be contributing to the betterment of civilians abroad or even worldwide. As described in
Chapter 5, the AFSC supported the Rockefeller Foundation’s use of COs in tests of insecticides
because they thought the discovery of an effective anti-louse agent would be vitally important in
protecting refugee populations from typhus. The University of Minnesota Semi-Starvation
project was explicitly set up to gather data about how to rehabilitated malnourished individuals,
such as could expect to be found among refugees or prisoners of war. Indeed, one of the SemiStarvation guinea pigs testified in favor of a Senate bill that would increase the amount of food
supplies allowed into post-war Germany.1629 One CO justified his participation in altitude
research on the grounds that “aviation helps bring this world together. The more we can see the
other guy’s country and he, ours. The more we can do these exchange visits and so on, the better
off we’re going to be. It may contribute to peace. So I felt that it was a good experiment and
1626

Paul and Jayne Wilhelm in Heather T. Frazer and John O’Sullivan, “We Have Just Begun To Not Fight”: An
Oral History of Conscientious Objectors in Civilian Public Service during World War II (New York, NY: Twayne
Publishers, 1996) 177.
1627

Gordon C. Zahn, Another Part of the War: The Camp Simon Story (Amherst, MA: University of Massachusetts
Press, 1979) 78.
1628

Friends in Civilian Public Service: Quaker Conscientious Objectors in World War II Look Back and Ahead; a
Conference (Wallingford, PA: Pendle Hill, 1998) 17.
1629

J. Henry Dasenbrock, To the Beat of a Different Drummer: A Decade in the Life of a World War II
Conscientious Objector (Winona, MN: Northland Press of Winona, 1989) 174-175.

466

worthwhile.”1630 Another CO wrote that his research participation, “with all its drafts,
drawbacks and pressures” was “worthwhile.”1631 “The doctors in charge expressed the faith that
much may be learned through this experiment about the possibility of transfer to distant hospitals
by plans of patients with specialized diseases;” furthermore, the CO wrote, he was “congenitally
optimistic enough to see…a future peopled with many thus saved from death, some even cured
for constructive living.”1632

Epilogue
The history of human experimentation, as currently written, is largely a story of unethical
research on unsuspecting or unconsenting individuals. Yet the American COs who served as
research subjects during World War II were neither unsuspecting nor unconsenting, uninformed
nor unwilling. Rather, they saw participating in research as something that they could turn to
their own ends, be those helping humanity or merely themselves. The use of American World
War II COs is factually different from many of the other accounts of nontherapeutic research in
that the COs offered themselves up, as a group and individually, for use as guinea pigs. The
story told here complicates our thinking about coercion, voluntarism, and other topics that are
important not only historically but also today. The COs were draftees and were under the control
of the Selective Service System; yet they found ways to express agency within the constraints
that were imposed upon them. Thus, while only a tiny fraction of the American men drafted
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during World War II, the approximately 500 guinea pigs provide an important case study that
sheds light on the motivations that led some men to willing participate in nontherapeutic research
that was, in many cases, onerous and unpleasant and sometimes dangerous and disgusting.
Times have changed: there is no longer a draft; research in prisons is highly restricted; a
complex regime regulates the conduct of human subjects research; the majority of normal
volunteers in the United States are paid individuals who make a living by participating in studies
conducted by contract research organizations (CROs); and human subjects research is
increasingly being “offshored” to nations other than the United States. Beliefs regarding what
can ethically be done to humans in the name of research are historically-contingent and have
evolved over time. Despite the dramatic differences between the World War II era and today,
the central questions of this dissertation – why do healthy people volunteer as research subjects,
and is their use in keeping with the ethical norms of day – remain.
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Appendix A: i sing of Olaf glad and big, by e. e. Cummings
As reprinted by Poets.org, http://www.poets.org/viewmedia.php/prmMID/15408

i sing of Olaf glad and big
whose warmest heart recoiled at war:
a conscientious object-or
his wellbelovéd colonel (trig
westpointer most succinctly bred)
took erring Olaf soon in hand;
but--though an host of overjoyed
noncoms(first knocking on the head
him)do through icy waters roll
that helplessness which others stroke
with brushes recently employed
anent this muddy toiletbowl,
while kindred intellects evoke
allegiance per blunt instruments-Olaf(being to all intents
a corpse and wanting any rag
upon what God unto him gave)
responds, without getting annoyed
“I will not kiss your fucking flag”
straightway the silver bird looked grave
(departing hurriedly to shave)
but--though all kinds of officers
(a yearning nation's blueeyed pride)
their passive prey did kick and curse
until for wear their clarion
voices and boots were much the worse,
and egged the firstclassprivates on
his rectum wickedly to tease
by means of skillfully applied
bayonets roasted hot with heat-Olaf (upon what were once knees)
does almost ceaselessly repeat
“there is some shit I will not eat”
our president, being of which
assertions duly notified
threw the yellowsonofabitch
into a dungeon, where he died
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Christ (of His mercy infinite)
i pray to see; and Olaf, too
preponderatingly because
unless statistics lie he was
more brave than me: more blond than you.
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Appendix B: Thieleman J. van Braght, The Bloody Theater or Martyrs Mirror of the Defenseless
Christians Who Baptized Only Upon Confession of Faith, and Who Suffered and Died for the
Testimony of Jesus, Their Savior, From the Time of Christ to the Year A.D. 1660. Translated by
Joseph F. Sohm. 9th edition. Herald Press: Scottdale, PA, 1972.
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Appendix C: A Statement of Our Position on Peace, War and Military Service
[adapted from
http://www.anabaptistwiki.org/mediawiki/index.php?title=A_Statement_of_Our_Position_on_Pe
ace,_War_and_Military_Service_percent28Mennonite_Church,_1937percent29&oldid=10869,
accessed November 14, 2012]
A Statement of Our Position on Peace, War and Military Service
(Prepared by the Peace Problems Committee and adopted by the Mennonite General Conference
at Turner, Oregon, August, 1937)

Introduction
In view of the present troubled state of world affairs, with wars and rumors of wars threatening
the peace of the world, we, the representatives of the Mennonite Church, assembled in General
Conference near Turner, Oregon, on August 25 and 26, 1937, and representing sixteen
conferences in the United States and Canada, one in India and one in Argentina, S. A., do desire
to set forth in the following statement our faith and convictions in the matter of peace and
nonresistance as opposed to participation in war and military service, earnestly admonishing our
membership to order their lives as becometh Christians in accord with these principles.
In doing so we do not establish a new doctrine among us, but rather give fresh expression to the
age-old faith of the Church which has been held precious by our forefathers from the time that
the Church was founded in Reformation times in Switzerland (1525) and in Holland (1533), at
times even at the cost of despoiling of goods and exile from native land, and in some cases
torture and death. On a number of former occasions since our settlement in America we have set
forth our nonresistant, peaceful faith in memorials to officers of state, such as the petition of
1775 to the colonial assembly of Pennsylvania, and in addresses to the President of the United
States and to the Governor General of Canada during and after the World War in 1915, 1917 and
1919, and at other times, thus testifying to our rulers and to our fellow citizens of our
convictions. Since our position has been fully and authoritatively expressed in our confession of
faith, known as "The Eighteen Articles," adopted in Dortrecht, Holland, in 1632 and confirmed
at the first Mennonite Conference held in America in Germantown in 1725, reaffirmed in the
declaration of the 1917 General Conference at Goshen, Indiana, and in the statement of faith
adopted by the General Conference at Garden City, Missouri, in 1921, we do not consider it
necessary at this time to set forth our position in detail, but rather merely to affirm in clear and
unmistakable terms the main tenets of our peaceful and nonresistant faith as they apply to present
conditions.
Our Position on Peace and War
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1. Our peace principles are rooted in Christ and His Word, and in His strength alone do we hope
to live a life of peace and love toward all men.
2. As followers of Christ the Prince of Peace, we believe His Gospel to be a Gospel of Peace,
requiring us as His disciples to be at peace with all men, to live a life of love and good will, even
toward our enemies, and to renounce the use of force and violence in all forms as contrary to the
Spirit of our Master. These principles we derive from such Scripture teachings as: "Love your
enemies;" "Do good to them that hate you;" "Resist not evil;" "My kingdom is not of this world:
if my kingdom were of this world, then would my servants fight;" "Put up thy sword into its
place; for all they that take the sword shall perish with the sword;" "Dearly beloved, avenge not
yourselves;" "If thine enemy hunger, feed him; if he thirst, give him drink: for in so doing thou
shalt heap coals of fire on his head;" "Be not overcome of evil, but overcome evil with good;"
"The servant of the Lord must not strive; but be gentle to all men;" "The weapons of our warfare
are not carnal;" "Christ also suffered for us, leaving us an example, that ye should follow his
steps, who did no sin, neither was guile found in his mouth; who ... when he was reviled, reviled
not again; when he suffered, he threatened not;" "Not rendering evil for evil, or railing for
railing: but contrariwise blessing;" "If a man say I love God and hateth his brother, he is a liar ...
and this commandment have we from him, that he who loveth God loveth his brother also;" and
other similar passages, as well as from the whole tenor of the Gospel.
3. Peace within the heart as well as toward others is a fruit of the Gospel. Therefore he who
professes peace must at all times and in all relations with his fellowman live a life that is in
harmony with the Gospel.
4. We believe that war is altogether contrary to the teaching and spirit of Christ and the Gospel,
that therefore war is sin, as is all manner of carnal strife; that it is wrong in spirit and method as
well as in purpose, and destructive in its results. Therefore, if we profess the principles of peace
and nevertheless engage in warfare and strife we as Christians become guilty of sin and fall
under the condemnation of Christ, the righteous judge.
Our Position on Military Service
In the light of the above principles of Scripture we are constrained as followers of Christ to
abstain from all forms of military service and all means of support of war, and must consider
members who violate these principles as transgressors and out of fellowship with the Church.
Specifically our position entails the following commitments:
1. We can have no part in carnal warfare or conflict between nations, nor in strife between
classes, groups or individuals. We believe that this means that we cannot bear arms personally
nor aid in any way those who do so, and that as a consequence we cannot accept service under
the military arm of the government, whether direct or indirect, combatant or noncombatant,
which ultimately involves participation in any operation aiding or abetting war and thus causes
us to be responsible for the destruction of the life, health and property of our fellowmen.

