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AN UNBROKEN WITNESS:

CONSCIENTIOUS OBJECTION TO WAR, 1948-1953

By Zelle Andrews Larson

A dissertation submitted to the Graduate Division of the

University of Hawaii in partial fulfillment of the

requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy

ABSTRACT

This study examines the laws governing conscientious

objection to war in America from 1948 to 1953, the treat

ment of men claiming conscientious scruples against war

during the period, and the work of peace agencies on

behalf of draft-age pacifists as they confronted another

era of conscription and war.

Congress passed America's first peacetime draft in

June, 1948. This act narrowed the grounds on which men

could be classified as conscientious objectors (from what

those grounds had been in the 1940 Draft Act), while giving

them the most generous substitute for combatant service

they had ever had: deferment. A man's conviction still had

to be based on "religious training and belief." But the

1948 law added that the belief must be "in a relation to

a Supreme Being involving duties superior to those

arising from any human relation." It specifically excluded

"essentially political, sociological, or philosophical
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views or a merely personal moral code." Consequently,

Selective Service officials looked even more diligently

than before for membership in the "historic peace churches"

(Friends, Mennonite, Brethren) to guide them in classifying

pacifist registrants.

Pacifists disliked the new requirement of conventional

religious belief but applauded the substitute for combatant

service. From June, 1948, to June, 1951, conscientious

objectors were not required to perform alternative service.

Before the Korean War broke out, Americans generally

accepted this arrangement for classified COs. Meanwhile,

however, the Department of Justice prosecuted, sometimes

repeatedly, those who conscientiously refused to register

for the draft, and judges often sentenced them to relatively

long prison terms.

After the start of the Korean conflict, the public's

attitude towards deferred COs stiffened. Congress responded

by reinstituting an alternative service program in the

Universal Military Training and Service Act of 1951. The

small number of classified conscientious objectors (about

12,000 in June, 1951), and the urgings of peace lobbyists

had persuaded Congress not to reestablish Civilian Public

Service camps. Instead, COs were to perform civilian

work "contributing to the maintenance of the national

health, safety, or interest." The program began officially

in July, 1952. The conscientious objectors worked

primarily in health care facilities, mainly as orderlies,
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assistants, and custodians in general hospitals and mental

institutions.

The alternative service, or I-W, program was singularly

successful for everyone involved. The COs welcomed the

opportunity to perform meaningful social service; the

peaple they served were grateful for their loyal and

gentle assistance; peace agencies were relieved of burden

some and unpleasant administrative responsibilities for COs;

Selective Service received few complaints from the public or

the pacifists; and Congress had replaced a costly and

problem-plagued system for handling conscientious objectors.

Yet while Congress and peace agencies for the first

time devised a satisfactory service program (largely for

Mennonites and Brethren), problems such as misclassification

of pacifists and illegal application of Selective Service

laws by draft boards and Department of Justice Hearing

Officers went unresolved. In addition, some pacifists

were taking an increasingly resistant stand towards

conscription in the early 1950s. A notable example was the

American Friends Service Committee, which refused to

participate again in a government-controlled alternative

service program.

In spite of the Cold War, McCarthyism, and a moribund

peace movement, the period from 1948 to 1953 saw substantial

progress in the treatment of some of society's most

difficult dissidents: conscientious objectors to war.
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However, increasing resistance among them to conscription

anticipated the militance of opponents of war in the 1960s.
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PREFACE

The title of this study was taken from testimony by

Harold S. Bender, then Chairman of the Peace Section of the

Mennonite Central Committee, in hearings on a bill for

Universal Military Training before a subcommittee of the

Senate Armed Services Committee that were held in January

and early February, 1951. Mr. Bender argued against the

bill and for an end to peacetime conscription which had

been initiated in 1948.

His words emphasized the long history of opposition to

war by members of his church:

Today's statement is ••• part of
an unbroken witness which our consc~ence,

as anchored in the Christian Gospel, has
moved us to give from the beginning of
our history, both in Europe and in America.*

His words also emphasize the major theme of this

investigation: that conscientious objection was alive and

active in the years immediately preceding and during the

Korean War. Though their efforts have been ever looked and

their experiences largely forgotten, COs in the late 1940s

and early 1950s carried on the long witness for peace in

yet another time of international conflict and opened new

paths of pacifist commitment along which a succeeding

generation of objectors would tr~vel.

*Hearings Before The Preparedness Subcommittee of the
Committee On Armed Services: United States Senate, Eighty
Second Congress, First Session on S. 1, A Bill To Provide
For • • . Universal Mili~ary Service and Training • • • •
January 10-February 2, 1951, p. 979.
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CHAPTER I

Introduction: The Historiography of
American Conscientious Objection to War

Conscientious objectors to war in America have proved

a persistent and intractable problem. Only a small portion

of the total population, they have angered good citizens with

draft-age sons and more orthodox world view~" ma.l.e impatient

those who struggle to frame "fair" and "equitable" draft laws,

and given endless headaches to those who administer the con-

scription and prison systems. In a nation involved in four

major wars in this century alone, conscientious objectors

have hardly disturbed the government's willingness or ability

to conduct efficient and successful warfare. But they have

prodded the national conscience, forced reluctant officials

to recognize their rights, and kept alive the notion that

warmaking is evil and futile.

An unpopular war in Vietnam swelled their ranks and made

their radical protest if not respectable, at least highly

visible. No longer an isolated and quixotic band, objectors

could be found in nearly everyone's neighborhood or community,

and the derogatory label "conchie" was seldom heard anYmore.

Terms formerly heard only in pacifist circles, such as "witness"

and "non-violent resistance" became current and their impli-

cations were acted out by those who staged marches, conducted

sit-ins, and burned draft cards. The peace movement became

large and assertive in the 1960s, and protest against war now

means something more to the average American than the antics
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of a few "religious cranks."

The recent anti-war mood prompted new scholarly interest

in protests against earlier wars in this country. Samuel

Eliot Morison, Frederick Merk, and Frank Freidel, in Dissent

in Three American wars,l wished to dispel any notion that the

bitter controversy over Vietnam was an entirely new phenomenon

in wartime America. It was notable as well, they demonstrated,

during our smaller conflicts with Britain in 1812, with Mexico

in 1848, and with Spain in 1898. Among the critics were

political pragmatists who thought the United States was con

ducting unwise or unjust warfare simply to gain territory or

lucrative markets. In the latter wars, they were joined in

angry accusations against the government r F, policies and its

leaders by other protesters who voiced moral outrage over

needless killing, the possible spread of slavery, and the

failure of the country to live up to its noblest ideals.

The variety of dissenters to America's wars drew the

attention of Joseph R. Conlin in AmeriC'an Ant'i-War Movements. 2

Historically, he pointed out, anti-war sentiment has sprung

from three major sources: pacifists, a loose coalition of

groups, largely religions, who opposed all wars; non-pacifists,

a shifting body of people who opposed particular wars, from

abolitionists to anti-imperialists, from socialists to iso

lationists; and fifth-columnists, a small number in any war

who actively supported the nation's adversaries. Their

social analyses, set forth by Conlin in a collection of doc

uments, were too divergent to permit effective cooperation
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until the Vietnam period. Then, Conlin argued, the diverse

dissenters finally forged a movement powerful enough to end

a war abroad and possibly to begin a social revolution at home.

Other authors focussed almost exclusively on the committed

pacifists. perhaps the first to examine them from a recent

perspective was Staughton Lynd in Nonviolence in America:

A Documentary History.3 A noted peace proponent and civil

rights activist, Lynd was also the first scholar "to piece

together the many strands of the nonviolent tradition in the

United States.,,4 with documents from the l700s to the 1960s,

he identified the special contributions to that tradition

made by those responding to deep religious convictions such

as the Quakers, those struggling for specific political and

economic reforms such as anarchists, suffragists, and trade

unionists, those confronting the government's demand to

participate in killing such as conscientious objectors, and

those fighting for racial equality such as the abolitionists

of the past century and the civil rights workers of the

present. The length of this tradition and the influence of

its spokesmen on such important sources of nonviolent theory

as Gandhi and Tolstoy led Lynd to assert that the United

States had played a crucial role in keeping the nonviolent

idea alive and in transmitting it to the rest of the world.

In his view, America not only had an indigenous and therefore

unique tradition of nonviolence, it "has more often been

teacher than student in the history of the nonviolent idea." S

Peter Brock shared Lynd's interest in the growth of
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nonviolent theory and practice in America, but in contrast to

Lynd, he emphasized the influence of imported, particularly

Gandhian, ideas to that development. Brock, whose eal:lier

study of religious pacifism in America to the first World War

is considered definitive, surveyed pacifism as it broadened

its philosophy and influence in Twenti'eth-Century pacifism. 6

Comparing its expression in this country to that in other,

especially European, countries, Brock viewed Gandhian theories

of nonviolence as the most significant contribution to pacifist

thought and activity in the present age. A unique method of

direct action to overcome social injustice and political

oppression, nonviolent resistance has proved effective in the

movement for civil rights. It offers the only hopeful alter

native, he suggested, to nuclear warfare and the potential

annihilation of mankind.

Charles Chatfield examined the pacifists closely from

1914 to 1941 as they struggled to find nonviolent means for

achieving social change in America and for resolving contests

for power among nations. In his major new study of pacifism,

For Peace and Justice: Pacifism: in America, 1'91'4-1941,7

Chatfield described the dilemmas of concerned peace advocates

as labor unrest, the Depression, nationalistic ideologies,

and military preparations revealed a domestic order gone

awry and international relations beyond reasonable control.

He demonstrated that as the pacifists responded to these

crises, they moved beyond a concern for personal rectitude

derived from their religious doctrines to a liberal social
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philosophy drawn heavily from the Social Gospel movement,

which stressed direct action and personal involvement in

society's problems. Unable to correct economic injustices

through peaceful labor union activities, or to stem the

progress towards international conflict by vigorous campaigns

for arms limitation and neutrality, the pacifists were out

wardly defeated during the interwar years. But they had made

an important transition in their own thinking from personal

commitments to eschew violence to a readiness to experiment

with organized forms of protest. After World War II they

turned logically to Gandhian ideas for help in formulating

a practical political philosophy that they were searching for,

and moving toward, in the 1930s -- a philosophy that shaped

substantially the movements for civil rights and peace in the

1960s.

Perhaps the most significant study of efforts for peace

in the twentieth century is La,..rrence S. Wittner's Rebels

Against War: The American Pe'a'ce' Movement',' 194'1'-1960 8 which

provided the first clear picture of what happened to the

peace movement after its collapse in the late 1930s. Rather

than probing deeply into the intellectual struggles of indi

vidual pacifists as Chatfield did, Wittner concentrated on

the fluctuating fortunes of pacifist or.ganizations as they

gained or lost supporters with the changing climate of the

times.

Experiencing a brief revival when the atomic bombs at

Hiroshima and Nagasaki suggested to Americans that warfare had
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gone too far, the peace movement found new adherents among

those opposed to nuclear weapons and those who believed that

global government was the only alternative to mutual destruc

tion. But the advent of "nuclear pacifism" and renewed energy

of "one worlders" could not strengthen the movement sufficiently

to withstand the onslaught of the late 1940s and early 1950s

when fear of communism, loyalty crusades, and McCarthyism cast

a pall over America's political and intellectual life. The

repressive atmosphere of the Cold War era stripped the peace

movement's membership to its hard core believers, and sent

most of that remnant underground. A few tax refusers and

pamphleteers engaged in brave but futile protests. Most peace

loving Americans simply despaired at the country's ugly mood

and waited in frustrated silence for it to pass.

Organized peace efforts were revived again after the

mid-1950s, Wittner points out, when the testing of hydrogen

bombs galvanized both the scientific and the liberal communities

into action. By the end of the decade the drive for civil

rights in the South also gained mo~entum. In both campaigns

pacifists played major roles, leading their associates into

new experiments with nonviolent resistance, a strategy a

number of them had first tested in Civilian Public Service

camps during World War II.

In the midst of intensified nuclear testing and militant

demands for racial justice, the pacifists' a:Lguments about the

futility of war and the need for radical social change gained

fresh relevance. In the long run, Wittner argued, their
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criticisms of America's belligerent foreign policy, its emphasis

on military protection rather than social justice, the dangers

of an arms race, and the questionable value of supporting

anti-communist but repressive regimes have proved more astute

than pacifist views are commonly thought to be. Armed with

a method for organized protest that both met their commitment

to peaceful means and was effective against an all-powerful

state, peace activists in the late 1950s forged a new movement

whose strength and purpose would be revealed in the next

decade.