474

2. On the same grounds consistency requires that we do not serve during war time under civil
organizations temporarily allied with the military in the prosecution of the war, such as the Y. M.
C. A., the Red Cross, and similar organizations which, under military orders, become a part of
the war system in effect, if not in method and spirit, however beneficial their peace time
activities may be.
3. We can have no part in the financing of war operations through the purchase of war bonds in
any form or through voluntary contributions to any of the organizations or activities falling under
the category described immediately above, unless such contributions are used for civilian relief
or similar purposes.
4. We cannot knowingly participate in the manufacture of munitions and weapons of war either
in peace time or in war time.
5. We can have no part in military training in schools and colleges, or in any other form of
peace-time preparation for service as part of the war system.
6. We ought carefully to abstain from any agitation, propaganda or activity that tends to promote
ill-will or hatred among nations which leads to war, but rather endeavor to foster good will and
respect for all nations, peoples and races, being careful to observe a spirit of sincere neutrality
when cases of war and conflict arise.
7. We ought not to seek to make a profit out of war and war-time inflation, which would mean
profiting from the shedding of the blood of our fellowmen. If, however, during war time, excess
profits do come into our hands, such profits should be conscientiously devoted to charitable
purposes, such as the bringing of relief to the needy, or the spreading of the Gospel of peace and
love, and should not be applied to our own material benefit.
Our Willingness to Relieve Distress
According to the teaching and spirit of Christ and the Gospel we are to do good to all men.
Hence we are willing at all times to aid in the relief of those who are in need, distress or
suffering, regardless of the danger in which we may be placed in bringing such relief, or of the
cost which may be involved in the same. We are ready to render such service in time of war as
well as in time of peace.
Our Attitude During War Time
If our country becomes involved in war, we shall endeavor to continue to live a quiet and
peaceable life in all godliness and honesty; avoid joining in the wartime hysteria of hatred,
revenge and retaliation; manifest a meek and submissive spirit, being obedient unto the laws and
regulations of the government in all things, except in such cases where obedience to the
government would cause us to violate the teachings of the Scriptures so that we could not
maintain a clear conscience before God (Acts 5:29). We confess that our supreme allegiance is to
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God, and that we cannot violate this allegiance by any lesser loyalty, but rather must follow
Christ in all things, no matter what it cost. We love and honor our country and desire to work
constructively for its highest welfare as loyal and obedient citizens; at the same time we are
constrained by the love of Christ to love the people of all lands and races and to do them good as
opportunity affords rather than evil, and we believe that this duty is not abrogated by war. We
realize that to take this position may mean misunderstanding and even contempt from our
fellowmen, as well as possible suffering, but we hope by the grace of God that we may be able to
assume, as our forefathers did, the sacrifices and suffering which may attend the sincere practice
of this way of life, without malice or ill-will toward those who may differ with us.
If once again conscription should be established, we venture to express the hope that if service be
required of us it may not be under the military arm of the government, and may be such that we
can perform it without violating our conscience, and that we may thus be permitted to continue
to enjoy that full liberty of religious faith and conscience which has been our privilege hitherto.
Resolution of Appreciation
We desire to express our appreciation for the endeavors of our governments, both in the United
States and Canada, to promote peace and good will among nations, and to keep from war. In
particular, do we desire to endorse the policy of neutrality and non-participation in disputes
between other nations. We invoke the blessings of God upon the President of the United States
and the Prime Minister of Canada as well as upon the heads of state in the various lands in which
our missionaries are serving, in their difficult and arduous duties as chief executives, and pray
that their endeavors toward peace may be crowned with success.
We cherish our native lands, the United States of America, and the Dominion of Canada, as
homelands to which our forefathers fled for refuge in times of persecution in Europe, and we are
deeply grateful for the full freedom of conscience and liberty of worship which has been our
happy privilege ever since the days of William Penn and which is vouchsafed to us as well as to
all our fellow-citizens, by the national constitutions and the constitutions of the several states and
provinces. We pray that the blessings and guidance of a beneficent God may continue to rest
upon our nations, their institutions and their peoples.
Adopting Resolution
We hereby adopt the above statement as representing our position on peace, war and military
service, and we instruct the Peace Problems Committee to bring this statement to the attention of
the proper governmental authorities of the United States and Canada and other lands in which
our missionaries are laboring. We would likewise suggest to each of our district conferences that
they endorse this statement of position and bring it to the attention of every congregation and of
all the members individually, in order that our people may be fully informed of our position and
may be strengthened in conviction, that we may all continue in the simple, peaceful, nonresistant
faith of the Scripture as handed down to us by our forefathers of former times.
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As a matter of practical application, we request our Peace Problems Committee, as representing
the Church in these problems, to carefully and prayerfully consider the problems which may
arise in case our members become involved in conscription, giving particular attention to the
proposed legislation on this matter which is now before congress or its committees.
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Appendix D: Public Opinion Polls about Compulsory Military Service
(Prior to the Attack on Pearl Harbor)
[Adapted from Hadley Cantril, ed., Public Opinion, 1935-1946 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1951) 458-459.]
DATE OF POLL
12/2/1938
5/2/1939
9/19/1939
5/14/1940

6/11/1940
6/25/1940
7/11/1940
7/19/1940
7/20/1940
8/8/1940
8/9/1940
8/15/1940
(only asked to
men 16-24 years
of age)
8/22/1940

QUERY
Should every able-bodied American boy twenty years
old be required to go into the army or navy for one
year?
Should every able-bodied young man twenty years old
be made to serve in the army or navy for one year?
Do you think every able-bodied young man twenty
years old should be made to serve in the army or navy
for one year?
Should the United States do any of the following at
this time? Require every able-bodied young man
twenty years to serve in the army, the navy, or the air
force for one year?
Do you think every able-bodied young man twenty
years old should be made to serve in the army, the
navy, or the air force for one year?
Do you think every able-bodied young man twenty
years old should be made to serve in the army or navy
for one year?
Do you think every able-bodied young man twenty
years old should be made to serve in the army, the
navy, or the air force for one year?
Do you think every able-bodied young man twenty
years old should be made to serve in the army, the
navy, or the air force for one year?
Do you favor increasing the size of our army and navy
by drafting men between the ages of eighteen and
thirty-two to serve in the armed forces for one year?
Do you think every able-bodied young man twenty
years old should be made to serve in the army, the
navy, or the air force for one year?
Do you favor increasing the size of our army and navy
by drafting men between the ages of twenty-one and
thirty-one to serve in the armed forces for one year?
Do you think every able-bodied young man twenty
years old should be made to serve in the army, the
navy, or the air force for one year?

YES (%)
37

NO (%)
63

38

57

39

61

50

50

64

36

63

37

67

33

66

34

71

29

62

31

71

29

65

35

Do you favor increasing the size of our army and navy
at this time by drafting men between the ages of

73

21
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10/19/1940

twenty-one and thirty-one to serve in the armed forces
for one year?
Do you think every able-bodied young man twenty
76
years old should be made to serve in the army, the
navy, or the air force for one year?
* excluded percentages for don’t know/no opinion/undecided
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Appendix E: Almanac Singers lyrics
‘C’ FOR CONSCRIPTION
(PETE SEEGER/MILLARD LAMPELL) (1941)
as reprinted at http://www.woodyguthrie.de/c.html, accessed September 13, 2013
Well, it's ‘C’ for Conscription
And it's ‘C’ for Capitol Hill!
Well, it's ‘C’ for Conscription
And it's ‘C’ for Capitol Hill!
And it's ‘C’ for the Congress
That passed that goddamn bill!
I'd rather be at home,
Even sleeping in a holler log,
I'd rather be here home,
Even sleeping in a holler log.
Than go to the army
Be treated like a dirty dog!

REUBEN JAMES
(WOODY GUTHRIE/MILLARD LAMPELL/PETE SEEGER) (1941/1942)
as reprinted at http://www.woodyguthrie.de/reuben.html, accessed September 13, 2013
Have you heard of a ship called the good Reuben James
Manned by hard fighting men both of honor and fame?
She flew the Stars and Stripes of the land of the free
But tonight she's in her grave at the bottom of the sea.
CHORUS:
Tell me what were their names, tell me what were their names,
Did you have a friend on the good Reuben James?
One hundred men were drowned in that dark watery grave
When that good ship went down only forty-four were saved.
'Twas the last day of October we saved the forty-four
From the cold icy waters off that cold Iceland shore.
It was there in the dark of that uncertain night
That we watched for the U-boats and waited for a fight.
Then a whine and a rock and a great explosion roared
And they laid the Reuben James on that cold ocean floor.
Now tonight there are lights in our country so bright
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In the farms and in the cities they're telling of the fight.
And now our mighty battleships will steam the bounding main
And remember the name of that good Reuben James.
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Appendix F: Appeal of the Historic Peace Churches to President Roosevelt regarding provisions
for c.o.’s in the event of conscription, January 10, 1940
[Mulford Q. Sibley and Philip E. Jacob,
Conscription of Conscience: The American State and the Conscientious Objector, 1940-1947
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1952) 485-486.]
The Honorable Franklin D. Roosevelt
The President of the United States
The White House
Washington, D.C.
Dear Mr. President:
On February 12, 1937, you graciously received representatives of the Society of Friends,
the Mennonite Church, and the Church of the Brethren, who presented to you statements
expressing the historic and unbroken convictions of these groups against war, and their devotion
to peace and good will. These attitudes grew out of deep religious convictions, based on the
spirit and teachings of Jesus, and are a part of a way of life which we believe cherishes the
highest values for all men. Today we again submit to you our concerns in view of present world
conditions.
We desire, first of all, to express our deep appreciation for your repeated effort to prevent
the European war, our warm support of your confident insistence that the United States shall not
be drawn into this conflict, and our hope that opportunity will arise for our nation to co-operate
with other neutral nations in offering mediation or other peace-promoting techniques toward the
earliest possible establishment of peace. We have also warmly appreciated your personal interest
in the large number of political and racial refugees whose relief and resettlement are so urgent a
present obligation for all men of good will. Your recent challenging appeal for humanitarian
relief to European war sufferers has likewise won the hearty response of our groups. Our own
organizations are definitely planning to contribute to such projects in the future, as in the past,
not only with the desire to minister to human need, but also to keep vivid the vision of a better
way of life than that of intolerance, persecution, and war.
Opportunities and responsibilities of relief and rehabilitation for the war sufferers in
Spain and elsewhere have come to us recently through the American Friends Service Committee
and the service agencies of the Mennonite Church and Church of the Brethren. Our Spanish
relief program, after more than two years, is probably drawing to a close, but relief
responsibilities in China continue. Refugee colonies in Paraguay and Brazil still require our care
and support. Just now we are being asked by interested American groups to assume important
new responsibilities for the many tragic Polish war sufferers, and our representatives are now in
Europe to investigate and, if possible, to inaugurate this project.
If, in spite of all efforts to maintain neutrality, the tragic day should come when our
beloved nation is drawn into war, we should expect to continue our work for suffering humanity,
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and to increase its scope because of the greater need at home and abroad. Such service would
permit those whose conscientious convictions forbid participation in war in any form to render
constructive service to their country and to the world. We appear today chiefly to discuss with
you plans to provide for this alternative service as it may relate to possible conscription,
reserving the privilege to offer at a later date a supplementary memorandum dealing with other
types of conscientious objectors.
As you know, in the last war the United States Government finally authorized such
nonmilitary humanitarian service to be substituted for military service, and furloughed
conscientious objectors to this relief work or to farm labor. But this arrangement was provided
only after months of confusion and distress, and only after repeated conferences between our
representatives and officials of the War Department, because of the lack of any previously
established policy. Since we understand that plans are now being formulated for mobilization of
the nation’s man power if war should come, and since the need for dealing with conscientious
objectors would again emerge to confront Government agencies, we venture to suggest the
advantage of advance discussion of the problem with the appropriate officials. We should much
appreciate the opportunity for such discussion and are prepared to make concrete proposals to
such officials regarding procedures for handling conscientious objectors and types of service
which might be provided. In this connection we also venture to suggest the desirability of again
settling up a civilian agency for dealing with this problem. There is a precedent for this in the
action of President Wilson in 1918.
We have come to you, Mr. President, with these requests, because our previous
conversations with you have persuaded us that you both understand and appreciate the position
of the historic peach churches. Our desire is to co-operate in finding the best solution to the
problem of the conscientious objector, and it is even more to render as loyal citizens the highest
type of constructive service we can to our country and to the world.
Faithfully yours,
FOR THE SOCIETY OF FRIENDS
Rufus Jones
Walter C. Woodward
FOR THE MENNONITE CHURCH
P.C. Hiebert
Harold S. Bender
E.L. Harshbarger
FOR THE CHURCH OF THE BRETHREN
Rufus D. Bowman
Paul H. Bowman
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Appendix G: Form 47 - Special Form for Conscientious Objectors
[The following is based upon Aaron Belansky’s completed Form 47, published in Roots and
Fruit 1(2): Summer 1998, http://www.stanislausconnections.org/r&f/0203Aaron.htm, accessed
2/8/2013 and a blank Form 47 reprinted in Mulford Q. Sibley and Philip E. Jacob,
Conscription of Conscience: The American State and the Conscientious Objector, 1940-1947
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1952) 488-492.]