The new interest in America's anti-war tradition encouraged

some authors to look closely at those who put their pacifist

convictions on the line -- the conscientious objectors and

war resisters -- to determine what they have believed and how

they have been treated. Lillian Schlissel took a long histor

ical look in Conscience· in Anier"ica·: . A Do·cumentary· History of

Conscientious Objection in Anierica, 1757-1967. 9 Selecting

legal documents pertaining to COs and statements by succeeding

generations of objectors from the Indian Wars to Indochina,

Schlissel identified important issues they raised and the

government's efforts to resolve them. She made clear that

many objectors have not been satisfied with any arrangement

devised for them. They refused to pay fines to get exempted

from the Civil War, they would not perform alternative service

required in World War II, and they rejected the proposition

that conscientious objection involved refusal to serve in any

war during the Vietnam conflict. Their militance has increased
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with every war, she argued. By the war in Vietnam, objectors

not only refused to fight but demanded that the entire society

modify its goals and practices. In fact, resistance to American

military policies became so widespread in the late 1960s and

early 1970s that the term "conscientious objection" had to

be expanded to include a great variety of citizens who have

turned to marches, sit~ins, and tax refusal, for example, to

express their profound discontent. The contest between the

war-minded state and the individual conscience in America

has been a lengthy one, Schlissel demonstrated; the recent

intensity of that confrontation adds pertinence to the subject

of conscientious objection.

Alice Lynd, in We Won't' 'Go': Person'al AC'count'sof War

Objectors,lO was particularly concerned about the young people

having to face that struggle essentially alone. In order to

help others grappling with the same issues, she collected

taped or written statements from COs, war resisters, and draft

opposers (and, in some cases, their wives) about their feelings

and attitudes toward the Vietnam war and what had happened

to them as a result of acting upon those beliefs. Though the

statements provided no clear or certain answers for those who

would oppose the war, these testimonies exposed many of the

pitfalls of noncooperation with military service. More

significantly, they uncovered profound uncertainties, commit

ments, and moral struggles of decent people taking a stand

against their government, their society's values, and often

their closest friends and relatives.
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Willard Gaylin, a practici~g psychiatrist, probed even

more deeply than Mrs. Lynd into the thoughts and motivations

of those opposed to the Vietnam war, recordlng his personal

interviews with men imprisoned for their beliefs in his recent

work, In the Service oof Theoioro Counotry:o War Resoistoers in Prison. 11

Using psychoanalytic techniques in those interviews, Dr. Gaylin

sought to determine what prompted the resisters' radical stand

and what effects life in prison was having upon them. He found

some similar personality traits that could partially account

for their behavior: ambivalent feelings towards their fathers,

a sense of alienation from their peers, and stern consciences

which gave them strong inhibitions against violence as well as

tendencies towards depression. But in most respects, th.eir

personalities and backgrounds were too varied to be easily

categorized.

What struck Gaylin most sharply was how similarly -- and

frighteningly -- the prison experience had affected those

different people. For all of them, confinement had produced

a raging anger against the mindless, oppressive system in which

they were caught. Regimented in the most minute details of

life, threatened with homosexual attacks, controlled by indif

ferent, sometimes brutal, guards, war resisters (like any

prisoners) led an existence at once excruciatingly dull and

extremely dangerous. But they suffered less from physical

violence than from a loss of personal identity and sense of

self worth, and from severe disillusionment with the possibilities

for peaceful social change. prison, Gaylin discovered: had
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turned gentle and generous youths into bitter and hostile

adults. Cataloging a host of errors, misjudgments, and mis-

. guided laws that bring peaceful men to prison, Gaylin delivered

in conclusion a stinging indictment of the draft and prison

systems in the United states.

This review of some of the recent scholarship on opposition

to war reminds us that the subject is an essential part of our

country's history. Conscientious objectors are a basic element

in that story because it is in the clash between the peace

loving individual and the warmaking state where commitments

to peace are tested and vital civil rights issues are raised.

While descriptions of COs in the Vietnam per::.od explain some

of that confrontation, we look naturally to examinations of

conscientious objectors in earlier wars for further understanding.

Lillian Schlissel's survey is helpful, but necessarily super

ficial. We can find more thorough studies of COs in every

war, with the exception of one, in which the United States

has depended upon a conscripted army. Edward N. Wright

described conscientious objection in the Civil War in a book

by that title; H. C. Peterson and Gilbert C. Fite looked at

the objectors in World War I in 0pP'on'en't·s' 'o'f Wa'r',19T7-'19·l8;

and Mulford Q. Sibley and Philip E. Jacob examined extensively

COs in World War II in Conscription of' Consc'i'e'nce: The American

Stateandthe Con'sci'entiou's Objector,' '19'4'0-'1947. 12 The

chronology of conscientious objection is almost complete.

Only conscientious objection during the Korean War has not

yet been investigated.
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The near total absence of scholarship on COs in Korea

is striking. Nor have pacifists themselves discussed this

chapter in their history. Lillian Schlissel devoted only

one sentence in her review to the Korean period -- a brief

reference to those who had violated Selective Service laws.

She included but one significant pacifist document from the

early 1950s: a general treatise on resistance to government

authority by A. J. Muste. 13 One gains little feeling for

the scope or importance of conscientious objection during the

Korean War from this source. There is not much more to be

learned on the subject from Lawrence Wittner. He discussed

pacifists' objections to the war, giving us some indication

at least that there was resistance from their ranks. But he

touched only briefly on those who were sentenced to prison

for refusal to cooperate with the 1948 Draft Act and mentioned

only indirectly those who served as COs. His indirect reference

noted that though the American Friends Service Committee

decided not to cooperate during the Korean War with Selective

Service in employing conscientious objectors, the majority of

pacifists still accepted alternative service. 14

One might not consider Wittner's passing glance at COs

in the Korean War unusual since he was concerned, after all,

with the broad developm~nt of peace activities over an almost

twenty-year period. Yet he felt the contribution of COs in

World War II to that development was worth a full chapter.

For Wittner, the most significant events in the 1950s were

the growth of opposition to nuclear weapons and of pacifist
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participation in the struggle for civil rights for black

Americans, both of which revitalized the aili~g peace movement.

The contributions of Korean COs to that movement were not

measured.

The picture is quite similar in Lynd's and Brock's studies.

After full chapters on conscientious objection during World

Wars I and II, the authors moved immediately to discussions

of nonviolent action campaigns against nuclear weapons and

racial segregation. As Schlissel did, Lynd included A. J. Muste's

call in 1952 for "holy disobedience" when government policies

conflict with moral conscience. But neither he nor Brock

said anything about conscientious cbjec'cion during the Korean

War.

In contrast to the other authors cited, Joseph R. Conlin

did discuss the Korean War period, providing some useful

insights into public attitudes towards the war and the status

of the peace movement at the time, which are included in the

next chapter. But he acknowledged that there was pacifist

opposition to the war only by implication, noting that the

police action had "elicited virtually no organized non-pacifist

opposition," and never explained the protests of peace advocates

further.

It is not difficult to understand this recurring emphasis

among authors. Conscientious objectors were not a very

visible group during the Korean War. Not only were they small

in numbers,15 they were not confined, as the majority of them

had been in World War II, to detention camps where public
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attention could readily be focussed on their treatment. The

strikes by resisting COs at some of these camps caused a good

deal of adverse publicity about the government's handling of

objectors, creating greater pUblic awareness of them than

might otherwise have occurred. Scattered about the country

and within communities during the Korean War, doing largely

menial work primarily at health care institutions, COs were

hardly noticeable then. It is logical, therefore, that they

might be overlooked now.

Moreover, they were taking their stand when anti-war

sentiments were not only unpopular but nearly unthinkable.

As Wittner has explained, the peace movement barely survived

the Cold War era. It is natural that writers especially

interested in the progress of that movement would look most

readily to its revival in the late 1950s and 1960s for their

subject matter. The doldrums of the early 19505 are not very

inspiring. Thus the obscurity of Korean COs was as much a

function of the times as of the way the government handled

them.

But objectors themselves are partly responsible for their

obscurity. There is nothing comparable in pamphlet literature

or autobiographies following the Korean War to what was

16produced by COs after World Wars I and II. In contrast to

those who preceded Lhem, Korean COs have been remarkably

quiet about their experiences. Better treatment can account

for some absence of self-expression. There were fewer out-

raged feelings to be recorded than in previous wars. The
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anti-communist mania of the 1950s could explain an objector's

reluctance to publicize his dissent, since dissent was so

readily associated with communism. When identification as a

"pinko", "fellow traveler", or even "sympathizer" might cost

one his job, no one was eager to make his radical views

known. Nor, presumably, were publishers eager to publish

them. There was no market for radical critiques like there

has been recently. For these reasons, and others perhaps, we

know little about the conscientious objector to the Korean War.

Yet the experiences of COs in the Korean War periodl ?

need to be chronicled. The story is worth attention not only

because it allows us to compare the treatment of objectors in

the 1950s with what they had experienced in World War II, or

because it enables us to compare the attitudes of pacifists

towards conscription during the two periods, or because it

helps us to trace the growth of the peace movement -- though

the story does enable us to do all these things in some

measure. More significantly, the story of how conscientious

objectors were treated uuring the Korean War period18 is a

chapter in the development of the American people's ability

to deal with dissent -- to deal with those who not only assert,

but act defiantly upon, convictions about the power of the

state to determine how they shall behave in time of national

crisis. What we can learn from this study is somethi~g about

the development of the American people's willingness, and

ability, to cope with conscientious dissent when that dissent

is expressed in resistance to law, at a time when deviations
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from established norms of belief were suspect, and were the

sUbject of police and even Congressional investigations.

Indeed, the story of objectors to war from 1948 to 1953

is part of this country's effort to assure that its government

is a government of laws and not of human beings, and a story

in which the rule of law, as we shall see, did not always

prevail. If one mission of a democracy is to assure the right

of survival even for members of its 3mallest minorities, the

history of war objectors during the 'Late 1940s and early 1950s

demonstrates that in this time of c1:ises, American democracy

was less sturdy than we might ha.ve hoped. But the story is

still an account of progress, because during this period

members of a conscientious minority made gains that helped

make possible an enlarged tolerance, even respect, for dissent.

Moreover, this small dedicated group of people developed new

attitudes about their relationship to a warmaking state that

deeply affected the course of American life in the 1960s.

The story of conscientious objectors from 1948 to 1953, in

short, is a significant chapter in American social and intel

lectual history.19
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p. 217. Muste's treatise, "Of Holy Disobedience,"
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(Schlissel, ed., Con'sc'i'ence' in ll.merica.)

14. The discussion of pacifist objections appears on pgs.
202-203. The reference to noncooperators appears
on pgs. 186-187. The statement about the AFSC's
refusal to serve as an employer of COs occurs on
p • 225. (Wit tner ,. Reb"e"ls' Again'st War.)

15. The number of COs during the Korean War is discussed
more precisely in Chapter XIII. Since the number
of objectors in any war is at best an estimate,
its derivation must be explained in detail.

16. From World War I, for example: Ernest L. Meyer, "Hey!
Yellowbacks!" The' War Diary of a Conscientious
Objector (New York, The John Day Company, 1930);
Harold studley Gray, Character "Bad": The Story
of a Conscientious' Objector (New York, Harper &
Brothers, 1934): and Norman Thomas, War's Heretics:
A Plea for the Conscientious' Objector (New York,
c~v~l L~bert~es Bureau, 1917).

17. The terms "conscientious objector" and "CO" are used in
a variety. of ways. In their narrowest sense they
refer only to men who perform alternative service.
In a broader sense they refer to men who receive the
conscientious objector classification from Selective
Service. In the Korsan War period that included
those willing to perform alternative service but not
yet assigned (I-Os), those performing alternative
service (I-Ws), those classified as conscientious
objectors before the service requirement was put
into effect (IV-Es), and those who accepted non
combatant status in the armed forces (I-A-Os). In
their most general sense, the terms include all
draft-age men with conscientious scruples against
war whether classified as conscientious objectors
by Selective Service or not. That includes all the
above categories plus war resisters who refuse to
register for the draft on conscientious grounds, and
men who claimed conscientious objections to war but
were denied the CO classification and refused to be
inducted into the armed forces.

It will be necessary to use the terms in all
these ways in this study. In chapters on war resisters
and men in alternative service, references to
conscientious objectors would mean those specific
categories unless otherwise indicated. I have tried
to avoid confusion by referring to "classified
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conscientious objectors" or "men with conscientious
scruples against war" to cover more limited and more
general categories. It should be clear from the

. context of the discussion which level of abstraction
I am using.

18. I am using the terms "Korean War period" and "Korean
period" to mean the years 1948 to 1953. Although
American military engagement in Korea did not begin
until mid01950, the new wave of objection to war
began with the Selective Service Act of 1948. The
COs and war resisters in 1948, 1949, and early 1950
logically belong, then, with objectors who were
conscripted after the fighting began, since they
were all subject to the same 1948 Draft law. By
including the peacetime COs of the late 1940s and
first six months of 1950 with the wartime COs of
1950 to 1953, we can distinguish them from the
conscientious objectors to World War II who were
under the jurisdiction of the Selective Service Act
of 1940. The terms "Korean War objector" and
"Korean period objector", and the phrase "resister
during the Korean period" may include, therefore, both
peacetime and wartime pacifists.