SPECIAL FORM FOR CONSCIENTIOUS OBJECTOR
Name ________________________________________________________________
Address _______________________________________________________________
This form must be returned on or before __(five days after date of mailing or issue)____

INSTRUCTIONS
A registrant who claims to be a conscientious objector shall offer information in
substantiation of his claim on this special form, which when files shall become a part of his
Questionnaire.
The questions in Series II through V on this form are intended to obtain evidence of the
genuineness of the claim made in Series I, and the answers given by the registrant shall be for the
information only of the officials duly authorized under the regulations to examine them.
In the case of any registrant who claims to be a conscientious objector, the Local Board
shall proceed in the ordinary course to classify him upon all other grounds of deferment, and
shall consider and pass upon his claim as a conscientious objector only if, but for such claim, he
would have been placed in Class I. The procedure for appeal from a decision of the Local Board
on a claim for conscientious objection is provided for in the Selective Service Regulations.
Failure by the registrant to file this special form on or before the date indicated above
may be regarded as a waiver by the registrant of his claim as a conscientious objector: Provided,
however, That the Local Board, in its discretion, and for good cause shown by the registrant, may
grant a reasonable extension of time for filing this special form.
Series I.- CLAIM FOR EXEMPTION
INSTRUCTIONS. – The registrant must sign his name to either Statement A or Statement
B in this series but not to both of them. The registrant should strike out the statement in
this series which he does not sign.
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A. I claim the exemption provided by the Selective Training and Service Act of 1940 for
conscientious objectors, because I am conscientiously opposed by reason of my
religious training and belief to participation in war in any form and to participation in
combatant military service or training therefor; but I am willing to participate in
noncombatant service or training therefor under the direction of military authorities.
B. I claim the exemption provided by the Selective Training and Service Act of 1940 for
conscientious objectors, because I am conscientiously opposed by reason of my
religious training and belief to participation in war in any form and to participation in
any service which is under the direction of military authorities.
(Signed) Aaron Belansky
Series II. – RELIGIOUS TRAINING AND BELIEFS
INSTRUCTIONS. – Every question in this series must be fully answered. If more space in
necessary, attach extra sheets of paper to this page.
l. Describe the nature of your belief which is the basis of your claim made in Series I above.
I am conscientiously opposed to any type of military service, whether it be combatant or noncombatant. I claim this on the basis that I believe that all the peoples of the world are just as
good as I am. I consider myself a citizen of Earth and all the other people as my fellow citizens. I
see no reason at all for killing other people, even though they be aggressors, have a different
political, economic, or social system, or happen to live across imaginary boundary lines; even
though they happen to have different languages, religions, facial characteristics or whatever else.
I believe that this belief in the brotherhood of all mankind is essentially a religious belief. In
signing the statement above I have used the term "religious training and beliefs," as I understand
it is interpreted by the Selective Service System.
I could not accept non-combatant service because I consider it an integral part of the war
machine. To my point of view, one who accepts non-combatant service is accepting the war
system, which I could not do.
2. Explain how, when and from whom or from what source you received the training and
acquired the belief which is the basis of your claim in Series I above.
As far as I know, my training and beliefs for my claim made in Series I were acquired from my
own personal thinking and reading, both inside and out of school. I cannot recall the exact source
or time when I acquired these beliefs but I do know that I have held them for quite a long time.
I do know that my father ran away from his native land in Europe and came to America in order
to escape being called for compulsory military training at that time. I might have received some
of my anti-war feeling from his actions. I learned later, however, that he was not a pacifist at that
time, nor is he a pacifist today and is supporting the present war.
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Probably the first that I had heard about the Conscientious Objector was in school, about Eugene
V. Debs and other World War I pacifists and from Earnest L. Myers columns in the New York
Post.
3. Give the name and present address of the individual upon whom you rely most for religious
guidance.
I do not rely upon any individual person for my religious guidance. I believe that a man’s own
conscience is his best guide in all matters.
4. Under what circumstances, if any, do you believe in the use of force?
I believe in the use of force when it is used by a restraining body which is exemplified by the
police force of a community. This type of force is entirely different than the type of force used in
war, which I would refuse to employ under any circumstances.
A policeman or one using this method attempts to restrain an individual while trying to hurt him
as little as possible. He wishes to bring him to jail and subsequently before a court of law to
determine whether or not the individual is guilty. He will go out of his way to make sure that
innocent bystanders are not injured. He will not destroy property if he can help it.
Force, as exemplified by the military organizations is entirely opposite. They will destroy
property or lives without attempting to distinguish between guilty parties and the innocent
person. They will do everything to gain their ends, no matter how much suffering they leave
behind them. They have no concern for other peoples’ rights and privileges. They hold the law in
their hands without resort to the courts. They are the law.
In restraining personal attacks, I would use the same type of force which the policeman uses. At
first I would try to reason with the attacking individual and if that fails or is impossible, I would
attempt to restrain him from injuring me. I would not attempt to injure him unless I found it
absolutely necessary to do so. However, I have not found it necessary to restrain attack in recent
years.
In case of armed invasion by a foreign foe, I would use the method of non-violent resistance,
non-cooperation with the enemy.
5. Describe the actions and behavior in your life which in your opinion most conspicuously
demonstrate the consistency and depth of your religious convictions.
I try to be considerate of the feelings and views of all the people I come in contact with. I try to
be as polite as possible on all occasions. I make sure that I do not get into any arguments which
will lead to harsh words or violence either on my part or anyone else. Most of all, I try to be as
fair as I can and free from prejudice when dealing with any person, no matter what his religion,
nationality or color might be. I have also been contributing my services and money to such
organizations as the War Resisters League and the National Service Board for Religious
Objectors.
486

6. Have you ever given public expression, written or oral, to the views herein expressed as the
basis for your claim made in Series I above? If so, specify when and where.
I have been giving expression of my beliefs to several of my friends, relatives, members of my
immediate family and others. The first time that I believe I expressed them publicly was in 1939
or 1940 when the draft law was under discussion. I joined the War Resisters League in August,
1941. Before that, I had written to the Peace House of New York City in answer to an
advertisement in the newspapers and asked for information about claiming for Conscientious
Objector status under the Selective Service Act.

Series III. – GENERAL BACKGROUND
INSTRUCTIONS. – Every question in this series must be fully answered. If more space is
necessary, attach extra sheets of paper to this page.
1. Give the name and address of each school and college which you have attended, together
with the dates of your attendance; and state in each instance the type of school (public,
private, church, military, commercial, etc.).
(Belansky’s answer not reprinted)
2. Give a chronological list of all occupations, positions, jobs, or types of work, other than
as a student in school or college, in which you have at any time been engaged, whether
for monetary compensation or not, giving the facts indicated below with regard to each
position or job held, or type of work in which engaged:
(Belansky’s answer not reprinted)
3. Give all addresses and dates of residence where you have formerly lived:
(Belansky’s answer not reprinted)
4. Give the name, address, and country of birth of your parents and indicate whether they
are living or not.
(Belansky’s answer not reprinted)
Series IV. – PARTICIPATION IN ORGANIZATIONS
INSTRUCTIONS.- Questions 1,2, and 3 in this series must be fully answered. If more
space is necessary, attach extra sheets of paper to this page.
1. Have you ever been a member of any military organization or establishment? If so, state the
name and address of same and give reasons why you became a member.
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None.
2. Are you a member of a religious sect or organization? Yes. If your answer to question 2 is yes,
answer questions (a) through (e).
a. State the name of the sect, and the name and location of its governing body or head if known
to you: War Resister League, 2 Stone St., New York City. Dr. Evan Thomas, National Chairman,
Abraham Kaufman, Executive Secretary.
b. When, where, and how did you become a member of said sect or organization? August, 1941,
in New York City, by signing an enrollment blank and sending it in with my yearly dues.
c. State the name and location of the church, congregation, or meeting where you customarily
attend: At members’ homes or out-of-doors, first in New York and now in Washington.
d. Give the name and present address of the pastor or leader of such church, congregation, or
meeting: In Washington, D.C. - Samuel Verne, organizer, 1436 R St., N.W.
e. Describe carefully the creed or official statements of said religious sect or organization as it
relates to participation in war: War is a crime against humanity. I therefore am determined not to
support any war, international or civil and to strive for the removal of all the causes of war.
3. Describe your relationships with and activities in all organizations with which you are or have
been affiliated, other than religious or military.
None.
Series V.- REFERENCES
Give here the names and other information indicated concerning persons who could
supply information as to the sincerity of your professed convictions against participation in war:
__(Belansky’s answer not reprinted)________________________________________________
REGISTRANT’S AFFIDAVIT
INSTRUCTIONS. – The claim made on this form will not be considered unless it is
supported by the following affidavit. (If the registrant cannot read, the questions and his
answers thereto shall be read to him by the officer who administers the oath.)
STATE OF ____________________, COUNTY OF ___________________, ss:
I, _____________________________________, do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I am
the registrant described in the foregoing questions and answers, that I know the contents of my
said answers, and that each and every statement of fact in my answers to said questions is true, to
the best of my knowledge and belief.

488

(Registrant sign here)________________________________________________
Subscribed and sworn to (or affirmed) before me this ____day of ______________, 19__
(Signature of officer administering oath)_________________________________
(Designation of officer) ______________________________________________

If the registrant has received assistance from an advisor, the advisor shall sign the
following statement:
I have assisted the registrant herein named in the preparation of this form.
(Signature of advisor) _______________________________________________
(Address of advisor) _______________________________________________
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Appendix H: Department of Justice Classifications of COs
[Unpublished report of the Assistant to the Attorney General, 1945, on file at National
Headquarters, Selective Service System, Washington, D.C. as reprinted in
Selective Service System, Conscientious Objection
Special Monograph No. 11 Volume 1 (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1950) 3-4]
1. The religious objector sincerely believes in a personal Creator whose immortal laws
forbid the killing of human beings, particularly as set forth in the Commandment “Thou
shalt not kill.” He believes that war is contrary to the spirit and teachings of Christianity
and in opposition to God’s will, and he cannot participate, without subjecting his soul to
eternal perdition.
2. The moral or ethical objector considers war inconsistent with his moral philosophy and
humanitarianism which is independent of religious beliefs, except as it may be predicated
upon a belief in a brotherhood of man. That concept is not based on a belief in the
fatherhood of God. His conscience is bound by a moral law, which enjoins him from
having to do with so destructive and futile a force as war, which evidences a breakdown
of reason by substituting force. In fact, most of this type of objector denies a belief in a
deity except insofar as there may be a moral force in the universe. It is his view that
mankind is sufficient to itself, that it owes no obligation to any power except humankind,
and that it may achieve perfection in and of itself without the interposition of any deity or
supernatural power.
3. The economic objector, as a student of history, sees all wars as based upon the
inequitable distribution of natural resources, complicated and supported by tariff barriers,
immigration restrictions and nationalistic control of colonial markets and sees no hope of
this war effecting a more equitable distribution of economic opportunity.
4. The political objector sees war as a means of exploiting the masses for the few who are
politically ambitious, or for the governments and deceiving the people.
5. The philosophical objector, generally a student of metaphysics, possesses a personal
philosophy which dominates his ways of life.
6. The sociological objector whose objections are based upon a theory that war has no place
in his own particular ordering of society.
7. The internationalist objector would destroy or abolish all international boundaries and
sovereignty, racial and trade lines, and consider the world one big family of peoples
devoid of war.
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8. The personal objector, who objects to this particular war, because he believes it to be a
war of imperialism or that the Allied Nations have brought on it, or that it is not the type
of war in which he can participate.
9. The neurotic objector has a phobia of war’s atrocities, a mental and physical fear and
abhorrence of killing and maiming, and who therefore cannot participate in it.
10. The naturalistic objector’s objection is physiological, and based upon an abhorrence of
blood.
11. The “professional pacifist” objector would have “peace in our time at any cost.” He
would tolerate nothing which would inconvenience his mode of living, but would
aggressively limit the liberties of others. He wants to enjoy all the protections of the
Government, but it unwilling to bear any of the responsibilities of citizenship in this
respect.
12. The Jehovah Witness objects to all man-made wars and Governments, but says he is not a
conscientious objector to all wars, since he would fight and kill in defense of the
Theocracy, his property and his brethren.
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Appendix I: Administration for Conscientious Objectors in the United States, 1940-1947
[Mulford Q. Sibley and Philip E. Jacob,
Conscription of Conscience: The American State and the Conscientious Objector, 1940-1947
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1952) 44.]
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Appendix J: List of Civilian Public Service Units
[Adapted from Albert N. Keim, The CPS Story:
An Illustrated History of Civilian Public Service
(Good Books: Intercourse, PA, 1990)]
Camp
#
A
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

Technical Agency
Soil Conservation Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
National Park Service
Soil Conservation Service
Soil Conservation Service
Soil Conservation Service
Soil Conservation Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
Soil Conservation Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
Soil Conservation Service
National Park Service
Soil Conservation Service
Forest Service
Soil Conservation Service
Soil Conservation Service
Soil Conservation Service
Soil Conservation Service
Hospital
Public Health Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
Soil Conservation Service
Fish and Wildlife
Forest Service
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Operating Group

Location

AFSC
BSC
AFSC
AFSC
MCC
MCC
BSC
BSC
MCC
AFSC
AFSC
AFSC
AFSC
MCC
AFSC
ACCO
BSC
BSC
MCC
AFSC
MCC
BSC
MCC
AFSC
MCC/BSC
MCC
ACCO/BSC
BSC/MCC/AFSC
MCC
BSC
BSC
MCC
AFSC
MCC
BSC/SSS
MCC

Indiana
Michigan
California
Maryland
Virginia
Colorado
Indiana
Arkansas
Ohio
Massachusetts
Massachusetts
Massachusetts
New York
Indiana
Indiana
New Hampshire
Pennsylvania
Michigan
Iowa
North Carolina
Pennsylvania
Oregon
Illinois
Ohio
Maryland
Nebraska
Illinois
Florida
Indiana
Virginia
Michigan
California
New Hampshire
Colorado
Maryland
California

36
37
38*
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79

Forest Service
Forest Service
Hospital
National Park Service
Soil Conservation Service
mental hospital
Forest Service
Puerto Rican Reconstruction
Administration
mental hospital
National Park Service
Soil Conservation Service
mental hospital
Forest Service
mental hospital
mental hospital
mental hospital
Soil Conservation Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
National Park Service
Forest Service
Bureau of Reclamation
mental hospital
General Land Office
Bureau of Reclamation
Hospital
training school
mental hospital
Farm Security Administration
mental hospital
mental hospital
Soil Conservation Service
mental hospital
mental hospital
mental hospital
mental hospital
mental hospital
mental hospital
mental hospital
mental hospital
Forest Service
mental hospital
mental hospital
mental hospital