19. An exhaustive account of the treatment of conscienticus
objectors during this period would properly include
discussion of th~ many court cases involving COs and
especially Jehovah's Witnesses, and the judicial
opinions by which many of them were resolved. The
con3ti~utional issues that arose in some of these
cases were significant. For example, the arguments
over whether a registrant claiming conscientious
objection had the right to see the FBI's report on
his case to the Justice Department's Hearing Officer
-- an issue on which the Supreme Court spoke in
u.S. v. Nugent and u.S. v. Packer (240 F. 2nd 46,
540 [1953J) -- helped clarify the concept of due
process as it applied to proceedings before quasi
judicial officers. But none of the decisions or
opinions clarified substantially the philosophic
issues underlying conscientious objection, altered
markedly the legal definition of such objection, or
affected greatly the day-to-day experience of the objectorf
Because my dissertation focuses primarily on these
philosophic issues, on the definition of conscientious
objection under Selective Service laws, and on the
experiences of the objectors, I have elected not to
explore the details of legal cases and the judicial
doctrines developed in them.
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CHAPTER II

Pacifists at the Outbreak of the Korean War

The outbreak of the Korean War was an abrupt and startling

event. The war "burst upon us without prelude" allowing us no

time, stated a top military officer, "to arrive at our major

decisions through conferences, debate, legislative action, and

careful clearances." Never before, he added, "had the issue

of peace or war faced a President of the United States with

such explosive suddenness."l The American people were thoroughly

surprised. without a week's warning, they were "involved half

a world away in a struggle [they] neither understood nor felt

a part of.,,2 Historians of the Selective Service System also

noted: "The pUblic was not prepared for the overnight action

which transformed a nation at peace to a nation at war.,,3

For a nation preoccupied with the activities of a peace only

recently achieved, the sudden resumption of warfare in such a

remote place was a severe jolt for which everyone, from

militarists to pacifists, were unprepared. One pacifist,

lately reviewing the period, said: the "advance rumblings •

about a major war in Korea were pretty small, so I do think

the Korean War ••• caught us more or less unaware." It

"kind of crept up on us.,,4

Truman's swift commitment of American air and sea forces

to South Korea -- though lacking the required Congressional

sanction -- initially received some strong public approval in

this country. Presenting his action as essential for the

survival of the United Nations and for the prevention of a
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third world war, Truman touched responsive chords in Americans

who harbored some guilt over this country's failure to support

the League of Nations and were easily persuaded that one

instance of Communist aggression unchecked would lead, as

Munich had, to further aggression around the world. 5 A news

analyst was struck by the degree of pUblic acceptance. The

President's announcement of his ~ecision, the analyst said,

"generated enthusiasm in practically every quarter of Washington

and swept to applause in the capitals of Western Europe •

In all the controversy which much later was to arise, let it

be remembered that on that day, June 27, the cheers were well

nigh unanimous.,,6 The newsman exaggerated to some extent.

More than a few foreign countries had reservations about

Truman's action and responded without enthusiasm to th~ idea

of international involvement in the Korean conflict. But in

those early days, many official leaders and spokesmen in the

United States gave the President vocal support.

The press was squarely behind the President. "Practically

every major newspaper in the country approved [his decision] .,,7

So too did Republican leaders who had been severely criticizing

the Democratic Administration during the past year for its

weakness and ineptitude in meeting the dangers of communism

as evidenced particularly in the case of Alger Hiss and the

"fall" of China. Senators William Knowland, Wayne Morse,

H. Alexander Smith, and Robert Taft spoke strongly in favor

of Truman's rapid response to North Korean aggression.

Ronald Caridi, a leading scholar on the politics of this era,
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• • the principal spokesmen of the GOP regarded

the Administration's quick intervention as an indication of a

firmer policy toward Communism and applauded its decision."B

The question of whether Truman had the right to act without

Congressional approval was raised but got nowhere: the tide

of bipartisan support was too strong. 9 Indeed, when Demo

cratic Floor Leader John McCormack read the President's

statement in the House of Representatives, "the members rose

to their feet and cheered."lO

Though conventional accounts of the period do not mention

it, Truman's decision did arouse some prompt opposition from

pacifists. The first to act was the Friends Committee on

National Legislation, the Washington lobby for pacifist,

especially Quaker, points of view. "From the second day of

the conflict the [F.C.N.L.] tried to encourage mediation of
11the war." Led by its Executive Secretary, E. Raymond Wilson,

the small group of lobbyists -- the entire staff of the FCNL

numbered only about ten people at the time -- began inter-

viewing key Senators, urging them to support mediation. From

the war's beginning, the organization "maintained a consistent

opposition . • • and a consistent effort to bring the war to

a close."12 A Philadelphia journal of the Society of Friends

advocated the same position on the war. "'There must be

mediation at the earliest possible time and the United States

in particular should always remain ready to accept mediation

efforts when the first opportunity presents itself. ,,,13

Leaders of the Women's International League for Peace and
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Freedom, assembled in Liverpool, England the last week in

July, passed a resolution urging the Security Council of the

United Nations to "work vigorously for an immediate ceasefire

in Korea" and calling for the appointment by the Secretary

General of a Mediation Commission to secure a peaceful settle

ment. 14 The same month, thirty religious and peace leaders,

many of them members of one of America's oldest pacifist

organizations, the Fellowship of Reconciliation, issued a

statement condemning the United states and the United Nations

for s l3nding troops to Korea, and calling for mediation of the

conflict. 15

A. J. Muste, the leading spokesman of generations of

pacifists, reacted cautiously, confining his opposition to

thoughtful articles and pamphlets that analyzed this country's

long-term difficulties with totalitarianism. In the first

that appeared in July and September, 1950, however, he argued

firmly that Korea was no "police action" but a civil war

which must be mediated, and followed up by a lasting resolution

of the struggle for power between East and West. 16 Alfred

Hassler of the FOR thought Korea was a direct result of Cold

War tensions and was as angry as Muste that the war was being

minimized by euphemistic description. "The fighting in Korea

is indistinguishable from war," he wrote; "men are being

killed or wounded on just as wholesale a scale as if the

action were openly labeled war."l?

But appa.rently only Jim Peck of the War Resisters League

and a few pacifist colleagues ventured something more daring
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than formal statements of protest. When the UN delegates

assembled for a meeting of the Security Council at Lake Success

to debate the question of entering the Korean War, Peck and

four others were ready to distribute leaflets headed "Mediation

in Korea." When Peck noticed the leaflets of his associates

being confiscated by authorities, he slipped in the delegates'

entrance and began placing copies on the desk of each delegate.

UN guards hustled him off in short order. Though the tactic

failed, the incident did get some front page newspaper coverage. 18

It is difficult to know whether these examples fairly

represent the range and depth of the pacifists' immediate

opposition to the conflict. 19 But it does seem evident that

the pacifists' initial response was neither vigorous nor

widespread. RaYmond Wilson lamented in October, 1950, that

he had tried "without avail, to get the American Friends Service

Committee •.. to issue a statement on Korea" since that was

"the logical Friends organization" to do it rather than the

FCNL. Other near-pacifist institutions such as churches, he

noted recently, tended "either to accept it or to sort of take

a neutral position.,,20

A number of conditions may account for the rather muted

reaction. In addition to their surprise when the war broke

out, some individuals and groups usually sYmpathetic to pacifist

views believed at first that Korea might be a justifiable

response to the greater evil of world anarchy. Wilson explained,

"there was some tendency to support the Korean War because it

was a war for the first time in history for the upholding of
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international institutions and the principles of the United

Nations."21 The generally anti-war people also tended to

believe, as did the larger public, that Korea was not a real

war but merely a "police action," and that it would end shortly

when U.s. military power was fully applied. Torn between

their abhorence of war and their belief that this was merely

a quick "police action" to support the world's only peace

keeping body, many people hesitated or thought it unnecessary

to speak out. 22

But the faintness of the peace witness in June of 1950

had other sources as well. One was the proximity of the Korean

War to the end of World War II. Some pacifists were simply

tired after five years of wartime exertions. Others coming

out of Civilian Public Service camps and prisons were busy

reestablishing their "civilian" lives, getting jobs and finish

ing their education. "There would be ten years before they

would be really settled and have • regular free time to

take up public ••• causes."23 Still others who did remain

active in peace work were caught up in experiments with radical

new organizations, such as the Peacemakers, or with new styles

of life, such as cooperative communities. 24

In addition, a variety of peace-related causes had

drawn the attention of the most committed pacifists. Many

of the radicals had joined the Co~gress of Racial Equality

and helped begin the long battle for racial justice. Both

radical and traditional pacifists fo~ght hard and persistently

against proposals by the government for a system of universal
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military training, an effort which "ran very strong between

1944 and 1952 and • • • almost wholly absorbed" the various

pacifist groups involved. 25 They also spent a good deal of

time between the wars seeking favorable disposition of the

accumulated wages of C.P.S. men being held by the Theasury

Department, and attempting to gain amnesty for COs imprisoned

during World War II. In fact, both issues remained unresolved

throughout the Korean War.

The National Service Board for Religious Objectors,

one of the major pacifist agencies, and the FCNL took the lead

on the problem of the so-called "frozen fund," which, by

December, 1950, totalled $1,389,144.93. They continually

urged Congressmen to accept the wishes of the C.P.S. men,

who had earned the wages in farm work and dairy herd testing,

that the money be used for international relief. After

watching several bills which assigned the fund first to the

International Childrens Emergency Relief Fund and then to

CARE fail in both houses from 1948 to 1953, the pacifists'

hope for this solution waned. 26

The War Resisters League and, after 1948 when it was

established, the Central Committee for Conscientious Objectors,

were especially active on the amnesty issue. For more than

ten years they inspired a campaign of petitions, circulars,

picketing at the White House, fasts, letter writing, and

interviewing (and attempted interviewing) of Presidents

Truman and Eisenhower and Attorney Generals Tom Clark and

J. Howard McGrath. The WRL was the most active in the civil
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disobedience which was particularly evident until about 1949;

the ccca continued the struggle thereafter with the more

modest forms of protests. 27

To both groups, the treatment of men who violated

Selective Service laws on the grounds of conscience was an

outrage. A ccca circular protested that these men "were

sentenced to prison terms • • • longer than the average

imposed by federal courts on forgers, counterfeiters or

white slavers." Failure to proclaim a general amnesty would

compound the injustice, for

the end of a prison term does not end the
punishment. Their Selective Service violation
has made them felons and most states deprive
them of their right to vote, to hold office,
or to obtain licenses to enter many of the
professions. This second-class citizenship
continues for life~ unless amnesty is granted
by the President. 2ti

But their varied protests had little effect. Both the

President's Amnesty Board in 1947, and Truman himself in

successive Christmas seasons, issued a number of pardons to

Selective Service violators. But no general amnesty was

ever proclaimed.

In 1950, then, the pacifists were experiencing more than

a "postwar letdown.,,29 Those who had remained active in peace

work, or begun to return to it, were preoccupied with a number

of long-term campaigns. Their interests and energies, espec

ially among leaders of pacifist organizations, were absorbed

in these pressing, some of them intractable, problems. It was

this preoccupation, as well as the suddenness with which

hostilities had broken out, which prompted Raymond Wilson to
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say that the Korean War had "crept up" on the pacifists.

Yet the principal reason for the absence of strong

protest at the beginning -- even for the duration -- of the

war was the si.mple fact that there was no peace movement to

launch it. Peace organizations such as the Fellowship of

Reconciliation and the War Resisters League had lost members

and money since 1945 as a result of that "postwar letdown.,,30

There was further attrition as a result of factional disputes

which developed in the late 1940s over the attitude that

pacifists ought to take toward communism and communist activity

in the United States. Neither those who felt peace o~ganiza

tions had taken too rigid and "unreconciling" a stance nor

those who believed their position was too "soft" could be

satisfied, and members on both sides of the issue resigned.

Not only the FOR and the WRL, the latter of which lost "several

prominent members ll of its executive committee over this issue

in early 1950, but other organizations as well "experienced

the same splintering effect.,,3l Thus while there is no con

clusive evidence that the number of people strongly committed

to pacifism in the U.s. declined from 1945 to 1950, and it is

clear that a certain fraction of them were busily engaged in

peace work, it is also true that a significant portion of them

withdrew their support from formal peace organizations, whose

strength had waned, as a result, well before June, 1950.

Moreover, anti-war movements during any period of our

history had depended heavily on non-pacifist supporters,

since dedicated pacifists have never been numerous enough to
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create such movements by themselves. The absence of non

pacifist opposition to the Korean War was a vital reason why

the voice of protest was so weak. 32 The belief that Korea

was a crucial test for the United Nations explains only part

of this phenomenon. The more compelling reason was the

national uproar over the threat of communism.

The development of this fearful atmosphere, its causes

and effects, have been examined in detail by several scholars.

It will perhaps suffice to note that 1949 and early 1950 was

a particularly startling period for the American people, with

one event indicating communist subversion following quickly

upon another. The President's loyalty campaign to root

communists out of government, which had begun in 1947, was

continuing. The House Un-American Activities Committee was

busily investigating, having heard in August, 1948, well

publicized testimony from Elizabeth Bentley and Whittaker

Chambers on Soviet espionage which had resulted in December

of that year in the indictment for perjury of Alger Hiss by

a federal grand jury.

The trials of Alger Hiss "were the sensation of 1949,"

said historian Allen J. Matusow. "No other episode in the

postwar period did more to convince the pUblic that •

treason had once reached into high places and perhaps was

still there."33 Other spectacular trials occurred the same

year. Members of the American Communist Party were tried in

a nine-month courtroom drama for violating the Smith Act of

1940 by advocating the overthrow of the government. Judith
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Coplon, a trusted employee of the Justice Department, was

tried for passing secret FBI reports to a Soviet agent. The

danger of treason was emphasized yet again in February, 1950,

when the British government arrested Dr. Klaus Fuchs, who had

earlier worked in the u.s. on the A-bomb, for giving atomic

secrets to the Russians. 34

Aroused by this apparent communist subversion at home,

Americans were even more frightened by the victory of Communist

forces in China which suddenly became a partisan politic~l

issue in the spring of 1949. Increasingly convinced by

Republican charges that incompetence and duplicity in the

State Department were responsible for the "loss" or China,

Americans began to view communism with profound and pervasive

dread. Within a short time that feeling was expanded and

exploited by Senator Joseph R. McCarthy (R - Wisconsin), who

made his first charges about "communists in government" in

February, 1950e What became national hysteria in the follow

ing years had begun.

The influence of McCarthyism and the pUblic's fear of

communism on American political life is a large and complex

SUbject that is well beyond the scope of the present investi

gation. What is significant in this discussion is that well

before June of 1950 an atmosphere had been created in which

any behavior or point of view that deviated from conventional

patterns was suspect. Numerous writers and speakers were

quick to suggest connections between unorthodox views and "the

communist line." Membership long past or present in organiza-
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tions named on the Attorney General's list of "subversive"

groups was sufficient to damn one's character and put one's

job in jeopardy.

In a setting such as this, Americans tended to shun

anything resembling "left-wing" or "radical" viewpoints.

Most people did not want to hear them; only a few dared to

express them. The consequences for the peace n~vement were

severe. The FOR said in the fall of 1950,

The experiences of pacifist groups and
individuals throughout the country was
that anti-Communist feeling and hysteria
make it far more difficult to get a hearing
for the pacifist position now' than at any
time during World War II, and indications
are that this situation i.s more likely to
get worse than to improve. 35

Constance Muste suggested nine months later that the situation

had not substantially changed, if at all. "It would hardly

be possible," she said, "to speak up for pacifism anywhere

these days without risking opposition and hostility • . • • ,,36

Even more disturbing than the people's fear of different ideas,

the public's awareness of unconventional points of view was

diminishing. A disillusioned member of the WRL, Igal Roodenko,

reported in May, 1950, after a field trip across the country

that people hardly knew such a thing as pacifism existed. 37

Most damaging to peace efforts was the loss of faith among

the country's most intelligent and concerned citizens, upon

whom pacifists have always depended for support, in the possi

bility of peaceful solutions to world problems. Even they

had become convinced that communism was too great an evil to

be lived with. Or, though they retained some critical perspec-



31

tive, were nevertheless certain that war was inevitable. 38

With such a pall cast over their views and activities,

pacifists had no organized strength. They were reduced, said

Roy Kepler of the War Resisters League, to "'little fellow

ship groups of mutual commiseration and fear. ,,,39 with member

ship in their organizations continuing to decline in 1950,

and their influence in the non-pacifist community vanishing,

pacifists were isolated and powerless. As early as 1949,

Kepler observed that there was "no pacifist movement in the

U.S." anymore. 40 Scholars have confirmed that the peace

forces were in dire straits by June, 1950. Said Joseph R. Conlin,

"When hostilities with North Korean • • • troops commenced

in 1950, the American anti-war movement stood at its nadir.,,4l

Lawrence wittner generalized that "the promising stirrings

in the postwar peace movement collapsed under the pressure

of the Cold War. By 1950 few could see any cause for optimism."

Elsewhere he asserted more specifically that the outbreak of

fighting "dealt the final hammerblow to the fragile postwar

peace movement. ,,42

The unpopularity of pacifism and peace ideals was as

significant throughout the Korean War as it was at its beginning,

for the temper of the time did not improve. Rather, with

Joe McCarthy's prodding and the inconclusive progress of the

war, it got worse. It is important to our discussion to

understand the problems and preoccupations of the pacifists as

they first confronted the Korean War and the Cold War atmosphere

which surrounded it, because it was the environment out of
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CHAPTER III

Deferment of Conscientious Objectors
Under the Selective Service Act of 1948

During the first year of the Korean War, conscientious

objectors occupied a unique position in the history of U.S.

conscription. They were totally deferred from military and

civilian service. This arrangement did not suit the absolutists

who would not accept even the duty to register, nor did it

seem fair to some whose sons were being drafted. But it was

acceptable to many pacifists and it avoided for twelve months,

at least, the difficulties of administering an alternative

service program, an arrangement that had been as unpopular in

its own way with the military as it had been with peace groups.

Deferment, a striking change from the work camps of World War

II, was established in the Selective Service Act of 1948.

Since the provisions of this Act covered the entire Korean War

period -- it was extended indefinitely with only a few impor

tant chan.ges (among them the disposition of COs) in 1951 --

we need to examine its origins and contents in some detail.

The Selective Service Act of 1940 had expired, with

President Truman's approval, on March 31, 1947. Congress had

subsequently established the Office of Selective Service Records,

giving it the responsibility of liquidating the Selective

Service System though "maintaining its records" and "preserving

its knowledge and methods. "1 In addition to collating and

organizing quantities of material, this task involved releasing

thousands of employees and preparing laws to cover any "con-
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tingencies" that might again require massive, conscripted

manpower. When a "contingency" arose within a little more

than a year, the OSSR was ready to swing quickly back to its

former Selective Service functions. 2 But for fifteen months,

the United States was without a draft; the country depended

solely on voluntary enlistments to maintain its armed forces. 3

The development of the Cold War put an end to the Office

of Se1E~ctive Service Records. According to the Service's

Annual Report for 1948:

The United States was forced into serious
planning for early military activity by the
threatening moves of Soviet Russia. In the
last half of 1947, as the several countries
of Eastern and Central Europe succumbed to
the Soviets and set up pro-communist govern
ments, it became evident that there would be
no peaceful settlement of the European
situation in the foreseeable future. The
state of international tension continued
into 1948. 4

On March 17, 1948, Truman asked that the draft be reinstated.

In a special message to Congres£, he said that the draft was

necessary because,

Our armed forces • • • have been unable to
maintain their authorized strength through
voluntary enlistments, even though such'
strength has been reduced to the very minimum
necessary to meet our obligations abroad and
is far below the minimum which should always
be available in the Continental United States.

We cannot meet our international respon
sibilities unless we maintain our armed forces. 5

The machinery for reestablishing the Selective Service System

was set in motion immediately. In fact, since the OSSR had

carefully prepared for this "contingency", it had a proposal

for legislation alxeady available. With some preliminary
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modification, it was the selective service legislation intro

duced to Congress in the spring of 1948. 6

The Armed Services Committees of both houses of Congress

heard extensive testimony on the draft bills, H.R. 6401 and

S. 2655, primarily in March and April. At the time of the

hearings, the bills included provisions for universal (or

national) military training. Tnese provisions were later

dropped, but those who participated in the hearings were

testifying on the two proposals: one calling for resumption

of a draft of men for combat readiness, and the other urging

the creation of a general reserve program of military training. 7

Their statements reveal clearly the currel1t attitudes towards

the developing Cold War and the introduction of peacetime

conscription.

Chan Gurney of South Dakota, Chairman, opened the hearings

in the Senate Armed Services Committee saying,

We meet today ••• against. a back drop
of world-wide fear of aggression, a fear which
is engendered by the aggressive acts of the
Soviet Union • • • • It would serve no purpose
to recite the long list of countries, which,
since VE-day, have been driven behind the
iron curtain. Neither is it necessary to name
other countries which are on the 'prospect'
list of this international purveyor of tyranny.

It is perfectly clear that a definite
threat to our own security exists in the world
today; it is clear that the clouds of war are
starting to gather. 8

Secretary of State George C. Marshall immediately followed

with similar references to the loss of independence, one by

one, of the Balkan states (except Greece) and the Communist

takeovers of Hungary and Czechoslovakia, the latter event
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having occurred just the previous week. History seemed to be

repeating itself, he observed, with frightening similarity to

the days of Adolph Hitler. Diplomatic action, he said, "with

out the backing of military strength in the present world can

only lead to appeasement.,,9

It was Secretary of Defense James Forresta1 in statements

before both the Senate and House Armed Services Commi.ttees,

who presented this argument most fully and vigorously. "The

situation in the world today finds deadly analogies in the

past. At the root of each analogy lies despotic power, un

curbed by firm opposition until too late to prevent the tragedy

of war." He cited the Germans' rush through Belgium in 1914

and twenty-five years later, Hitler's moves against Austria,

the Sudenten1and, and Czechoslovakia.

There is a 'deadly parallel' between those
events and the successive toppling of
national governments in Europe the last
3 years • • • • It is my belief that if we
make it plain and clear that the United
States will not tolerate the destruction
of the western civilization of Europe
we shall have peace. Not a peace, I believe,
through long and exhausting war • • • but
peace because, for once in world history,
an aggressor will be forewarned of our
determination backed by our strength. 10

Dr. Karl T. Compton, President of Massachusetts Institute

of Technology and head of Truman's Advisory Committee on

Universal Military Training, echoed Forresta1's view. A

strong military posture, he argued, "will be a deterrent to

actions by any nation which might provoke war, as it would

have been a powerful deterrent against Hitler, Musso1ini, and
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Japan." He added an ominous warning:

" ••• technological advances in the art
of war permit any nation which is planning
war to act and move with devastating
quickness. Therefore, if we should
become involved in war, we would have
less time to prepare and we would need
more time • . • • The only possible
answer is to have part of the prepara
tion done in advance • • • . It [UMT]
would give us a stock pile of time."

Peace groups argued just as vigorously, but vainly,

against the proposals. Their testimony restricted to twenty

minutes per speaker in the Senate and fifteen minutes per

speaker in the House (while government and military officials

were given unlimited time), pacifists had few illusions that

what they said would change any minds. 12 They came in numbers,

nevertheless, to express their opposition.

Representatives of religious bodies spoke respectfully,

even sadly, to the Committees. Rev. Albert M. Gaeddert,

Acting Chairman of the Peace Section of the Mennonite Central

Committee said,

Once again we appear before the elected
representatives of our United States to
express our concern for impending conscrip
tion legislation. It is with a heavy heart
that we speak • • • •

Few Christian people know the sting
of war and the crushing effects of conscrip
tion better than the ••• Mennonites. Since
Reformation days • • • we have suffered
under the strong arm of the state whiqh
subjected itself to militarization • • • •

More than once America, the land of
freedom, stood as the citadel of hope for
crushed peoples . . • • When there is
movement toward the further adoption of
conscription methods • • • it fills us with
grief • • • .13
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w. Harold Row, representing the Church of the Brethren,

was somewhat firmer in tone but still deferential:

The proposals for a renewed draft plan
cut across our historic faith, and we are
compelled by virtue of religious conviction
to register our opposition to them • • • •
We believe that the element of compulsion
inherent in the system violates the
Christian conception of the dignity, worth,
and freedom of the individual • • • •
History shows that military conscription
is usually the first step away from
Christianity and democracy in the direction
of tyranny and the absolute authority of
the state ••••14

Representatives of pacifist organizations closely

affiliated with religious groups asserted their views more

forcefully, and offered alternatives to military weapons

as methods for keeping the peace. Professor Charles Iglehart

of Union Theological Seminary, representing the Fellowship

of Reconciliation, argued on the. grounds of simple common sense:

Whatever may have been true of wars
in the past, modern war with the weapons,
the methods, and the objectives now taken
for granted by all has become so bestial
as to place it outside the moral sanctions
of God or man. lS

Dr. Henry Cadbury, Professor of New Testament at Harvard

University and Chairman of the American Friends Service

Committee, spoke for the Friends Committee on National Legis

lation at the Senate Hearings. The present tension between

the United States and Russia, he stated, was based on mutual

fear.