BSC
AFSC/SSS
BSC
MCC
MCC
AFSC/SSS
BSC
BSC/MCC/AFSC
MCC
MCC
AFSC/SSS
BSC
BSC
AFSC/SSS
AFSC
BSC
AFSC/MCC
AFSC
ACCO
MCC
BSC
MCC
MCC
AFSC
MCC
MCWP
AFSC/SSS
MCC
MCC
-MCC
MCC
BSC
AFSC/MCC
BSC
MCC
MCC
BSC
BSC
AFSC
AFSC/SSS
MCC
MCC
MCC
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California
California
Oregon
Virginia
Pennsylvania
Virginia
Michigan
Puerto Rico/
Virgin Islands
Virginia
Virginia
New York
Maryland
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
New York
Washington
Maryland
New Hampshire
New Hampshire
Montana
Oregon
South Dakota
Delaware
Oregon
Oregon
North Carolina
Maryland
New Jersey
Montana
New York
Pennsylvania
Idaho
Connecticut
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Ohio
Maryland
Washington
California
New Jersey
Colorado
Utah

80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123

mental hospital
mental hospital
mental hospital
mental hospital
mental hospital
mental hospital
mental hospital
mental hospital
mental hospital
Forest Service
mental hospital
mental hospital
training school
mental hospital
Farm Security Administration
training school
mental hospital
Agriculture Experiment Station
Coast and Goedetic Survey
Foreign Service and Relief
Agriculture Experiment Station
Foreign Service and Relief
training school
Forest Service
Agriculture Experiment Station
mental hospital
Agriculture Experiment Station
National Park Service
National Park Service
mental hospital
mental hospital
Bureau of Reclamation
Agriculture Experiment Station
Agriculture Experiment Station
weather bureau
Office of Scientific Research and
Development
Agriculture Experiment Station
training school
mental hospital
training school
mental hospital
National Park Service
mental hospital
training school
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BSC
AFSC/SSS
BSC
AFSC/SSS
AFSC/SSS
MCC
MCC
AFSC/SSS
BSC
AFSC
MCC
BSC
MCC
MCC
AFSC/SSS
BSC
MCC
AFSC/BSC/MCC
SSS
AFSC
AFSC/BSC/MCC
NSBRO/AFSC
ACCO/SSS
MCC
AFSC/SSS
BSC
MCC
MCC
AFS/SSS
BSC
MCC
SSS
BSC
BSC
BSC
AFSC/BSC/MCC

New Jersey
Connecticut
Connecticut
Pennsylvania
New Hampshire
Rhode Island
Iowa
Vermont
Maine
Maryland
Michigan
Connecticut
New Jersey
Pennsylvania
North Dakota
Washington
Minnesota
various
various
China
various
various
Maryland
Montana
Iowa
Virginia
Nebraska
California
Tennessee
Virginia
Pennsylvania
Colorado
Michigan
Minnesota
Virginia
various

BSC
MCC
MCC
AFSC/SSS
MCC
BSC
MCC
MCC

Maryland
Rhode Island
Pennsylvania
New Jersey
Michigan
Virginia
Wisconsin
Wisconsin

124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145*
146
147
148
149
150
151
ABHMS
ACCO
AFSC
BSC

training school
Agriculture Experiment Station
Agriculture Experiment Station
training school
Bureau of Reclamation
mental hospital
training school
mental hospital
training school
Agriculture Experiment Station
Forest Service
Fish and Wildlife
mental hospital
mental hospital
Soil Conservation Service
mental hospital
Office of the Surgeon General
Public Health Service
mental hospital
mental hospital
mental hospital
training school
Agriculture Experiment Station
mental hospital
Forest Service
Forest Service
mental hospital
mental hospital

AFSC/SSS
MCC
MCC
MCC
SSS
AFSC/SSS
AFSC/SSS
MCWP
AFSC/SSS
AFSC/SSS
BSC
SSS
ABHMS/SSS
E&R
MCC
DC
AFSC/BSC
MCC
MCC
MCC
MCC
MCC
BSC
MCC
SSS
AFSC/BSC
MCC
MCC

American Baptist Home Mission Society
Association of Catholic Conscientious Objectors
American Friends Service Committee
Brethren Service Committee
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Delaware
Maine
Maryland
Utah
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Maine
Iowa
Maryland
Ohio
California
Michigan
New Jersey
Iowa
Nebraska
Indiana
various
Mississippi
New Jersey
Maryland
New York
New York
North Carolina
Ohio
California
various
California
Oregon

Appendix K: Denominational Affiliations of CPS Participants, From Most to Least Common
[Adapted from Selective Service System, Conscientious Objection
Special Monograph No. 11 Volume 1 (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1950) 318-320]
Denomination
Mennonite
Brethren
Society of Friends
Methodist
No membership or preference indicated
Jehovah’s Witnesses
Baptist
Presbyterian
Church of Christ
Congregational Christian
Catholic
Church of God
Christadelphian
Lutheran
No information available
Disciples of Christ
Evangelical
Episcopal
Evangelical and Reformed
Molokan
Pentecostal
Fellowship of Reconciliation
Hebrew
Unitarian
First Century Gospel
Protestant Episcopal
Reformed
Nazarene
Adventist Church
United Brethren
Assembly of God
Christian Scientist
War Resisters League
Community Church
Faith Tabernacle
Evangelistic Association
Church of the First Born
Holiness

Number of Men
4610
1468
902
845
675
532
243
235
220
204
162
154
136
124
101
85
83
81
79
75
67
51
50
49
34
33
28
24
23
23
21
19
18
17
16
15
14
14
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International Bible Students
Plymouth Brethren
First Divine Association
Theosophists
Apostolic Faith
Father Divine
Latter Day Saints
Immanuel Missionary
Jenning’s Chapel
Lemurian Fellowship
Followers of Jesus Christ
River Brethren
Positive Christianity
Swedish Covenant
Church of God and Saints of Christ
Pilgrim Holiness Church
Bible Students School
Essenes
Gospel Tabernacle
Nondenominational
Scandinavian Evangelical
Universalist
Christian and Missionary Alliance
Full Gospel Church
Seventh Day Church of God
Twentieth Century Bible School
Union Church
Bible Students Ecclesia
Doukhobors
House of David
Megiddo
Memorial Church
Moslem
Rosicrucian
Spiritualists
Ambassadors of Christ
Assembly of Christians
Bethany Church
Bible Institute
Christ’s Church
Christ’s Church of the Golden Rule
Christ’s Sanctified Holy Church
Church of the Living God
Church of the Open Door
Ethical Culture

14
12
11
11
10
10
10
9
9
9
8
8
7
7
6
6
5
5
5
5
5
5
4
4
4
4
4
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
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Federated Church
God’s Bible School
Hephzibah Faith Missionary Association
Institute of Religious Science
Inter-Denominational
Mission Covenant
Missionary Church Association
Moravian
Nonsectarian
Pentecostal Assembly of God
Scientific Order of Spectrochrome
Metrists
United Church
United Holy Church of America
Zoroastrian
Advent Church
Ahtinsky Church
Assembly of Christ
Bahai Faith
Berean Church
Bible School
Biblist
B’Nai Yehudi Temple
Body of Christ
Christ Church
Christian Assembly
Christian Fellowship
Christian Jew
Church in Jesus Name
Church of the Gethsemane
Church of God of the Apostolic Faith
Church of the Four Leaf Clover
Church of the Four Square Gospel
Church of the Gospel
Church of the New Jerusalem
Church of Truth
Circle Mission Church
Community Full Gospel Church
Defenders
Eastern Orthodox
Emissaries of Divine Light
Evangelical Congregation Church
First Ukrainian Evangelical Pentecostal
[sic]
Four Square Church
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2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Four Square Gospel
Free Fellowship
Full Salvation Union
Galilean Mission
Gospel Center
Gospel Hall
Gospel Mission
Gracelawn Assembly
Greek Orthodox
Hashomer Hadati
Hindu Universal Church
Holy Rollers
House of God
House of Kosmon
Humanist
Hutterische
Israelite
Kingdom of God in Christ
Lao-Ise Faith
Maddoznan
Moody Bible Institute
Moral Theist
Open Bible Standard
Peace Church
Philadelphia Church
Pilgrim Church
Protestant
Reading Road Temple
Reformed Mission of the Redeemer
Russian Orthodox Church
Saint’s Mission
Salem Covenant
Salvation Army
Sampson Church
School of the Bible
Swannanoa Foundation
Transfiguration
Trinity Tabernacle
Truelight
United Christian Missionary Society
Unity
World’s Student Christian Federation
Kingdom of God

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
no number

another name for Jehovah’s Witnesses
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DC
E&R
MCC
MCWP
NSBRO
SSS
*

Disciples of Christ
Evangelical and Reformed Church
Mennonite Central Committee
Methodist Commission on World Peace
National Service Board for Religious Objectors
Selective Service System
camp never opened
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Appendix L: Administrative Directive No. 18
[as reprinted in Selective Service System, Conscientious Objection
Special Monograph No. 11 Volume 2 (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1950) 119]
October 1, 1943.
To: All Camp Operating Agencies of Civilian Public Service Camps.
Subject: Use of Assignees in Connection with Research Projects.
1. This directive sets forth methods and conditions under which men classified IV-E under
the Selective Training and Service Act of 1940, as amended, as who have been assigned
to work of National importance may be used in connection with various research projects
approved by the Office of Scientific Research and Development.
2. When men are desired for use as above, application shall be made in writing to the
Director of Selective Service through the Office of Scientific Research and Development.
Statement should be made as to number of men desired and length of time of project. A
brief description of the project, which may be quoted, should be given. If the request has
been approved by the Office of Scientific Research and Development and men are
available, volunteers will be located with the assistance of the National Service Board for
Religious Objectors and affiliated church groups. It is preferable for project managers to
select assignees from the volunteers.
3. Hospitals or other institutions desiring the use of conscientious objectors will provide:
a. Transportation from the camp where the man is stationed to the location of the
project and return.
b. Meals and lodging.
c. Laundry.
d. Compensation insurance or a waiver from the individual assignee in cases where
such insurance is not procurable.
e. A cash allowance of $15 per month to cover the cost of clothing, shoes, toilet
articles, personal expenses, etc.
f. Medical care and hospitalization to include necessary treatment for any illness or
injury resulting from the assignee’s employment not covered by the insurance
listed in (d) above, but not for conditions existing before the assignee reported to
the project. Also emergency dental treatment but not replacements such as
bridges or dentures and emergency eye treatment including the replacement of
glasses broken as a result of employment.
4. Men engaged in research work are subject to the regulations, instructions and orders of
the Director of Selective Service as they pertain to all assignees as well as the special
rules and discipline of the project to which assigned. Furloughs may be granted and other
absences approved by the project manager as long as they are within the limit authorized
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for assignees. It is necessary that some responsible official be able to account for the
men at all times and that they are not allowed to come and go without control or
supervision.
5. Recommendations for transfer, removal or return of assignees shall be made by the
project manager to Camp Operations Division, Selective Service System, prior to any
movement.
6. Project managers will render such reports as may be required by Selective Service
System.
7. Selective Service System may inspect projects at any time.
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Appendix M: Distribution of CPS Assignees
[Adapted from Selective Service System, Conscientious Objection
Special Monograph No. 11 Volume 1 (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1950) 190]
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Appendix N: Map of CPS Units
[Adapted from Albert N. Keim, The CPS Story:
An Illustrated History of Civilian Public Service
(Good Books: Intercourse, PA, 1990) 106.]
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Appendix O: “The Four Freedoms” posters (1943)
Norman Rockwell
Image obtained from http://www.underconsideration.com/speakup/archives/004985.html,
accessed September 6, 2013
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Appendix P: “A Careless Word-- A Needless Sinking,” Anton Otto Fischer
Washington, D.C.: U.S. G.P.O.: Distributed by Division of Public Inquiries, Office of War
Information, 1942. http://digital.library.northwestern.edu/wwii-posters/img/ww1645-28.jpg,
accessed September 6, 2013
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Display Ad 26 -- No Title

Wall Street Journal (1923 - Current file); Apr 15, 1943;
ProQuest Historical Newspapers: The Wall Street Journal (1889-1995)
pg. 5

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Appendix Q: National Distillers Products Corporation, “Our town is in the war zone…and fights
that way!”
Wall Street Journal, April 15, 1943. Display Ad 26 -- No Title
Wall Street Journal (1923 - Current file); Apr 15, 1943;
ProQuest Historical Newspapers: The Wall Street Journal (1889-1995) pg. 5
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Appendix R: “WE-ALL”
[IBM advertisement, Time, 10 January 1942, 51,
as reprinted in Robert B. Westbrook, “In the Mirror of the Enemy: Japanese Political Culture and
the Peculiarities of American Patriotism in World War II,” in Bonds of Affection: Americans
Define Their Patriotism, ed. John Bodnar (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1996) 229]
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Appendix S: “Peace Jumpers,” song lyrics by Bruce “Utah” Phillips

War came; the young men
all stood in line to go.
But we, when asked to take the oath,
simply answered, “No.”
For what we said was simple
though said by just a few:
“I will not shoot another man
because I’m ordered to.”
No wonder some were puzzled,
or took it as a joke,
when COs wrote and volunteered
to jump into the smoke.
You said that what we were doing
could prove that we were men;
we had - and didn’t need your words
to prove it once again.
You thought that we were renegades,
and the training much too hard;
we packed your words into our duffel bags
and left for Camp Menard.
But you shunned us in the cookhouse,
and cursed us to our souls;
your words were blurred by the heat and sweat,
as we practiced landing rolls.
You said we were too yellow
to jump with airborne troops;
we rolled your words into our shroud lines
when the rigger packed our chutes
We turned aside your hatred,
and blunted your abuse;
we held your words in clenching teeth,
and climbed into the goose.
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You told us we were cowards,
called each of us a liar;
we hooked your words to the static line,
and jumped into the fire.
And all you said hung over us
as we saw our chutes deploy;
we took your words to the fire line,
to save and not destroy
You said we’d never understand
what war was all about;
we threw your words on the roaring flames
and put the fire out.
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Appendix T: Letter to the President, received by General Hershey (Oakland, CA),
April 5, 1942, National Archives.
[Reprinted in Appendix 5, Lesley L. Coffin, Lew Ayres: Hollywood’s Conscientious Objector
(Jackson, Mississippi: University Press of Mississippi, 2012) 189.]
Dear Mr. President,
May God please you and on Sunday give you strength to bear the burden and trials that
be ahead. May we all pray just a little harder and keep up our faith. God will help us to meet
every situation if we will just place our trust in Him. We all realize the grave problems we will
have to face before we can win this war but too we one confident that under your fine leadership
we shall be victorious. Dear President, do you think it is fair to General MacArthur (God Bless
Him) and America as a whole to allow men like Lew Ayres to turn their backs on their country
with the miserable excuse that “I am a conscientious objector”? This is no laughing matter and
most certainly nothing to be taken lightly. Joe Lewis gives thought of dollars and offers his life
too and a man (I have another name fore him) called Lew Ayres literally thumbs his nose at this
country. Why not tell guys like him to either fight or get out. That guy and others like him are
an insult to General MacArthur. Supposing he returned and suppose that all our boys’ refused?
Would we like saluting one of those slant eyes? I am a white man but I don’t think we can thank
Joe Lewis enough. It is very evident that we need more like him. Our boy’s out on Bataan don’t
have any privileges like the Ayres as to not wanting to fight. They are there and have to whether
they want to or not. Then why should those traitors be shown such nice treatment? Are they
better than our boys who are willing to serve? I have talked to many people Dear President
about this matter and we are all asking the same question. Why isn’t something done about it? I
am a cripple but I’d be willing to do anything for my country. If ever there is any experiment
that [a] human would be needed for, I am at my country’s service. Hoping that these fellows will
get the same treatment they need. At the same time wishing you continued good health. I
remain respectfully yours.
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Appendix U: “He won’t let them hurt us..”
[Dixie Cup advertisement, Life, 16 March 1942 reprinted in Robert B. Westbrook, “Fighting for
the American Family: Private Interests and Political Obligation in World War II,” The Power of
Culture: Critical Essays in American History, eds. Richard Wightman Fox and T.J. Jackson
Lears (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1993) 210.]

Appendix V: “Jap Murder and Rape,” G.V. Lewis
Published in “War Posters,” Life, December 21, 1942, p. 55.

Appendix V: “Jap Murder and Rape,” G.V. Lewis
Published in “War Posters,” Life, December 21, 1942, p. 55.
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Appendix V: “Jap Murder and Rape,” G.V. Lewis
Published in “War Posters,” Life, December 21, 1942, p. 55.
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Appendix W: “Typhus Is Spread By Lice…”
Office for Emergency Management. Office of War Information. Domestic Operations Branch.
Bureau of Special Services. (03/09/1943 - 09/15/1945); National Archives.
http://research.archives.gov/description/515891.
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Appendix X: “Lice on clothing from a hobo”
Rockefeller Archive Center
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Appendix Y: “Feeding lice on the legs; note rash”
Rockefeller Archive Center
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Appendix Z: “Camp in the White Mountains”
Rockefeller Archive Center

518

Appendix AA: “Counting lice on the underwear of the volunteers”
Rockefeller Archive Center
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Appendix AB: Table 1, William A. Davis and Charles M. Wheeler, “The Use of Insecticides on
Men Artificially Infested with Body Lice,” The American Journal of Hygiene, 39:2, March 1944,
166.
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Appendix AC: Identified Participants in the Anti-louse Trials; Biographies and Demographics

Table 1: Likely participants in first trial
1

David Winder Bacon
Cincinnati, OH. Baptist. University of Cincinnati (3 years). YMCA boys’ worker;
student. Born 1918. CPS service 5/25/42 - 3/2/46. Units 32, 115.
2 Paul T. Bateman
Willow Grove, PA. no religious affiliation. University of Pennsylvania (A.B., M.A.,
Candidate for Ph.D. in Mathematics at time of assignment). College instructor; radio
engineer. Born 1919. CPS service 5/27/42 – 7/19/45. Units 32, 81.
3 Bainbridge Bunting
Cambridge, MA/Kansas City, MO. Episcopalian. University of Illinois (B.S.), Harvard
(M.A.). Student and teacher of Fine Arts. Fifteen months travel abroad. Born 1913.
CPS service 5/15/42 – 2/9/46. Units 32, 37, 101, 61.
4 Clayton DeLisle Crawford, Jr.
Meadville, PA/Spring Valley, NY. no religious affiliation given. University of
Wisconsin (Journalism), University of Chicago (Language), University of Pittsburgh
(Economics), Carnegie Tech (B.A. and M.A.in Dramatic Art). Teacher of Dramatic Art.
Born 1909. CPS service 5/27/42 – 11/8/45. Units 32, 34.
5 Robert Tyrell Dick
Stockton, IL. Universalist. Tufts College (A.B.). Preparing for ministry; student. Born
1916. CPS service 4/22/42 – 3/1/46. Units 32, 87, 115.
6 Harold F. Eberhard
Cleveland, OH. Presbyterian. Johnson Bible College (1 year), Cleveland Bible College
(1.5 years). Church custodian; theology student. Participated in vocal recitals and
dramatics. Born 1917. CPS service 6/10/42 – 12/-/43. Units 32, 111.
7 Frank W. Hickin
Wooster, OH/Rittman, OH. Presbyterian. Business college. Clerk and stock man;
grocery clerk. First aid instructor, Red Cross work. Born 1919. CPS service 5/27/42 –
2/9/46. Units 32, 87.
8 Ernest L. Hixson
Glassport, PA. Baptist. State Teachers College, University of Pittsburgh, Vanderbilt
University (A.B.). English teacher. YMCA boys’ work. Hosteling at home and abroad.
Born 1914. CPS service 6/11/42 – 10/28/44. Units 32, 87.
9 Scott Mitchell Hoyman
Monmouth, IL/NY, NY. United Presbyterian. Monmouth College (A.B.). Student.
Trained and experienced in cooperative merchandising. Born 1920. CPS service 7/9/42
– 3/12/46. Units 32, 49.
10 Lawrence W. Kaufman
New York, NY. Community Church. Rutgers University (A.B.), Harvard (LL.B.).
Lawyer. Born 1916. CPS service 5/15/42 – 2/15/46. Units 32, 37, 27, 49.
11 Allen R. Kaynor
Springfield, MA. Congregational Christian. Yale University (A.B.). Insurance. YMCA
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12

13
14

15

16
17
18
19

20

21

22

work. Attended YMCA meeting in Poland. Born 1917. CPS service 6/10/42 – 2/17/46.
Units 32, 108, 114.
Luther H. Kirsch
Lynbrook, NY. Lutheran. Wagner College (A.B.), Columbia University (A.M.).
Teacher of English. Church and camp worker. Born 1918. CPS service 5/15/42 –
2/11/46. Units 32, 87.
Kenneth E. Knipmeyer
Cincinnati, OH. no religious affiliation. Asbury College and God’s Bible School.
Divinity student; minister. Born 1918. CPS service 6/11/42 – 10/20/44. Units 32, 108.
Thomas H. Korn
Teaneck, NJ. Unitarian. University of Miami, Columbia University. Newspaper
librarian; library assistant. Played with Miami Symphony Orchestra. Born 1920. CPS
service 5/27/42 – 3/5/46. Units 32, 81, 80.
George T. Little
Portland, ME. Congregational Christian. Bowdoin (A.B.), Tufts (Fletcher School of
Law and Diplomacy) and Harvard (A.M.). Economist, Political scientist, International
lawyer; teacher. Born 1918. CPS service 5/27/42 – 2/15/46. Units 32, 46, 101, 99, 46,
49.
George Loveland
Wilkes-Barr, PA. Presbyterian. Lawyer. Born 1910. CPS service 7/21/42 – 11/7/45.
Units 32, 92, 119, 140.
Edward B. Peacock
Richmond, IN. Friend. Earlham College (A.B.). Construction work. Born 1917. CPS
service 7/10/41 – 11/29/45. Units 14, 23, 32, 23, 94.
Erich W. Peters
Middle Village, Long Island, NY/Highland, NY. Lutheran. Delicatessen store;
bookkeeper. Born 1912. CPS service 5/27/42 – 3/1/46. Units 32, 59, 35.
Martin J. Ponch
Brooklyn, NY/New York, NY. no religious affiliation/War Resister’s League. New
York University (A.B.). Teacher (Dramatic Art, English, and Citizenship for the
Foreign-Born). Five years with a cooperative theatre company. Born 1910. CPS service
5/27/42 – 12/15/45. Units 32, 108, 56.
John S. Pullman, Jr.
Bridgeport, CT. Methodist. Wesleyan University (A.B.), University of Chicago (two
years toward M.A. in Social Service Administration). Social worker. Has traveled in
England, Holland, Germany. Born 1916. CPS service 5/27/42 – 2/9/46. Units 32, 87.
William H. Reese
Andover, MA. Episcopalian. Amherst College (A.B.), Columbia University (M.A.),
University of Berlin (Ph.D.). Teacher (Music). Orchestral and choral conducting. Has
travelled in Germany, France, Italy, Switzerland. No date of birth. CPS service 5/15/42
– 11/14/45. Units 73, 32, 45, 132.
F. Porter Sargent
Brookline, MA. no religious affiliation. Black Mountain College. Worked for a Boston
publishing house; educational publishing. Participated in community living projects.
Has studied and traveled in Europe. Born 1915. CPS service 7/9/42 – 12/29/44. Units
32, 115.
522

23 Roger S. Schafer
New York, NY. Friend. Harvard (B.S.), Harvard Law School (one year). Student; auto
mechanic. Travel in Alaska and Europe. Harvard track team. Born 1919. CPS service
7/9/42 – 3/12/46. Units 32, 26, 34.
24 William Seeman
Baltimore, MD. no religious affiliation. Teacher. Born 1912. CPS service 7/21/42 –
9/8/44. Units 32, 115, 46, 50, 52.
25 John H. Staby
Kenmore, NY. Lutheran. Photographer. Born 1911. CPS service 5/25/42 – 3/19/46.
Units 32, 104.
26 John W. Steer
Lansdowne, PA. Friend. Swarthmore College (A.B.). Student. Eagle Scout. Born
1918. CPS service 5/27/42 – 3/1/46. Units 32, 45, 132, 34.
27 Gilbert W. Stenberg
Elmhurst, Long Island, NY. Baptist. City College of New York. Bulking department of
Essential Oil company; clerk. Ran track and cross country. Born 1920. CPS service
5/27/42 – 2/20/46. Units 32, 92, 98.
28 Francis R. Walton
Marion, PA. Friend. Haverford College (A.B.), Harvard University (M.A. and Ph.D.)
Fellow of the American Academy in Rome. Teacher (Latin and Greek). Two years’
study and travel in Europe. Born 1910. CPS service 5/27/42 – 12/15/45. Units 32, 101,
46, 115.
29 Melvin A. Weightman
Springfield, PA. Friend. Haverford College (B.S.) Insurance underwriter; insurance
agent. Born 1915. CPS service 6/10/42 – 12/26/42. Unit 32.
of 32 participants