We are afraid of communism backed with
military weapons, and Russia is afraid
of capitalism backed with atomic weapons.
The present tragic cycle must be reversed 16
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Instead of a mutual build-up of weapons, the United states

should initiate a "4-year intensive plan for peace" and put

"manpower resources and determination into such a program

• comparable to that which is now proposed for rearmament."17

Representatives of non-religious pacifist protest groups

challenged their listeners boldly, even defiantly. They were

sharply critical, even contemptuous, of the Administration's

draft proposals and of its foreign policy in general. Dr.

Henry Hitt Crane, Chairman of the Michigan Council Against

Conscription (there were similar Councils in numerous states)

declared that peacetime conscription was,

irreconcilably un-Am.erican; it is an
unashamed adoption of a technique that
is preeminently characteristic of
totalitarianism; it is the renunciation
of one of the most highly cherished
traditions of our democracy, and it is
a deliberate step toward a dictatorship
• . • disguised with the fallacious
contention that it is the most effective
way to preserve peace.

There is no more disastrous delusion
than the oft-repeated lie that the way to
keep the peace is to prepare for war • •
What we sow we reap. This is as true of
conscription as it is of corn. 18

Edward C. M. Richards, representing the War Resisters

League, echoed Dr. Crane's assertion that conscription was

antithetical to the American way of life. If "any nation

on earth should repudiate militarism," he told the Represen-

tatives, "it is the united States of America. The refusal on

your part to be frightened into passing any kind of peacetime

conscription measures will be a vital blow at the militarists

in all countries." He charged that the Administration was
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deliberately trying to scare the Congress and the country

into accepting its draft proposals. In "one more desperate

effort to go on with the militaristic foreign policy which is

largely responsible for the present mess, they have come out

with a new 'crisis' to frighten the country into adopting

peacetime conscription." Not only should the Congress refuse

"to play into the hands of our own militarists by voting

against ••• conscription," it should initiate a "systematic

house cleaning of our State Department and our foreign

representatives by substituting civilian for military personnel

in key posts • ,,19

Frederick J. Libby, founder and leader of the National

Council for the Prevention of War, was the sharpest critic

of Truman's foreign policy and of the Administration's role

in fostering the current at:mosphere of international tension.

He agreed with Richards that the atmosphere was the result of

"war hysteria" in this country which had been "artificially

created by deliberate design." Fear of war and frantic

preparations for 'it were the logical result of the Truman

Doctrine, "an unlimited blank check" to fight Communism wherever

it appeared. But how, he demanded, would thousands of conscripts

and millions receiving military training every year save the

world from Communism?

What is it proposed to do with men drafted?
Are they to occupy Italy, if the Italian
Communists should win the election • • • ?
Are they to lay down their lives in China,
fighting the Chinese people who distrust
Chiang Kai Shek's loyalty to the principles
of Sun Yat Sen?
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I challenge the administration to tell
the ~~erican people now how many of these
draftees will be ordered to fight. For one, 20
I see no hope for peace in the Truman Doctrine.

There was very little testimony in the hearings pertain-

ing to conscientious objectors. Lewis B. Hershey, then

Director of the Office of Selec"l:ive Service Records, was the

only witness who questioned their proposed deferment. If

COs were not required to perform II some work in accord with

[their] religious beliefs ll while other men were obliged to

render military service, the public would not understand, he

warned. Moreover, such a liberal provision would greatly

increase the number of men claiming conscientious scruples

against war. liThe history of America and of other countries

is that whenever you establish a means of being deferred or

being exempted from service, many there are who develop the

specifications necessary to qualify.1I 2l

But Hershey was distinctly ambivalent about the arrange-

mente In spite of the adverse public reaction and the increase

in COs he anticipated, Hershey emphasized that Selective

Service would gladly relinquish the job of administering an

alternative service program. The best interest of the agency

I represent, he said, IIwould be served . • . by having nothing

to do with the troublesome problem. II His ~gency would be

livery happy to solve the problem by deferring the man who had

conscientious objections. 1I When Hershey recommended that the

Committee lI a t least give some thought ll to alternative service

for conscientious objectors, it was clear his enthusiasm for



46

this position was decidedly lukewarm. 22

The greatest attention to provisions for COs was given

in a written statement by a leader of the Mennonite Church,

which had originally been delivered to the President's

Advisory Commission on Universal Military Training in April,

1947. The Church's representative at the Senate hearings in

1948 asked that it be inserted in the record. This statement

included several recommendations to the government about

handling conscientious objectors: that absolutists, those

who will not take part in any step in the conscription process,

be completely exempted; that any alternative service program

be completely under civilian direction and that there be no

military personnel involved in the entire process of selection,

induction, and administration of COs; that church agencies be

allowed full responsibility for training and service programs

for their CO inductees; and that maintenance allowances and

wages, denied to men in C.P.S., be permitted. 23

It is interesting that such far-reaching proposals were

not debated in the hearings. Peace groups did not focus on

them. As we have seen, the pacifists leveled more general

indictments against peacetime conscription and militaristic

foreign policies. Committee members did not question pacifists

about the recommendations. They appeared to be much more

interested in the testimony of military and government officials,

and seemed eager to get rid of the spokesmen for peace and to

get on with the job of raising an army as a show of force

against communism.
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But the absence of discussion at the hearings does not

necessarily indicate a lack of concern on the part of the

pacifists or even the legislators. There was some feeling

among peace groups that uncompromising resistance to conscription

was their primary task at that time. Emphasis on allowances

for COs would dilute their protest and suggest a willingness

(which their experiences in World War II had diminished) to

help the government carry out its demands on objectors. For

example, minutes of deliberations on the draft proposals by

the Executive Committee of the Peace Section, American Friends

Service Committee in May, 1948, show: "Those present felt

that we ought not to let the concern for c.o. provisions

interfere with opposition to conscription or draft bills of

any kind. It was also felt that there should be no implication

that we would take part in administering any conscription law.,,24

Yet this desire to emphasize their aversion to conscription

did not prevent pacifists from pressing legislators for improve

ments in CO provisions as outlined in the Mennonites' written

statement. They simply did not argue their case for these

revisions in the Congressional hearings, but lobbied quietly

for them in private meetings with a variety of government

officials. Even the Friends, the most thoroughgoing in their

refusal to cooperate with a draft system, participated in the

conferences. Minutes of a meeting of the NSBRO Consultative

Council (a group of representatives from several pacifist

agencies) reveal that the NSB

worked informally with members of the [House
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and Senate Armed Services] Committees and their
staffs, talked with members of Selective
Service, the Department of Army, and Depart
ment of Justice. In addition • • • the Federal
Council of Churches, the Friends, and others
had seen various officials and congressmen.
These efforts were directed towards getting
a broad definition of conscientious objectors,
pay and dependency allowances, and civilian
control of conscientious objectors. 25

Thus pacifists and government officials did exchange views

on the proposals. The lack of controversy over them at the

hearings resulted from the apparent perception on both sides

that there were more important issues to discuss there.

Some of the recommendations did emerge briefly in public

debate. Wayne Morse (R - Oregon) introduced an amendment to

the draft bill which included the pacifists' proposals when

the bill came to the floor of the Senate. Continually dis

claiming any agreement with the cas' attitudes towards military

service (II ••• I am at a loss to understand the psychology

of conscientious objectors. They perplex me."), he argued

that the demands of religious freedom and the lessons of

World War II required a change in the, government's policies

towards objectors. "We cannot have religious freedom under

the Constitution," he said, "and then in practice deny it

[to] those who seek to exercise [it]. 1126 Nor should Congress

ignore the recommendations of those who administered the CO

provisions of the 1940 Draft Act. The arguments of the pacifist

organizations might be expected, but even the Attorney General,

in his annual report for 1944, urged that a special board be

established to handle the problems created by COs, having the
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power both to classify the objectors and assign them to suit

able work. 27

Morse's amendment went further than the Attorney General's

suggestions. It called for a National Commission on Conscien-

tious Objectors, composed of civilians appointed by the Presi

dent, which would

prescribe the conditions under which
persons claiming [conscientious objections]
shall (a) be inducted into the armed
forces, (b) be assigned to noncombatant
service, (c) be assigned to special
service of national importance with
governmental or approved private agencies
operating in the public good at home or
abroad, or (d) be deferred. 28

It would replace the Department of Justice as the ultimate

investigator and judge of a man's sincerity by. giving the

civilian board the right to hold hearings on and establish the

validity of a CO's claim that he was wrongly classified. In

addition, the Commission would have the authority (subject to

the President's approval) to prescribe all administrative

rules and regulations, llincluding pay and dependency allm>1ances.,,29

Although these procedures would have eliminated some of

the recurring difficulties with COs, the Senate was not ready

to accept such llfundamental changes in the treatment of

conscientious objectors." 30 It voted 48 to 22 against Morse's

amendment. Surely the pacifists' lobbying efforts, the

Attorney General's report, and General Hershey's testimony

(both public and private) effectively disputed Senator Gurney's

assertion that "the way the conscientious objectors were taken

care of during the war worked out very well, generally • ,,31
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But the Senate was not ready to make any significant changes

in CO policies. Its version of the draft bill was nearly

identical in its provisions for COs to the 1940 Draft Act,

requiring that objectors who refused noncombatant service

"be assigned to work of national importance under immediate

civilian direction." The only concession to demands for

reform was granting workmen's compensation rights to objectors

who were disabled or died while performing their alternative

service work. 32

In light of the strong feeling in both houses that

military preparations were necessary to thwart communism, and

in light of the Senate's uncompromising attitude towards

conscientious objectors, it is interesting that such a liberal

policy -- complete deferment for COs -- eventually emerged

from Congressional deliberations. Though this provision first

appeared in the House version of the bill, there is little

information in House records to explain why Representatives

accepted the idea, nor is it entirely clear how the measure

reached the final draft act. The report of the House Armed

Services Committee which accompanied H.R. 6401 contains no

explanation for this important departure from previous policies

on COs. It simply lists various groups to be exempted or

deferred. 33 There was no debate in Committee hearings, as

we have seen, nor any debate when the bill came to the House

floor.

Ora Huston, Executive Secretary of the NSBRO, who had

participated in the pacifists' private meetings with govern-
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ment officials, suggested that the policy originated in

closed sessions of the House Armed Services Committee. He

reported to the NSBRO Consultative counci.l that Chairman

Walter Andrews (R - New York) had asked Secretary Forrestal

whether he objected to deferring COs rather than putting them

in "concentration camps." After Forrestal replied that he

did not, the Committee decided to adopt the measure. 34

Although the House and Senate provisions on COs differed

so sharply (as, apparently, did other sections of the two

draft bills), the Conference Report fails to discuss their

resolution. The Report states only the Senate "recede[dJ

from its disagreement" with the House bill and agreed to

accept wording on the disposition of COs identical to that in

the House version. 35 When presenting the Conference Report

to the Senate, Senator Gurney did not elaborate but said

simply, "With respect to conscientious objectors, the Senate

yielded to the House. Those who oppose any military service

. . • are deferred and are not put in a conscientious-objector

camp. ,,36

Again, Ora Huston provides what little information

there is on that decision. "It is believed" [by whom he

did not specify -- or the secretary did not record] that

"in the give-and-take of compromise the House CO provision

may have been accepted because so many of the other provisions

of the House bill were unacceptable to the Conference

Committee. ,,37 Since pacifists like Huston had close and

continuing contacts with people involved in the legislative
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process, it is not unreasonable to presume that this conclusion

was an informed, if unspecific, one.

While this explanation may account for the action of

some Senators, particularly those on the Conference Committee,

it does not reveal much about the motivation of other Senators

and especially the Representatives for accepting CO deferment.

Since twenty-two Senators voted in favor of Morse's amendment

to establish a national civilian board to administer the CO

program, perhaps 'chere was some symp~thy around for the

pacifist position. On the other hand, those who favored such

a board may simply have viewed it as a sensible means of

relieving the military, which had more important work to do,

of a troublesome burden.

The apparent ilnpatience with the pacifists in the Con

gressional hearings on the draft bills and the freshness of

World War II experiences suggest that political expediency,

not thoughtful concern for conscientious scruples, was the

reason for CO deferment. Officials of the Justice Department

and Selective Service whc had served during the Second World

War were still around to inform Congressmen, as Hershey did

both pUblically and privately, about the difficulties caused

by recalcitrant objectors. An increased number of CO claims

for local boards to process (if Hershey's prediction was

correct) would be a small price to pay to avoid a costly,

problem-plagued alternative service program. As long as

there was no shooting war and draftees were not facing combat,

Congressmen might reasonably have concluded that the public
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would not demand CO service vociferously enough to make them

uncomfortable. Why set up an expensive, difficult program

until pUblic opinion demanded it?

Final debate on the draft bill took place in June, 1948.