Table 2: Likely participants in second trial
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

David Winder Bacon (previous participant)
Bainbridge Bunting (previous participant)
Robert N. Currier
Westfield, NJ. Baptist. [Had graduated from NYU and was enrolled at Julliard.] Student.
Born 1918. CPS service 5/26/42 – 4/27/43. Units 32, 87.
Harold F. Eberhard (previous participant)
Ernest L. Hixson (previous participant)
Scott Mitchell Hoyman (previous participant)
Luther H. Kirsch (previous participant)
Vaclav Klimo
Mt. Vernon, IA. no religious affiliation given. Artist. Born 1912. CPS service 5/27/42 –
1/26/46. Units 10, 32, 37.
Gabriel W. Lasker
Yonkers, NY. no religious affiliation. Anthropologist; teacher. Born 1912. CPS service
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10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

5/27/42 – 2-7-46. Units 32, 37, 61.
John H. Peterbridge
Tuckahoe, NY. Methodist. Social worker. Born 1914. CPS service 8/12/42 – 3/21/46.
Units 32, 81, 132.
Erich W. Peters (previous participant)
John S. Pullman, Jr. (previous participant)
F. Porter Sargent (previous participant)
William Seeman (previous participant)
John H. Staby (previous participant)
Joseph H. Summers
Cambridge, MA. Baptist. Librarian; student. Born 1920. CPS service 5/15/42 - ?. Units
32, 114.
Francis R. Walton (previous participant)
of 27 participants

Table 3: Likely participants in third trial
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Stephen L. Angell
Scarsdale, NY. Friend. [Bard College/Hamilton College.] Social worker. Born 1919.
CPS service 9/3/42 – 3/28/46. Units 32, 62, 68.
David Winder Bacon (previous participant)
Paul T. Bateman (previous participant)
Bainbridge Bunting (previous participant)
Robert N. Currier (previous participant)
Harold F. Eberhard (previous participant)
Stanley P. Harbison
Kansas City, MO. Methodist. [Centre College.] Accountant; auditor [General Electric
Company.] Born 1915. CPS service 6/26/41 – 12/7/45. Units 9, 32, 53, 32, 43.
Herman W. Hecker
Syracuse, NY. Evangelical and Reformed. Stock and file clerk. Born 1916. CPS service
7/9/42 – 4/2/46. Units 32, 81.
Scott Mitchell Hoyman (previous participant)
David E. Jack
Yonkers, NY. no religious affiliation. Teacher. Born 1917. CPS service 6/16/42 –
2/12/46. Units 32, 101, 34, 114.
Lewis G. Joachim
Cleveland, OH. Disciples of Christ. Student. Born 1918. CPS service 6/10/42 – 2/27/46.
Units 32, 27.
Allen Kaynor (previous participant)
Thomas H. Korn (previous participant)
Gabriel W. Lasker (previous participant)
Lawrence [Larry] McK[eever] Miller [Jr.]
Watermill, NY. Friend. [Antioch College.] Student. Born 1920. CPS service 8/21/42 –
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3/10/46. Units 32, 27, 115, 94.
16 John H. Peterbridge (previous participant)
17 John S. Pullman, Jr. (previous participant)
18 William H. Reese (previous participant)
19 Kenneth S. Roberts
Moorestown, NJ. Friend. Time Study. Born 1921. CPS service 8/25/42 – 3/24/46. Units
32, 59, 101, 32, 27, 132, 108.
20 F. Porter Sargent (previous participant)
21 Roger S. Schafer (previous participant)
22 William Seeman (previous participant)
23 Quentin Stodola1633
Montclair, NJ. Episcopal. No occupation given. Born 1918. CPS service 11/5/45 –
5/29/46. Units 123, 98, [32].
24 Joseph H. Summers (previous participant)
25 Walter Taylor
New York, NY. Congregational Christian. No occupation given. Born 1919. CPS service
9/3/42 - ? Units 32, 87.
26 Russell C[onwell] Tuttle
Brooklyn, NY. Congregational Christian. Teacher. Born 1915. CPS service 32, 27, 115,
94, 46.
27 Francis R. Walton (previous participant)
28 Melvin A. Weightman (previous participant)
of 28 participants

Table 4: West Campton Assignees Who Participated in 1 or More Field Trial
Name
Stephen L. Angell
David Winder
Bacon
Paul T. Bateman
Bainbridge Bunting
Clayton DeLisle
Crawford, Jr.
Robert N. Currier
Robert Tyrell Dick
Harold F. Eberhard
Stanley P. Harbison

Participant, Trial 1

Participant, Trial 2

X

X

Participant, Trial
3
X
X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X

1633

The CPS Directory does not show Stodola being assigned to CPS unit #32; however, his name is on William
Davis’ list of study participants. My best guess is that he served in CPS but sought reassignment to the military as a
noncombatant. In 1945, he was in the Army Disciplinary Barracks seeking reassignment to CPS. See “NonCooperator in Army Gets Reduced Sentence,” The Conscientious Objector 7(8): August 1945, 2. I believe his CPS
service record must only contain information from his second time in CPS.
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Herman W. Hecker
Frank W. Hickin
Ernest L. Hixson
Scott Mitchell
Hoyman
David E. Jack
Lewis G. Joachim
Lawrence W.
Kaufman
Allen R. Kaynor
Luther H. Kirsch
Vaclav Klimo
Kenneth E.
Knipmeyer
Thomas H. Korn
Gabriel W. Lasker
George T. Little
George Loveland
Lawrence Miller, Jr.
Edward B. Peacock
John H. Peterbridge
Erich W. Peters
Martin J. Ponch
John S. Pullman, Jr.
William H. Reese
Kenneth S. Roberts
F. Porter Sargent
Roger S. Schafer
William Seeman
John H. Staby
John W. Steer
Gilbert W. Stenberg
Quentin Stodola
Joseph H. Summers
Walter Taylor
Russell Conwell
Tuttle
Francis R. Walton
Melvin A.
Weightman

X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X

X

X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X

Table 5: Age Distribution of Identified CO-Research Subjects
Year of birth Number of Identified CO-Research Subjects
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1909
1910
1911
1912
1913
1914
1915
1916
1917
1918
1919
1920
1921
unknown

1
3
1
4
1
2
4
4
4
8
5
5
1
1

Table 6: Educational Institutions Attended by Identified CO-Subjects1634
Amherst College
Antioch College
Asbury College
Bard College
Black Mountain College
Bowdoin
business college
Carnegie Tech
Centre College
City College of New York
Columbia University
Earlham College
God’s Bible School
Hamilton College
Harvard University
Haverford College
Johnson Bible College
Julliard
Monmouth College
New York University
Rutgers University
State teachers college
Swarthmore College
1634

Not all COs provided information about their educational backgrounds; hence, this is an incomplete list based on
information provided by the men themselves or occasionally biographical information obtained about the men
through such means as obituary notices. (If it was not clear that an individual attended an institution prior to serving
in CPS, I did not include that institution in this list.)
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Tufts College
University of Berlin
University of Chicago
University of Cincinnati
University of Illinois
University of Pennsylvania
University of Pittsburgh
University of Wisconsin
Vanderbilt University
Wagner College
Wesleyan University
Yale University
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Appendix AD: No Skunks Allowed!
[Digital Image from American Friends Service Committee: Civilian Public Service Records
(DG002), Swarthmore College Peace Collection, Swarthmore, Pennsylvania, posted on The
Civilian Public Service Story website, http://civilianpublicservice.org/camps/32]
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Appendix AE: Anti-louse Trial Participants’ Later Placements in
Social Service-oriented CPS Units
After transferring from the West Campton CPS unit, George Little served in two units that were
dedicated to training personnel to work in relief and reconstruction capacities. Likewise, Francis
Walton, David Jack, and Kenneth Roberts transferred from West Campton to CPS units that
were training men for overseas relief work. Roger Schafer, a Friend and law student who had
travelled in Europe, transferred to CPS unit # 99, which was preparing CPS men for foreign
service in China. After that unit was closed due to political opposition, Schafer transferred to the
general hospital CPS unit at the Alexian Brothers Hospital in Chicago.
Robert (Bob) Dick transferred from West Campton to a unit working in a psychiatric hospital
and later served in the guinea pig unit at the University of Rochester in New York. The
psychiatric hospital that Dick transferred to, Brattleboro Retreat, was run according to a Quaker
concept called “moral treatment” in which patients were treated with dignity and respect (a stark
contrast to the prevailing norms for the treatment of psychiatric patients), and a number of
participants in the anti-louse trials, including Robert Currier, Frank Hickin, Ernest (Ernie)
Hixson, Luther Kirsch, Walter Taylor, and John Pullman, Jr. transferred there. Hixson voiced
the thoughts of many of his colleagues when he wrote, “Work here [the Brattleboro Retreat
mental hospital] is far more significant than chopping wood in a C.P.S. camp.” (“After One
Year: Reactions,” COmmuniqué from Brattleboro, February 1944, 7. In "Camp #87;
Brattleboro, Vermont. Misc. Publications," folder 17/29. MCC Records Collection, Akron, PA.
http://civilianpublicservice.org/documents/68, accessed January 25, 2014.)
Scott Mitchell Hoyman served at the Philadelphia State Hospital after West Campton. Lawrence
Kaufman and George Little served at the Philadelphia State Hospital after several other postings.
Thomas Korn served at the Connecticut State Hospital and Lyons Veterans Hospital. George
Loveland served at the Vineland Training School and the New Jersey State Training School in
New Lisbon after leaving West Campton. Gilbert Stenberg served at the Vineland Training
School. William Reese served at Columbus State Hospital and the training school in Laurel,
Maryland. John Steer also worked at the training school in Laurel, Maryland. John Peterbridge
served in the Connecticut State hospital psychiatric unit and the training school in Laurel,
Maryland. Stephen Angell served in the Cheltenham School for Boys and the Norwich Hospital
psychiatric unit. Herman Hecker served in the Connecticut State Hospital psychiatric unit.
Larry Miller, Lawrence Kaufman, Russell Tuttle, and Lewis Joachim served in CPS unit # 27, a
public health project. After the reconstruction training program he was in closed, Kenneth
Roberts worked in CPS unit #27 and in the Laurel training school. William Seeman worked in
CPS unit # 50, a general hospital unit in New York City, while Gabriel Lasker served in a
general/psychiatric hospital unit in North Carolina. Stanley Harbison served in CPS unit #43,
which provided medical and social services in Puerto Rico.
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Appendix AF: Anti-louse Trial Participants’ Post-CPS Activities
Roger Schafer spent more than forty years advocating for affordable housing, as well as serving
on the boards of such organizations as the Citizens Housing and Planning Council of New York,
the Lavanburg Foundation, and Boys Harbor. (“Roger S. Schafer, 72, A Housing Consultant,”
New York Times, December 19, 1991. http://www.nytimes.com/1991/11/19/obituaries/roger-sschafer-72-a-housing-consultant.html, Accessed January 25, 2014.)
Bainbridge Bunting worked in Europe with the AFSC after the war and donated his body to
science when he died. (“Lifetime of Causes Propels 81-Year-Old" Albuquerque Journal: E.6.
ProQuest Central. Oct 12 2003. Web. 2 Sep. 2011
<http://ezproxy.cul.columbia.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com/docview/324138552?acc
ountid=10226>; “Bunting” obituary provided by Nancy Brown-Martinez, Reference Specialist,
Center for Southwest Research, University of New Mexico.)
Edward Peacock worked for the AFSC after the war.
(http://civilianpublicservice.org/workers/7909, accessed September 8, 2011.)
Larry Miller made his conversion to the Society of Friends into a career, serving as the general
secretary of Friends General Conference and chairing the conference’s Christian and Interfaith
Relations Committee. (Larry Miller, “Recollections of a World War II Conscientious Objector,”
Friends Journal, November 2004, http://www.friendsjournal.org/recollections-world-war-iiconscientious-obje, accessed September 12, 2011; “Larry Miller,” Showers of Blessings, June
19, 2007, http://showerofblessings.blogspot.com/2007/06/larry-miller.html, accessed January 28,
2014.) He worked for the AFSC in a variety of capacities, wrote a biography of AFSC founder
Clarence Pickett, and served on the board of Friends Journal. Prior to entering into CPS, he had
served in an AFSC work camp in Fayette County, Pennsylvania, aiding coal mining families.
(“Lawrence Mckeever Miller,” Ancestors and Descendents [sic] of John Howell, Oregon
Pioneer, http://howellfamilyhistory.com/i4935.htm, accessed January 28, 2014.)
Russell Tuttle was another CO who converted to the Quaker faith and worked for the AFSC,
serving as the Director of Overseas Personnel for twenty-four years. (“Russell Conwell Tuttle,”
Centre Daily Times, April 17, 2013,
http://www.legacy.com/obituaries/centredaily/obituary.aspx?pid=164288141, accessed January
28, 2014.)
Scott Hoyman was active in the labor movement, serving as Southern Regional Director of the
Textile Workers Union of America and the Executive Vice President of the Amalgamated
Clothing and Textile Workers Union. (“Oral History Interview with Scott Hoyman, July 16,
1974. Interview E-0010.” Southern Oral History Program Collection (#4007). Oral Histories of
the American South, Documenting the American South, http://docsouth.unc.edu/sohp/E-0010,
accessed September 7, 2011. Hoyman’s comments about serving as a conscientious objector
were erased from the transcript but can be heard on the audiofile.)
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Kenneth Knipmeyer and Robert (Bob) Dick served as ministers. Dick combined his ministry
with his pacifism and his experience with the mentally ill, running clinical pastoral training
programs, directing a service program at the Danvers, Massachusetts, State Hospital, and
counseling COs during the Korean and Vietnamese wars. (Michael Sherman, “‘Work of
National Importance:’ Conscientious Objectors in Civilian Public Service in Vermont during
World War II,” Vermont History 81(1): Winter/Spring 2013, 75-117.) He was awarded the
Unitarian Universalist Peace Fellowship’s Adin Ballou Peace Award for his “deep commitment
to peace and justice.” (“Unitarian Universalist Peace Fellowship,”
https://www.uua.org/directory/organizations/details.php?id=351032, accessed September 12,
2011.)
George Little was a founding member of the American Civil Liberties Union of Vermont.
(“American Civil Liberties Union of Vermont: 40 Years in Review, 1967-2007,”
http://www.acluvt.org/pubs/40th_anniversary_review.pdf, accessed September 8, 2011.)
In his obituary, John Pullman was described as having “a lifelong legacy of community service
with participation in many civic groups” and “a deep commitment to peace, anti-nuclear groups,
and the environment.” (“Pullman. John Stephenson Pullman,” December 19, 1995, Hartford
Courant, http://articles.courant.com/1995-12-19/news/9512190651_1_david-l-pullmanmemorial-service-private-burial, accessed September 12, 2011.)
After CPS, Lawrence Kaufman gave up the practice of law for a second career as a
psychoanalyst. (Edward M.L. Burchard, “Dr. Lawrence W. Kaufman,” Contemporary
Psychoanalysis 5: 1969, 180-181. http://www.pep-web.org/document.php?id=cps.005.0180a,
accessed September 7, 2011.) Allen Kaynor also entered the field of psychology. He was a
Professor of Psychology and Chair of the Guidance and Psychological Services at Springfield
College, an institution that embraces the philosophy of “educating the whole person—spirit,
mind, and body—for leadership in service to others.” (“Welcome to Springfield College!,”
http://www.spfldcol.edu/home.nsf/welcome, accessed September 8, 2011.) Quentin Stodola also
worked in the field of psychology. (“Psychology,” California State University Dominguez Hills,
http://www.csudh.edu/catalog/2009-2011/Psychology.htm, accessed January 28, 2014.)
John Steer, who worked in advertising, also served as the Fire Commissioner of Norwalk,
Connecticut.
Joseph Summers, who went on to an academic career specializing in Renaissance literature,
worked with the National Committee on Conscientious Objectors to seek pardons for jailed COs.
(“Eminent Literary Scholar Joseph Summers Dies,” University of Rochester, February 13, 2003,
http://www.rochester.edu/news/show.php?id=338, accessed January 25, 2014; Joseph H.
Summers, “George Herbert: His Religion and Art: Its Making and Early Reception,” George
Herbert Journal 5(1): Fall 1981, 1-18.)
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Gabriel Lasker, an eminent biological anthropologist and for many years the editor of Human
Biology (who, in addition to his other work, published a scientific paper based on the findings of
one of the guinea pig studies), remained committed throughout his life to social causes and the
pursuit of peace. (“Annotated List of Publications of Gabriel Lasker,” Human Biology 74 (6):
December 2002, vii-xx; “Wayne State Anthropologist and Scholar Remembered,”
http://media.wayne.edu/2002/09/12/wayne-state-anthropologist-and-scholar-remembered,
accessed January 25, 2014.)
Stephen Angell had a long career in social work, serving as district associate director of the
Philadelphia Health and Welfare Council, executive director of the Lehigh County Community
Council, executive director of the Health and Welfare Council of Nassau County, and executive
director of Family Services for Dutchess County. (“Alumni Necrology,” Hamilton Alumni
Review, Spring 2012,
http://www.hamilton.edu/magazine/spring12/departments/necrology/1940s, accessed January 28,
2014.) During the Vietnam War, he quit his job, and he and his family sought to be as selfsupporting as possible, in order to avoid paying income taxes, on the grounds that these were
being used to fund the war. (Mary R. Hopkins, ed., Men of Peace: World War II Conscientious
Objectors (Caye Caulker, Belize: Producciones de la Hamaca, 2010) 346-347.) After retirement,
he helped found the Alternatives to Violence Project, through which he worked domestically and
internationally to promote nonviolent conflict resolution. Angell was awarded an honorary
doctorate for his work as an “activist, peace maker, proponent of social welfare and Friend” by
Haverford College. (“Alumni Necrology,” Hamilton Alumni Review, Spring 2012,
http://www.hamilton.edu/magazine/spring12/departments/necrology/1940s, accessed January 28,
2014.)
Stanley Harbison remained in Puerto Rico after his discharge from CPS and, with his wife, cofounded a rural reconstruction project. (“Jeanne Harbison Hein (1919-2013),” New Haven
Register, July 14, 2013, http://www.legacy.com/obituaries/nhregister/obituary.aspx?n=JeanneHarbison-Hein&pid=165860056, accessed January 28, 2014). Upon returning to the United
States, he worked as a minister for several years before his death from polio.
Lewis Joachim also entered the ministry after CPS, serving on a number of church committees
and as president of the Disciples Peace Fellowship. (“In Memoriam,” Disciples Divinity House,
University of Chicago, Fall 2004,
http://ddh.uchicago.edu/news/bulletin/fall2004/memoriam.shtml, accessed January 28, 2014.)
David Jack served in the humanitarian organization CARE. (“Chapter 2: Mary Elmendorf,”
CARE Alumni Memories, Cheenu K T Srinnivasan (New Delhi: Readworthy Publications, 2012)
26.)
Walter Taylor was active in environmental and social movements, founding the Waging Peace
Society (WPS) and participating in a wide range of organizations throughout Northern British
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Columbia, where he and his wife relocated for a number of years. (“Waging Peace for a Living:
The Walt Taylor Fonds,” Northern British Columbia Archives,
http://nbca.library.unbc.ca/home/news/waging-peace-for-a-living/, accessed January 28, 2014.)
Taylor authored Waging Peace for a Living: An Action Plan for Survival of Life on Earth,
worked on behalf of aboriginal peoples, and served as an election observer in Nicaragua.
(Waging Peace for a Living: The Walt Taylor Fonds,” Northern British Columbia Archives,
http://nbca.library.unbc.ca/home/news/waging-peace-for-a-living/, accessed January 28, 2014;
http://search.nbca.unbc.ca/index.php/walt-taylor;isaar, accessed January 28, 2014.)
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Appendix AG: Carl Somdal, Editorial cartoon
(Chicago Daily Tribune, August 11, 1945, p. 10)
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Appendix AH: “Prison Malaria”
[Life June 4, 1945, 43-44, 46.]
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Appendix AI: “Man-days Spent in Work of National Importance, by Registrants in Civilian
Public Service, May 15, 1941-Mar. 31, 1947”
[Selective Service System, Conscientious Objection
Special Monograph No. 11 Volume 2 (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1950) 189.]
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Appendix AJ: “Nutrition Experiment” announcement
[The Reporter 1(2): August 1942, 4.]
The Rockefeller Foundation and the National Research Council are interested in employing
C.P.S. men in research in diet and nutrition. These research organizations state that such
experiments are relevant to civilian health quite as much as the health of men in the armed
forces.
It is proposed to establish units of ten men each in certain hospitals attached to medical schools.
Men will be subjected to specific diets and temperature and air pressure conditions. Typical
problems tackled by the experiments are: (1) How much water does a man need per day when
engaged in manual labor in a desert region? How much salt is required and what types of food
are necessary? (2) What diet renders men most effective in tropical areas where there is high
humidity? (3) What difference is there in dietary needs of men engaging in violent physical
exercise as against those working in an office? (4) What diet is preferable for men working under
artic conditions?
Volunteers from camps near the hospitals used for the experiments will be sought. The men will
agree to serve for from three to six months of experimentation and will be expected to cooperate
with the dietary requirements. The program will preclude all furloughs since they will have to
eat at a specific spot at prescribed times.
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Appendix AK: Letter to Dr. Moore
[In possession of Heather T. Frazer, formerly of Florida Atlantic University, and used with permission.]
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Appendix AL: Causes of Death of CPS Assignees
[Adapted from Selective Service System, Conscientious Objection
Special Monograph No. 11 Volume 1 (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1950) 302-303]
Infection arising from carbuncle
Automobile accident while on furlough
Automobile accident while on furlough
Suicide by drowning
Machinery accident on job
Cerebral embolus following appendectomy
Drowned while CPS unit was searching for lost Coast Guard airplane
Poliomyelitis (contracted while working as a lab tech for a guinea pig unit)
Brain abscess
Drowned on recreation trip
Drowned on recreation trip
Drowned on recreation trip
Drowned on recreation trip
Drowned on recreation trip
Peritonitis following appendectomy
Accidental electrocution
Lymphosarcoma of anterior mediastinum with aplastic anemia
Accidental death on railroad track while on liberty from camp
Pneumonia while on furlough
Burns caused by explosion in side camp
Burns caused by explosion in side camp
Automobile accident en route to duty station
Killed by falling tree on project
Killed by falling tree on project
Drowned while aiding farmer to get cattle out of storm
Brain tumor
Injuries from rolling log on project
Killed by falling snag on forestry project
Bicycle accident on recreation trip
Death following operation by personal physician at home
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Appendix AM: Rules for a Good Experiment
[Adapted from Peter D. Watson, “Section III: The Family at War; Chapter 9, Work of National
Importance, World War II and Peter Dekker Watson,” 16-27. Folder Peter Watson - Writings.
Papers of Carl Honig [unprocessed collection], Edward G. Miner Library.]
RULES FOR A GOOD EXPERIMENT
We prefer human subjects for this kind of work because they have intelligence and can
cooperate, and there is no question about the applicability of results.
1. The food served must be eaten completely and nothing can be eaten elsewhere - - not
even a soft drink, for it has some food value. At the end of the period small
readjustments in the amounts may be made. Please speak of them to the dietitians in time
to change the calculations.
2. The next most important thing is to collect all of the excreta, both fluid and solid. Urine
is collected for the most part in a large (3 liter) bottle; feces for the most part in a large (1
gallon) “candy jar.” Exceptions are: (a) You can take a small wide-mouthed bottle home
with you for urine if you are accustomed to urinate just before retiring or are likely to
need the bottle during the night. (B) Soon after starting a new period, use a clean white
enamel bucket for each feces collection (see below) and record with red pencil the date
and hour on the bucket. (c) Better have a small fruit jar or waxed carton with cover
handy at home for emergency. Stools sometimes are loose on these diets and
(exceptionally) may be watery.
3. At the beginning of a period a marker is taken (barium sulphate, charcoal, powdered
carmine or some other) to mark off the new period from the old. Take this before eating
breakfast. The dietitians will remind you. You must now use the white (or grey)
enameled bucket until the marker (carmine, at present) is passed. From this time on, use
the large jar. Place toilet paper in the jar at first to prevent splashing.
4. The new urine period starts also just before breakfast every day. Empty the bladder
completely into the old bottle. All urine for the next 24-hrs. goes into the new bottle.
Use 10cc of toluene in each big bottle. Record on the big bottle date and time of closing
period each day.
5. If you have taken a small bottle home with you in the evening, be sure to return it with
the urine you have passed. Pour this into the big bottle and rinse with 20 cc. of tap water.
Put the rinsing also into the big bottle. Use a funnel always whenever you use the big
bottle.
6. Be sure your name is on every bottle and vessel before you use it. Even “accidental” use
of another person’s bottle is inexcusable. Be very careful not to bump one bottle against
another or against anything else - - handle carefully.
7. Take exercise every day and about the same amount each day.
8. Drink plenty of water to keep up the volume of urine, especially on hot days.
9. Record in your book any and all symptoms that you think can be in anyway associated
with the diet.
10. Report to me any variations from perfect regularity.
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J.R. Murlin
I have read the rules and agree to observe them scrupulously.
Signed _________________________ Date ______________________
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Appendix AN: Unconsciousness and Recovery under the Influence of G-Forces
[T.M. Gibson and M.H. Harrison, Into Thin Air: A History of Aviation Medicine in the RAF
(London: Robert Hale Limited, 1984) no page number.]
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Appendix AO: Rochester CPS Assignees and Their Research Participation
Name
Leo E. Baldwin
Albert (Al) J. Benglen Jr.
Amos D. Culp
Robert (Bob) Tyrell Dick
Arthur (Art) A. Dole, Jr.
Irvin F. Eller
Oral F. Fisher
Frank W. Hastings
John J. Heil
Theodore S. Horvath
Harry L. Kadet
Robert (Bob) I. Long
William (Bill) Lowden
James (Jim) K. McWhirter
Berle J. Miller
W. Hobart Mitchell
Roland L. Ortmayer
George L. Spicer
Raymond (Ray) W. Stanley
Mirl W. Whitaker
Peter D. Watson