A few voices were raised against the introduction of peace-

time conscription. Dewey Short (D - Missouri) chided. his

colleagues in the House:

It seems incredible to me that after
fighting two world wars in our generation
and winning both as freemen we should now
reach the point where we are going to
adopt the techniques, the methods, and
the plans of the very nations we fought
to destroy.38

Senators Glen Taylor (D - Idaho) and William Langer (R - North

Dakota) tried to prevent passage of the bill by engaging in

an all-night filibuster on June 19-20, with Langer reading

letter after letter from his numerous fundamentalist-pacifist

constituents who opposed conscription. But during the fili-

buster, Senate and House conferees worked behind the scenes

on a compromise measure. It was immediately put to a vote

when the filibuster was broken and cleared the Senate during

a "tur.:'>ulent session." Vito Marcantonio (American Labor Party -

New York) then attempted to block its passage in the House by

challenging the legality of the conference agreement, which

had been obtained before the conferees were formally appointed.

But he was overruled and the compromise measure was passed,

259-136, after an hour's debate. 39

The advocates of peace-through-preparedness had won.

America would have its first peacetime draft in history, a
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condition, most Congressmen were sure, that would prevent

war by making clear that the u.s. was "capable of instantly

launching a counteroffensive so devastating that no enemy

[would] care to make war on us.,,40 The draft bill, S. 2655,

was sent immediately to the White House. Truman signed it

on June 24, and it became the Selective Service Act of 1948. 41

The haste with which the House and Senate differences

were resolved further suggests that the provision on conscientious

objectors was the product of political expediency, not wisdom.

In the late-night maneuvering between the legislative conferees,

deferment, which the House favored, may have been accepted as

a simple quid pro guo for some other provision favored by the

Senate. In this context, Ora Huston's observation about the

"give-and-take of compromise" may be more revealing than. it

seems. Whatever its origin~, deferment was a significant

innovation in government policies regarding COs.

Other provisions of the 1948 Draft Act were, in most respects,

"the same as World War II legislation.,,42 However, the length

of service was limited to twenty-one months, and only men between

the a~es of 18 and 26 had to register. Section 6(j) pertained

to conscientious objectors. (See Exhibit A.) It not only sti

pulated that they were to be deferred, it also defined who was

eligible for the CO classification and what steps one could

take to appeal if the claim was denied. We will examine the

implications of that definition in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER IV

Defining "Conscientious Objection"

The 1948 Draft Act defined a conscientious objector in

nearly the same terms as the 1940 Draft Act: a person who

"by religious training and belief, is opposed to participation

in war in any form." But the 1948 Act added an important

qualification which considerably narrowed the grounds on which

a CO claim could be based. It said that "religious training

and belief" meant "belief in relation to a Supreme Being in

volving duties superior to those arising from any human relation."

It specifically ruled out "essentially political, sociological,

or philosophical views or a merely personal moral code."

During their lobbying efforts in the spring of 1948,

pacifists had tried to convince the House and Senate Armed

Services Committees to expand the definition to include "reli

gious training and belief or humanitarian convictions ... l Reli

gious and non-religious pacifists alike were concerned about

the number of deeply sincere people who were jailed in past

World Wars because their objections did not meet the restrictive

specifications of earlier draft laws. But instead of liberal

izing the definition to help improve that situation, Congress

men constricted the terms even further.

In remaining firm, even regressing, on this issue,

Congressmen were responding to two needs they felt were

paramount. The first was simply to clarify the meaning of

the phrase "religious training and belief." Divergent opinions
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by Selective Service boards during and immediately after

World War II made evident that the phrase was too vague and

invited widely different treatment of individuals claiming

conscientious scruples. In some instances, draft boards had

generously ruled that any sincere belief was equivalent to

religious belief, and sometimes classified atheists as COs.

At the other extreme, some boards strictly argued that men

with objections based on clearly theistical doctrines could

not qualify for CO status if the church to which they belonged

had not officially taken a pacifist stand. 2 A similar diver

gence appeared in court decisions. According to Prof. Paul

Ramsey, some circuit courts interpreted religious training

and belief "in an ordinary language sense of these expressions."

But at least one circuit court "went beyond a cult-and

practices definition of religion to require showing of belief

in a Supreme Being to warrant religious exemption."3 The

discrepancies in judgments were too widespread to be ignored. 4

The second reason, at least from the pacifists' point

of view, was the desire on the part of government officials

to eliminate the politically oriented, or "liberal", objectors

from the CO classification. Selective Service opposed the

"liberals", pacifists believed, because they had caused more

trouble in C.P.S. camps than the devoutly religious objectors. 5

Several Congressmen were hostile because they thought that

"left-wingers" among CO applicants might be able to avoid

military service. The NSBRO Reporter noted, for example,

that during consideration of the draft bills, pacifists
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learned that some of the [Armed Services]
Committee members wanted the restricted
definition because they feared that
Communists or pro-Russia sYmpathizers
would take advantage of this provision
to escape milita~y service in a possible
war with Russia.

Thus it was to end the past confusion and close the potential

loopholes that Congress -- which apparently had help from

the Justice Department with the wording -- established the

additional qualification for COs. 7

The new requirement for conscientious objector status,

coupled with total deferment for all those who met it, left

the pacifists highly ambivalent about the new draft law.

Prof. Wittner described their feelings:

The 1948 draft act represented, in pacifist
eyes, an advance over. the 1940 legislation
because it granted C.O.'s complete exemption,
and a regression for requiring a stricter
religious test for c.o. status. 8

In a prepared statement for a Consultative Council meeting,

A. J. Muste scored the new provision for

violat[ing] the American concept of freedom
of rel~gion by granting special consideration
to those who profess belief in a Supreme Being
and by the same token discriminating against
those who do not profess such a belief. In the
name of 'religion' it violates a fundamental I
religious principle by providing for recognition
of conscience, the dignity and autonomy of the
human spirit, in some cases and refusing to
recognize it in others. 9 .

He called on religious people to "repudiate utterly this

injustice and refuse to take any action which may involve

acquiescence in this provision and collaboration in its

administration. ,,10 The CCCO was concerned about the provision's
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effect on individual objectors. It complained that

In requiring allegiance to a definite
conception of 'supreme being,' Congress
has ruled out the conscientious scruples
of many people to whom the voice of
Conscience is a religious impulse.

The practical effect of this
discriminatory definition is to present
many conscientious objectors (who would
have been so recognized during the last
war), with the alternative of violating
their consciences or violating the law. ll

Both legal experts and scholars of American pacifism believe

that the peace leaders were right about the unfairness of

the new criterion, and that they were justified in challenging

its legality. Said a recent author on the subject:

It should have been obvious from the
start that this definition of religion would
cause trouble. To regard only a belief in a
Supreme Being as religious was to exclude
many world views that think of themselves
as fully convictional in character and
hence also entitled to the provisions of
the law. As written, the law made special
provision for one form of religion to the
exclusion of others and hence raised
constitutional issues. 12

But their complaints had no impact and a court test of the

provision's constitutionality in 1952 was 10st.13 COs during

the Korean War -- indeed, until the decision in Seeger v.

United States in 1965 -- simply had to live with the consequences

of the provision. 14

Those consequences are difficult to measure. We have no

way of knowing how many people during the Korean period who

claimed religious objections to participation in war were

denied CO status because they did not meet the new criterion

for religious belief. There are no statistics on the subject.
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We do have evidence from pacifists involved in CO activities

at the time that the Supreme Being clause did result in

rejections of CO claims. But their assessments of its impact

differ.

Rejections occurred primarily because the wording of

the clause did not clarify the grounds for conscientious

objection, as the Congressmen intendeci, but further obfuscated

them. What, exactly, was a Supreme Being? An anthropomorphic

creature? A pantheistic spirit? An undefinable, extra

terrestrial force exerting its inexorable will in the world?

And how could an individual's philosophical and political

views, or personal morality, always be distinguished from his

religious ideas? Selective Service and Justice Department

officials struggled with the ambiguities and before long took

refuge in a simple solution: they looked for membership in

a pacifist or near-pacifist church as evidence of sincere

conscientious objection. A recent author observed the cause

and effect relationship. When the Congress demanded that an

objector base his claim on belief in a Supreme Being, the

govermnent proceeded to insist upon a narrow, textbook defin

ition of that Being, and "in effect, restricted the protections

of the law to members of the historic peace churches. 1115

A. Stauffer Curry, Executive Secretary of the NSBRO,

believed that the rejections which resulted from this situation

were minimal. In March, 1952, he wrote to a Yale Law School

student,

It is difficult to tell how many people

•
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are excluded by the Supreme Being clause
. • • but I do not think there are too many.
I think there are many more who are excluded
because of something in their files which
looks like an inconsistency to the board,
or by some prejudice of the board. 16

Several months later he acknowledged to another correspondent

that

there are some individual cases where draft
board officials at one level or another seemed
to discriminate slightly against young men who
do not come from a so-called peace church.
However, generally speaking, the principle is
fairly well established that the particular
background of a man'~ denominational affiliation
should make no ciiffel.ence."17

Curry worked on nearly every phase of conscientious objection

during the Korean War, so his judgment was surely an informed

one. Certainly prejudice and sensitivity to "inconsistencies"

played an important role in local board decisions on CO

applicants. But other evidence su~gests that the number of

rejections that resulted from accommodation to the Supreme

Being clause were greater than Curry recognized in those letters.

Sidney Aberman of the War Resisters League wrote to

Curry in January, 1952, that the Metropolitan Board for

Conscientious Objectors (a body of representatives from

several groups interested in COs in the New York area) had

devoted much of its last meeting to the problem of securing

improved recognition for the conscientious
objector who bases his convictions on
ethical or moral grounds, as well as •.•
for the broadly religious CO who fails
to get recognition because he is not a
member of a peace church or an orthodox
religious group. In some cases Catholic and
other COs have been arbitrarily handled
by the local boards and [Department of Justice
officials].18
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"Some cases" were apparently more than just a few because

Aberman referred to them in a following paragraph as "a

national problem" which might warrant a special protest

to the legislators. 19

That there was a national pattern of such discrimination

can be seen in the number of incidences across the country

reported in pacifist and conventional news journals. The

Reporter cited cases in Michigan, California, and Minnesota,

for example, where judges and Selective Service officers

ruled against CO applicants because the church to which they

belonged was not a traditional peace church. In Los Angeles,

the father of one would-be CO was told by a Selective Service

officer that

if his son had been a Quaker or a Brethren it
(the trial) would have been different, but
since the Methodist Church • • • did not
teach that its members should hold the CO
position, [the son] could not have gotten
his ideas from the church and hence was not
a sincere religious objector. 20

A New York newspaper in 1951 described the case of an Army

inductee at Ft. Leonard Wood, Missouri, who was turned

down for transfer to a CO medical unit because his commanding

officer held that his church "did not preach against the

bearing of arms.,,2l

Other pacifist documents confirm the prevalence of such

difficulties. A memorandum in 1952 from the Metropolitan

Board to Attorney General J. Howard McGrath complained that

though the

Selective Service Act and Regulations does
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not require specifically that a registrant
claiming conscientious objection belongs
to any recognized church group, • • • it
is the lack of religious affiliation which
has occasioned improper classification in
many instances. 22

In a report to the Consultative Council two months after

he became Associate Secretary of the NSBRO in 1954, Edgar

Metzler wrote,

A final problem which I have already
encountered in work on cases is that of the
conscientious objectors from so-called
nonhistoric peace churches. While the
National Service Board and others have
expressed their concern to Selective Service
officials at various times, there still
remains some residue of prejudice in this
area. The comment of a Selective Service
official after reviewing the file of a CO
who had a voluminous support for this claim
as a conscientious objector was, 'The only
thing he lacked is being from a peace church. ,23

In addition, in 1950-51 the CCCO and the NSBRO urged in their

newsletters that when filling out the Selective Service

questionnaire, COs should interpret the Supreme Being clause

broadly and quote liberally from statements of their church

on war. Better yet, said the NSBRO, include a printed copy

of the church's offi.cial stand in your file. "Statements of

one's church," added the editors, "are helpful in convincing

draft board."24

That pacifist organizations issued such a memorandum

and report and published such instructions suggest that the

Supreme Being clause did create serious, and probably frequent,

difficulties for CO applicants. The fact that in 1952 Curry

downgraded their significance as compared to other CO problems
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whereas his assistant, Edgar Metzler, cited them as particu-

larly notable in 1954 may indicate that their visibility, if

not their numbers, increased as time passed. Moreover, since

Curry dealt primarily with religious objectors, he may not

have seen the results of the clause as quickly as other

pacifists working with COs who could not easily meet the

religious qualifications.