Hot or Cold
Weather
X (cold)
X
X (hot)
X (hot)
X (cold)
X (hot and cold)
X (hot and cold)
X (cold)
X (cold)
X (hot)
X (cold)

X (hot)
X (cold)
X (hot)
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Diet
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Altitude

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Appendix AP: Certificate of Service
[Folder Bill Lowden. Papers of Carl Honig [unprocessed collection], Edward G. Miner Library.]
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Appendix AQ: Photographs of Skin Lesions on Leg
[Adapted from Kurt Lange, David Weiner, and Linn J. Boyd, “Frostbite: Physiology,
Pathology and Therapy,” New England Journal of Medicine 237(11): September 11, 1947, 387.]
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Appendix AR: Andresen Release
[In possession of Dr. Heather T. Frazer, formerly of Florida Atlantic University, and used
with permission.]
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Appendix AS: Resolution of the American Humane Association
[Adapted from Twenty-first Annual Report of the American Humane Association, 1897 in
American Humane Association, Doings of the Annual Meeting (available online via Google
books) 1897, p. 45.]
Whereas, It has been currently reported in public journals that a distinguished South
American physician, engaged in scientific researchers, after vivisecting a large number of the
higher animals, has not hesitated to inoculate patients confined in a public institution with the
germ poison of yellow fever, causing them to suffer all the agonies of that dread disease, and
terminating in death; and
Whereas, These atrocious experiments, so far from exciting in this country, universal
condemnation and abhorrence, have been declared to be scientifically useful, and therefore,
perhaps, a “pardonable crime”; therefore,
Resolved, That, assuming the facts to be correctly reported, The American Humane
Association in Convention assembled, at Nashville, Tenn., hereby would record, in the strongest
manner possible, its utter detestation and condemnation of such scientific trifling with human
life. It does not believe that any possible utility to science can diminish the guilt of murders like
these; or that the secret poisoning of human beings should in the least degree be condoned
because the victims were friendless and poor. It viewed with horror and amazement the assertion
that scientific experiments resulting in death have been made in certain public institutions in this
country, and it therefore calls upon the scientific and medical societies of the United States to
join with the American Humane Association in unreservedly condemning the subjection of
human beings – patients in asylums, hospital or other public institutions, to any form of scientific
experimentation.
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Appendix AT: Justifiable Experimentation Upon Man and Unjustifiable Experimentation
Upon Human Beings
[Adapted from Albert T. Leffingwell, An Ethical Problem:
or Sidelights Upon Scientific Experimentation on Man and Animals
2nd edition, revised (London: G. Bell and Sons, Ltd., 1916) 322-324]
I.

Justifiable Experimentation Upon Man
1. All experiments made by intelligent and conscientious physicians or surgeons
upon their patients for some definite purpose pertaining to the personal benefit of
the patient himself, and when practicable, in case of risk, with his or her consent.
(This rule is intended to include every possible experiment made by a medical
practitioner for the benefit of the patient, with a distinct ameliorative purpose in
view.)
2. All experiments made with an intelligent purpose by a scientific man or medical
practitioner upon himself.
3. All experiments made with their consent upon physicians, surgeons, pathologists,
medical students or other scientific men, who, aware of the nature of the
investigation and of possible results, voluntarily offer themselves as “material.”
4. All experiments made upon men or women of ordinary intelligence who, having
been fully informed of the nature of the investigation and of whatever distressing
or dangerous consequences are obviously liable to result, acknowledge the receipt
of satisfactory compensation for all risks, and given in writing their full and free
consent.
5. All psychological experiments or test which involve neither fear, fright, nor
mental distress of any kind.

II.

Unjustifiable Experimentation Upon Human Beings
Experiments upon human beings which would seem to be immoral, because
obviously a violation of human rights, are as follows:
1. All experiments, tests or observations, liable to involve any degree of pain,
discomfort or distress, made upon dying children, or children apparently near
death, for any purpose other than their present personal relief.
2. The use of new-born babes as material for research; the use as material for
research of any other defenceless children, in orphanages, asylums, or in their
own homes, for any purpose whatever other than the direct personal benefit of the
child upon whom the experiment is made. Especially objectionable would seem
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to be experiments of this character made in connection with the study of syphilis,
whether or not any obvious injury is the result.
3. All experiments liable to cause discomfort or distress, made without purpose of
definite individual benefit upon the insane, the feeble-minded, the aged and
inform or upon other unfortunate human beings, who, for any reason, are
incapable of giving an intelligent consent or of adequately comprehending what is
done to them.
4. All experiments of any kind, upon other adults, whether patients or inmates of
public institutions or otherwise, if made without direct ameliorative purpose and
the intelligent personal consent of the person who is the material for the research.
5. The experimental exploitation without their free consent, of men, temporarily
under command or control of an authority which they have been led to suppose
they are not at liberty legally to disobey.
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Appendix AU: A Bill for the Regulation of Scientific Experiments
upon Human Beings in the District of Columbia
[Adapted from Susan E. Lederer, Subjected to Science:
Human Experimentation in America before the Second World War
(Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1995) 143-146]
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That no physician, surgeon, pathologist, student of medicine or of science,
or any other person shall make or perform upon the body of any human being, in any hospital,
asylum, retreat, or infirmary established for the treatment of the sick, or in any other place in the
District of Columbia, any scientific experiment involving pain, distress, or risk to life and health,
whether by administration of poisonous drugs for the purpose of ascertaining their toxicity, by
inoculating the germs of disease, by grafting cancerous tumors into healthy tissues, or by
performance of any surgical operation for any other object than the amelioration of the patient,
except to the restrictions and regulations hereinafter prescribed. Any person performing,
advising, or assisting in the performance of such an experiment upon any new-born babe,
pregnant woman, lunatic, idiot, or patient, in any public or private hospital, in any infants’ home,
hospital, asylum, or private house, or upon any other persons whatsoever, shall be deemed guilty
of the crime of human vivisection, and upon conviction shall be liable to a fine of not less than
one thousand dollars or imprisonment for not less than one year, or both. If any such experiment
shall be followed within forty-eight hours by the death of the person thus operated upon, or if it
shall appear that death was accelerated in any way by such experiment, the performance of any
such experiment shall be deemed manslaughter or murder, as the circumstance of the case shall
determine; and all persons taking part therein shall be liable to the penalties prescribed for such
crime.
SEC. 2. That any physician or surgeon duly qualified to practice medicine in the District
of Columbia, or any medical student, who shall perform any such scientific experiment, or who
by his advice or presence shall in any way assist, aid, or abet the performance of any such
experiment, shall, upon conviction, be forever disqualified from the practice of medicine in the
District of Columbia. Any person engaged in any capacity in the service of the United States
Government or in any of its departments who shall perform, or by his presence, suggestion, or
advice, aid or abet the performance of any such experiment upon a human being, shall, upon
conviction, in addition to other penalties herein provided, be forthwith dismissed from
Government service and be forever disqualified therefor.
SEC. 3. That any description or account of any such experiment upon a human being,
printed or published in any scientific or medicine periodical or book, or in any reputable
newspaper, shall be deemed evidence demanding immediate inquiry into all the circumstances of
the alleged crime, and, if corroborated by further evidence, shall be accepted as testimony in
regard to the offense.
SEC. 4. That an experiment performed upon a human being with a view to the
advancement by new discovery of physiological or pathological knowledge shall, if it involves
pain or distress, be permitted only under the following restrictions:
551

(a) The experiment must be performed only by a duly qualified physician or surgeon
holding such special license from the Commissioners of the District of Columbia as
in this Act mentioned; and
(b) The subject of such experiment must be not less than twenty years of age and in full
and complete possession of all his or her reasoning faculties. No scientific
experiment of any kind liable to call pain or distress shall be permissible upon any
new-born babe, infant, child, or youth; nor upon any woman during pregnancy nor
within a year after her confinement, nor upon any aged, infirm, epileptic, insane, or
feeble-minded person under any circumstances whatever.
(c) The physician or surgeon proposing to make any such experiment or series of
experiments shall, at least one week in advance, apply to the Commissioners of the
District of Columbia for license permitting such experiment or experiments be
performed. Such application shall fully state the objects and methods of the proposed
experiments, and shall be accompanied with the written permission of the subject of
the proposed experimentation, agreeing thereto, signed in presence of two witnesses
and duly acknowledged before a public notary under seal.
(d) Upon receipt of such application, the Commissioners of the District of Columbia shall
cause investigation to be made; and if it shall appear that the experiments involve no
risk to human life; that the person offering himself or herself for experimentation is of
requisite age, in full possession of all his or her reasoning faculties, and fully aware of
the nature of the proposed experiment, and desires that it be made, then the
Commissioners may issue a license authorizing such scientific experiment or series of
experiments as desired; but
(e) No such experiment shall at any time be continued against the expressed will of the
person experimented upon.
(f) The Commissioners of the District of Columbia shall require a report to be made to
them of the methods employed and the results attained of each experiment or series of
experiments thus made. Such report may not be made public until after six months
from the beginning of the experimentation, in order to permit the investigator to
present the results of his work in his own way. But in the event of any untoward
circumstance attending any such experimentation the full details shall immediately be
reported and printed.
SEC. 5. That nothing in this Act contained shall be construed to prohibit or interfere with
any properly conducted method of medical treatment or surgical operation, whether experimental
or otherwise, having for its demonstrable end and object the amelioration of suffering or
recovery of the patient thus treated or operated upon.
SEC. 6. That nothing in this Act contained shall be construed to prohibit or interfere with
any experiments whatsoever made by medical students, physicians, surgeons, physiologists, or
pathologists upon one another.
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Appendix AV: Yellow Fever Board Subject Contract
[adapted from William B. Bean, “The Fielding H. Garrison Lecture: Walter Reed and the Ordeal
of Human Experiments,” Bulletin of the History of Medicine 51(1): Spring 1977, 86- 87]

The undersigned, Antonio Benino, being more than twenty-five years of age, native of
Cerceda, in the province of Corima, the son of Manuel Benino and Josefa Castro here states by
these presents, being in the enjoyment and exercise of his own free will, that he consents to
submit himself to experiments for the purpose of determining the methods of transmission of
yellow fever, made upon his person by the Commission appointed for this purpose by the
Secretary of War of the United States, and that he gives his consent to undergo the said
experiments for the reasons and under the conditions below stated.
The undersigned understands perfectly well that in case of the development of yellow
fever in him, that he endangers his life to a certain extent but it being entirely impossible for him
to avoid the infection during his stay in this island, he prefers to take the chance contracting it
intentionally in the belief he will receive from the said Commission the greatest care and the
most skillful medical service.
It is understood that at the completion of these experiments, within two months from this
date, the undersigned will receive the sum of $100 in American gold and that in case of his
contracting yellow fever at any time during his residence in this camp, he will receive in addition
to that sum a further $100 in American gold, upon his recovery and that in case of his death
because of this disease, the Commission will transmit the said sum (two hundred American
dollars) to the person whom the undersigned shall designate at his convenience.
The undersigned binds himself not to leave the bounds of this camp during the period of
the experiments and will forfeit all right to the benefits names in this contract if he breaks this
agreement. And to bind himself he signs this paper in duplicate, in the Experimental Camp, near
Quemados, Cuba, on the 26th day of November nineteen hundred.
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