The actual number of people affected by the peculiar

application of the Supreme Being clause is less significant,

perhaps, than the fact that the tactic was based on a narrower

notion of what constituted evidence for conscientious objection

than either the 1948 or the 1940 Draft laws required. The

provision on COs in the 1940 law had specifically been designed

to eliminate the requirement of church membership which the

earlier Draft law had included. Section 4 of the 1917 Act

defined an objector as

a member of any well recognized religious
sect or organization • • • whose existing
creed or principles forbid its members to
participate in war in any form •••• 25

The "well recognized religious sect or organization" was soon

translated by those who had to implement the law as an "historic

peace church," meaning primarily (even exclusively, in practice)

the congregations of Friends, Brethren, and Mennonites. After

the imprisonment and mistreatment in World War I of many

dedicated pacifists who did not belong to these or allY other

churches, Congress was persuaded that "religious training

and belief" was a more reasonable ground for conscientious
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objection. Yet the inclusion of this phrase in the 1940

Act did not prevent some draft officials and ju~ges from

demanding church membership as evidence of sincere belief

during World War II. Nor did its presence in the 1948 Act

prevent the same results during the Korean period.

This persistent constriction of the law can be seen

most readily in the behavior of Justice Department Hearing

Officers. They were lawyers responsible for judging the

claims of conscientious objectors who appealed the classifica

tion assigned them by their local boards. After interviewing

the COs, Hearing Officers made recommendations through the

Justice Department to the Appeal Boards as to whether the

claims should be denied or upheld. While fulfilling these

duties during the 1940s and 1950s, the officers became the

best known of any agents of the draft system for their

restrictive interpretation of the "religious training and

belief" clause. Mulford Sibley and Philip Jacob cited Hear

ing Officers with a narrow outlook on CO claims as one of the

objectors' biggest complaints in the Second World War. 26

Pacifist files during the Korean War contain repeated charges

against the Justice officials for their limited vision.

It is interesting that Stauffer Curry, who had discounted

the impact of decisions on church members, was one of the

Officers' most frequent critics. In 1951, he reported to the

Board of Directors of the NSBRO that he and his staff "felt

that hearing officers have been particularly effective in

obstructing the securing of a [CO] classification by numerous
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men.,,27 In his letter to the Yale Law student in 1952, he

remarked upon the "many misclassifications" by officials that

had resulted from their misinterpretation of pacifist beliefs,

"particularly those [of men] from so called nonhistoric peace

churches •••• I have felt," he added, "that perhaps the

Hearing Officer[s] were the greatest offenders on this point.,,28

In 1953 he complained to T. Oscar Smith, Special Assistant to

the u.S. Attorney General, about a particular Hearing Officer

in Sioux Falls, South Dakota, who seemed to believe "that a

man must be a member of a so-called historic peace church

before he can be recognized as a conscientious objector.,,29

Again, in 1952, he wrote to Smith urging the replacement of a

Hearing Officer for the Chicago area who

has a rather mechanical concept of religion
which seems to judge church activities and
outward expressions of institutional loyalty
to the church as being paramount in a
religious objector's experience, rather
than basing his judgment on an understanding
of the man's actual religious beliefs. 3D

Others joined in the protest against Hearing Officers.

The Metropolitan Board for Conscientious Objectors devoted

a major portion of its memorandum to J. Howard McGrath (earlier

cited) to an indictment of the Hearing Officers and a demand

that they be more carefully chosen for their job. The Board

said,

Hearing Officers should be apprised of the
fact that lack of church affiliation is not
a bar to a conscientious objector's claim
for recognition, nor does the fact that a
church has not taken an official position
against military service bar the individual
from a sincere personal position. 3l
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Improvement in the Officers' judgments was vital, the Board

added, because

it has become apparent [that] the Appeal Boards
rarely go counter to a Hearing Officer's
recommendation on a given case 1 although the
Appeal Boards have the right to final classifica
tion. 32

The Hearing Officers, to be sure, were scarcely the final

authority on case,~ brought before them. They reported to the

Justice Department, which might or might not accept their

conclusions in the reports it submitted to state appeal boards.

In May, 1953, News Notes quoted a government attorney's

observation that the recommendations of Hearing Officers were

not merely rubber-stamped, but were reviewed carefully and,

in about 5% of all cases, were reversed. 33

Moreover, the actions of Hearing Officers were sometimes

at issue in the trials of conscientious objectors who refused

induction. Occasionally, Hearing Officers' behavior furnished

the grounds on which the objectors won their cases. Frieda

Langer Lazarus of the Metropolitan Board for Conscientious

Objectors cited the instance of a Hearing Officer named

Gallagher, who had "two cases dismissed by the Courts, and

two cases returned to Selective Service," as a result, accord-

ing to Lazarus, of the Metropolitan Board's determination

"to discredit this particular Hearing Officer to prevent

innocent men from being sentenced." 34 She described in parti

cular a 1952 case in which the lawyer for an accused objector

switched his defense from one predicated on the accused's

membership in Jehovah's Witnesses to one that challenged
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Gallagher's fairness and understanding of the law -- and

won a prompt acquittal. In an article published in 1955,

Philip Jacob could write that arbitrary or capricious rulings

-- rulings without basis in fact by a Hearing Officer were

among the grounds "now" accepted by the courts for voiding

inductions ordered by Selective Service.

Of course, the reversals of recommendations by Hearing

Officers were not always to the advantage of the registrant.

Stauffer Curry quoted an interview with T. Oscar Smith of the

Department of Justice, in November, 1952, in which Smith

said that although the Department, in a "close" case, would

usually accept the determination of a Hearing Officer that the

registrant should be classified I-O, the Department would

contradict the Hearing Officer if it did not consider the case

"close."

But, in spite of challenges to the behavior of some

Officers and reversals of their findings, Hearing Officers

evidently continued to use the same old criteria in assigning

conscientious objector classification. As late as August,

1954, The Rep·o·rter described the case of a CO applicant whose

appeal was denied by a Hearing Officer "because he belonged

to the Methodist Church instead of a 'historic peace church. ,,,35

Department of Justice men in general behaved strictly,

even severely, towards COs during the Korean War. Their

readiness to employ such a restrictive notion of probative

evidence is a clear sign of their suspicion and disdain for

COs, an attitude clearly shared by many jUdges, Selective
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Service officials, and laymen ali.ke. Yet one can agree that

interpreting and applying the terms "religious training and

belief" and "belief in a Supreme Being" was not a simple

task -- for them or for anyone else administering the Selective

Service Act. It is understandable that they should seek

their own remedies for the law's imprecision. Sibley and

Jacob said that interpreting the religious training clause

was "one of the Hearing Officers' greatest difficulties" in

World War II. 36 The evidence suggests they had even more

trouble with it during the Korean War, and that they looked

for membership in an "historic peace church" with even greater

diligence. It is distressing to observe that as the legal

definition of conscientious objection became more complex

and in some ways more liberal between 1917 and 1948, agents

of the Selective Service System clu~g more tenaciously with

each war to a simplistic application of it. Congress may

have wanted to foil the machinations of political leftists,

but what it did inadvertently was to cause unjust treatment

of some deeply sincere pacifists.
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FOOTNOTES

1 • The Report'er For Con's'c'ience'" sake, October, 1948, p. 2.

2 • Peck, We Who Wou'ld Not Kill, p. 56.

3. Paul Ramsey, "Selective Conscientious Objection: Warrants
and Reservations" in Finn, Co'nflict of Loyalties,
pp. 45-46. The widely different interpretations
could be seen in two notable decisions. Kauten v.
u.S. provided the broadest definition of conscientious
objection by any court, describing it as "a response
of the individual mentor, call it conscience or God,
that is for many persons at the present time the
equivalent of what has always been thought of as a
religious impulse." (133 F. 2nd 703 [1943J). Peter
Brock observed that "this almost Gandhian identifi
cation of God with truth was the furthest point
reached in liberalizing the law on the subject until
the decision in the S~eger case in 1965 •••• "
(Twentieth Century Pacifism, p. 174.)

But in 1946, another circuit court took a much
narrower view. In Berman v. u.s. the court held that
"philosophy and morals and soc~al policy without the
concept of deity cannot be said to be religion."
(156 F. 2nd 377 [1946]). For a discussion of this
issue, see Conscientious Objector's Under Selective
Service. (CCCO, 2nd Edition, The Larchwood Press,
Philadelphia, 1951, pp. 4-5.) Although this decision
directly conflicted with that in 'Kauten, the Supreme
Court refused to review it. Thus the discrepancy in
judgments about what constituted conscientious
objection under thel940 law remained unresolved.

4. That Congress wanted to clear up the confusion was also
noted by Walter Goodman, writing in 1969:

"In 1948, when drawing up the Selective Service law
••• , Congress inserted an additional sentence in
the conscientious-objector provision in order to
make it absolutely clear to local draft boards that
they need not credit the consciences of atheists or
agnostics." (Goodman, "Choose Your War; Or, the Case
of the Selective C.0.," New York Times Maga'zine,
March 23, 1969. Reprinted by the American civil
Liberties Union, New York, p. 1.)

For an expanded discussion of this situation, see Sibley
and Jacob, Conscription of Con'science, pp. 67-69.

5'. News Notes, May, 1951, p. 2, and March, 1951, p. 3.
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6. The Reporter, October, 1948, p. 2. The Annual Report for
1947-48 of the American Civil Liberties Union con
firmed the pacifists' information. It stated:

"Continued fear of Congressmen that some loophole
might enable Communists to evade service prompted
adherence to even narrower definitions of conscience
than in the wartime act." (Annual Re 'ort:' Our
Uncerta'in L'iberties, 1947-48 Amer~can C~v~ L~ erties
union, New York, August, 1948 Vol. 4, p. 61.)

Edward LeRoy Long, Jr., also remarked upon the legislators'
attitude. Congress became concerned, he said, about
preventing exemption to those whose motivations
stemmed from political convictions, a~d, as a result,
included a specific definition of "religious training
and belief in the 1948 draft legislation. (Long,
War and Cons-cie'n'c'ein AXne'ri'ca [Philadelphia, The
Westminster Press, 1968J, p. 103.)

7. NSBRO Consultative Council Minutes for June 29, 1948, reported
that General Hershey told a meeting of pacifists he
believed that "the definition of conscientious objectors
in the new draft came from some source within the
Justice Department. .• " (NSBRO files, SCPC, p. 3.)

8. Wittner, Rebels Against War, p. 186.

9. NSBRO Consultative Council Minutes, June 29, 1948, Addendum
"a." Copy of the Five Point Statement of A. J. Muste.
Presented At The June 29 Meeting Of The Consultative
Council, NSBRO files, SCPC.

10. Muste, Five Point Statement. Muste continued to protest
against the new religious requirement, and was
dismayed when fellow pacifists seemed to give up
the struggle by turning their attention elsewhere.
In 1952, he lamented,

"Nothing in [the] entire field of pacifist policy
and behavior is, frankly, harder for me to understand
than how religious cas and many of the leaders of
the peace churches and of the Fellowship of Reconcilia
tion, can acquiesce in this situation and accept
what is regarded as an advantage, a preferred position,
under it. • • for the religious man it would surely
be a central and indispensible part of his faith
that discrimination, most of all where two men
acting in obedience to conscience are involved, is
unthinkable and that if there is discrimination, he
cannot be the beneficiary of it." (Muste, Of Holy
Disobedience, pp. 21-22.)
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11. "Conscience Behind Steel Bars," CCCO, N.D. but filed in
1948-1949 material of CCCO at SCPC.

12 • Long, War and Consc'i'ence, p. 103.

13. In George v. United States the court saw no problem with
Congress's definition of religion in the 1948 Act.

"It ••• comports with the spirit on which 'Religion'
is understood generally, ••• It covers the case of
most persons who derive inspiration from what has
been called 'the Life of God in the Soul of Man."
(196 F. 2nd 445, cert. denied, 344 U.S. 843 [1952J.
See also John C. Osberger, "Three Eras of the
Conscientious Objector," Uni'versityof Ci'nncinati
LawRe~i'ew, Vol. 34, [Fall, 1965J, p. 497.)

Even if it had found fault with the wording, the court
would not intervene because Congress had the right
to make its own decisions about exemptions from
military duty. They were tho product of legislative
grace, not constitutional mandate, so Congress could
decide to whom it would or would not grant the
privilege. The judges concluded:

" ••• as the exemption for participation in war on
the grounds of religious training and belief can
be granted or witheld by the Congress, the Congress
is free to determine the persons to whom it will
grant it, and may deny it to those persons whose
opinions the Congress does not class as 'religious'
in the ordinary acceptance of the word."

In other words, observed the CCCO about this argument,
"whatever the government may forbid altogether it
may condition even unreasonably.•.• " (News Notes,
May, 1952, p. 1.)

14. Daniel Seeger, an agnostic, claimed exemption on the
grourids of broadly "religious belief" while refusing
to affirm belief in a Supreme Being. Hie claim was
denied at several levels. When it reached the
Second Court of Appeals, the court directly challenged
the lawvs preference for one form of religious
expression over another and ruled that it violated
the Fifth Amendment and was therefore unconstitutional.
Unfortunately, the Supreme court evaded the constitu
tional question -- by intellectual gyrations that
have since been condemned by a variety of legal and
social commentators -- but it did define the phrase
"religious training and belief" in such broad terms
that belief in a "Supreme Being" could no longer be
required. In fact, as a result of this ruling, the
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CHAPTER V

Prosecution of Nonregistrants

From June, 1948 to June, 1951, conscientious objectors,

like good children, were hardly seen or heard of by the

American public. Because the bulk of the CO population in

any war comes from a religious background (a result of the

law's definition as well as the character of American pacifism),

most draft-age pacifists could meet the new qualifications for

conscientious objector classification. They were exempted

without unusual incident and remained relatively obscure

within their own communities, the object of only scattered

complaints until well after the Korean War begano

Selective Service records, quoted in The'Reporter, showed

8,609 men so deferred in June, 1951. 1 But this figure reflected

a change in Selective Service regulations, approved by the

President in January, 1951. This ruling moved the IV-E

(deferred as conscientious objector) from low to high in the

order of classifications. (See Exhibit B.) Because Selective

Service assigned people to the lowest classification for

which they were eligible, with V-A (overage) at the bottom

and I-A (available for military service) at the top, the new

ruling opened several categories for which CO applicants could

be considered before being placed in IV-E. Thus men who had

been assigned directly to IV-E before January, 1951, were,

for example, placed in II-C (agricultural deferment) or III-A

(dependency deferment) after that date. Though still COs in
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conscience and intent, they no longer appeared in the IV-E

category. Because of this change, the number of objectors

appeared steadily to decline after January, 1951.

For a more accurate picture of the number of COs during

the period under discussion, we should look at the monthly

figures for IV-Es before the new regulation had effect.

From a low of 4,502 on December 31, 1948 (the earliest date

for which I have statistics) the total number steadily increased

to 6,439 by March of 1949, and to more than 8,000 by July,

1949. The number reached a peak in the fall of 1950 when the

total reached 12,272 by September 30. 2 So the f~gure of 8,609

for June, 1951, gives little indication of how sizeable the

CO population was during this period, or might have been if

Selective Service had not issued new classification procedures.

Editors of The Reporter speculated that "the new regulation

was probably put into effect in anticipation of a change in

the draft law on conscientious objection.,,3 Since a change

did occur shortly, replacing deferment with an alternative

service program, such a move by Selective Service would have

been quite sensible. By reducing the number of conscientious

objectors (in form if not in identity), Selective Service

would have fewer people to administer in the program. What

ever the rationale for the ruli~g, it made official figures

on the number of conscientious objectors highly unreliable as

a measure of pacifist sentiment. When discussing the total

CO population during the Korean War, we will have to keep this

qualification in mind.
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Deferment reduced the visibility of conscientious

objectors and minimized the friction between them and the

Selective Service System. with no alternative service program

as in previous wars, Selective Service had fewer duties to

impose on COs and they, in turn, had fewer occasions to object.

with the exception of difficulties stemming from narrow

interpretations of the Supreme Being clause, relations between

Selective Service officials and conscientious objectors were

relatively harmonious for these three years.

In contrast, relations between objectors and officials

of the Department of Justice were hostile and contentious.

The distrust of and rigidity towards CO applicants on the

part of Hearing Officers was only one manifestation of the

Justice Department's attitude toward those who questioned

the government's right to make war. Toward those who refused

to cooperate in any way with the draft system, Justice officialF,

and jUdges who tried the cases, were angry and vindictive.

DOJ men were as a rule unsympathetic to pacifists, but they

were obliged to recognize the legal right to classification

as a conscientious objector. There was no such protection

for those who rejected the system of conscription entirely.

When they defied the law -- by refusing even to register -

Justice officials were free to vent their contempt for such

social deviancy. Indeed, the vigor with which the DOJ initially

prosecuted nonregistrants and the stiff sentences judges gave

to resisters as compared to other criminals clearly suggest

that these agents of the draft wanted to punish pacifists for
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their heresy. The officials were not simply upholding the

law; but engaging in political repression.

The confrontation between absolutists and the. government

was not confined to the period 1948 to 1951. But during

this time, specifically January, 1949 to July, 1950, inductions

into the Armed Forces were suspended because of an unexpected

surplus of manpower. 4 Thus the prosecution of nonregistrants

stood out in comparison with the lack of demands upon willing

registrants. With no war and no inductions, it was certainly

not the pressure of pUblic opinion that prompted harsh treat

ment of draft refusers, it was the attitudes of law enforcers

themselves.

The prosecution of draft refusers began slowly but

soon picked up in speed and intensity. By October, 1948,

nine resisters had been arrested, not a large number in

comparison to what would come, yet enough to indicate to

Caleb Foote, Executive Secretary of the Central Committee for

Conscientious Objectors, that "full government prosecutions

against non-registrants are now under way."S Three months

later, the number had risen to fifty-five; in three more

months, it reached seventy-eight. By that date, April, 1949,

fifty-two of the cases had been disposed of, with all but

twelve of the men being sent to prison. 6 Most of those

arrested and imprisoned were religiously motivated and church

affiliated, with Quakers constituting the bulk of the group.?

Pacifist spokesmen became angry and vocal. How could a

country which claimed to be a democracy imprison men for their
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religious beliefs? Didn't the First Amendment protect the

"free exercise" of religion? How could the united States

protest the violation of religious liberty behind the iron

curtain while in~risoning conscientious objectors at home?

More practically, what purpose was there for such treatment

of thoughtful, decent people? Selective Service was not

drafting anyone, hence imprisoning resisters was not necessary

to insure compliance with the draft law. By incarcerating

these men the government increased its expenses, deprived

communities of their good services, and created hardship for

their families. What reason could there be for such a policy,

asked Caleb Foote, than "to coerce them into abandoning their

conscientious convictions -- hardly a worthy motive,"8

The near-pacifist religious journal, Chris'tian Century,

implored the government to stop this "wastage of good young

life. " Why should

good men who are more sensitive than most
to • • • the moral integrity of our society
• • • be sent to prison because they start
their objection to conscription before the law
says they may .• • [?J We see neither sense
nor justice in their ~ncarceration. If the
courts cannot find a way to make the right
of conscientious objection to conscription
apply to registration also, Congress should
amend the draft law. 9

Even people unsympathetic with the nonregistrant position

believed that such vigorous prosecution during peacetime was

unwarranted, and they chided the government for its unjust

and unseemly behavior. Hubert Humphrey, newly elected Senator

from Minnesota, respectfully suggested to Attorney General
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Tom Clark that "our government should • • • not stigmatize

[the conscientious objector] with the same treatment given

to ordinary criminals" and that the Department of Justice

might deal with CO cases in Washington where it "could call

on religious leaders for occasional guidance," rather than

leaving the cases to the discretion of u.s. Attorneys scattered

across the country.lO In January, 1949, thirty prominent

writers, churchmen, and educators sent a letter to important

newspaper editors calling for "a halt to the imprisonment of

these young men of peace." Such behavior "does not become

the government of a nation aspiring to the moral leadership

of the world in opposing Russia and her satellites for their

oppression of minorities today."ll The message reached the

editor of at least one major eastern newspaper who openly

criticized the government's continued imprisonment of cas

while far worse criminals went free. This "policy of petty

spitefulness," complained The Hartfo'rd Courant, "ill becomes

a powerful nation, the supposed citadel of religious freedom.,,12

The CCCO, which was especially concerned about nonregistrants,

complained in January, 1949, that

the courts were showing a heavy hand to
those whose principles compelled them not
to register for the peacetime draft. With
only one man given probation, prison
sentences cueraged more than two years
apiece. This is greater than the average
sentence for narcotic or liquor law
violation, and only a few months less
than the average for white slave law
violation. 13

By February, 1949, only one more nonregistrant had been given
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probation out of the forty objectors sentenced as of that date.

That rate (two out of forty, or five per cent) was nearly the

same as during World War II, based on figures compiled by the

Pacifist Research Bureau. 14

The CCCO had compared that rate with the percentage

of offenders given probation for serious crimes in twenty-four

sta.te courts in 1944-45. For auto theft, 38% were given

probation, for embezzlement and fraud, 35%, for aggravated

assault, 29%, and for rape, 26%. Though the types of offenses

were not broken down, the probation figures compiled for

serious crimes over a four-year period (1944-47) were even

higher. Thus there was a striking discrepancy in the probation

rate for conscientious law-breakers and the rates for other

felons, and it promised to continue during the 1950s.l5 Wasn't

it absurd, said the organization, that "a man convicted of

rape has five times as good a chance for probation, and an

auto thief seven times the chance, of a conscientious objector[?],,16

Judges did not have to impose prison sentences on objectors,

observed the CCCO. U.S. Probation Law gives judges wide

latitude to impose a variety of conditions or none at all,

according to their assessment of the best interests of the

pUblic and the defendant. The courtroom claims (often couched

in "regrets") that it was their "duty to impose sentence in

accordance with the law" (translation: send the man to jail)

was simply an excuse to justify their dislike of the objectors.

Such assertions ignore the fact

that the probation law is specifically
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designed to meet just such a situation
as this, where there has been a violation
of law but justice would seem to indicate
that imprisonment was not in order. 17

In addition, judges often took affront when objectors

persisted in their "obviously mistaken" views, and gave them

longer sentences-than other criminals because of that obstinance.

The word "defiant," continued the CCCO

crops up with monotonous regularity in c.o.
cases. As defined by the judges, defiance
simply means that the defendant is
unwilling to change his religious or moral
convictions at the behest of the court.
In this sense they are, of course, 'defiant,'
just as everyone before them who has stood by
his beliefs in the face of organized opposition~

from Socrates to Mindszenty, has been defiant.l~

But why should any condition be attached to a CO's sentence,

such as disavowing their beliefs, when no requirements are

imposed on other criminals as a condition of receiving

probation. Nor of being eligible for parole, a situation

where pacifists met the same impositions.

[TJhere is nothing in the probation law
to bar defendants who are 'defiant' .•.
from probation. 'Penitence' is not a
condition of parole when the interests 19
of the general public and justice demand it.

A visit by Caleb Foote with members of the united States

Parole Board in March, 1949, convinced him that the Board

was just as arbitrary as and angrier than most jurists in

its decisions on draft resisters. The Board had already denied

parole to the first two eligible nonregistrants and was likely

to continue this policy with any objectors who were "unrepentant,"

since "most of the members are thoroughly military in their
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thinking," reported Foote, "and regard C.O.'s as 'traitors'

and 'worse than conununists.,,,20 Foote's fears were not

entirely borne out, for the Parole Board did eventually give

paroles to all objectors imprisoned between J'une, 1949 and

June, 1951. Because most of the imprisoning of resisters

occurred within that time (for reasons that will be explained

later in this chapter), the rate of paroles of nonregistrants

during the Korean period was high. 2l But the Board vacillated

in its policies towards objectors, now granting one or two

applications for parole upon first consideration, then denying

four or five first-time applications. The intensity of the

wars cold and hot -- seemed to affect those fluctuations. 22

If the record of paroles was not entirely unfavorable,

surely the minimum use of probation was evidence that draft

resisters were a special class of offenders in the eyes of

most judges. The CCCO was certain that objectors were sent

to prison because judges "want to punish conscience and 'deter'

freedom of religion."23 They saw plentiful evidence to support

their critical view of judges and prosecutors.

For example, it looked like pure punishment to pacifists

that a number of people prosecuted for nonregistration during

the Korean period were veterans of Civilian Public Service

or prison during World War II. Having declared their conscien

tious beliefs and served time for them, they were now expected

to repeat the process simply because the draft law was a new

one. 24 One man who was prosecuted in 1948 had been a smoke

jumper -- a forest firefighter who parachuted into the midst
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of the blazes -- one of the most dangerous jobs in Civilian

Public Service. Another, Sander Katz, had served nineteen

months in prison during the Second World War. In 1948, he

was given a second prison sentence of one year and a day by

Federal Judge Harold Medina. 25

Robert Ruark, the well-known Scripps-Howard columnist,

expressed some opinions about Medina's judgment that indicate

the kind of emotional atmosphere in which judges were making

their decisions about objectors. Ruark thought Medina had

been much too soft on Katz. The judge "should have thrown the

book" at him. He was "one of the long-hairs who stroll the

Village streets, lost in reveries and a turtle-neck sweater"

while other men were sweating their lives away on remote

Pacific islands or lying forever on the beaches at Anzio.and

Tarawa. He concluded acidly,

I am sick of the dissenters who enjoy
the benefits and refuse the penalties
of living in this particular land. So
long as we operate by duly-passed law,
,the punishment for nonconformation
should be bitter and ample • • • •
It has been doubly difficult to sell
this current draft to the nation --
it will become more difficult if the
wilful dodgers escape with a slap on
the pinky.Z6

There were some judges more indUlgent than Medina to be

found. The ccca cited one in North Carolina, for example,

who actually commended an objector and his parents for the

young man's stand. "I feel your son is making a very great

sacrifice for conscience's sake," the judge said. "His conduct

is in line with the great of the earth .••• ,,27 It called
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attention to another, Judge Charles Wyzanski of Boston, who

has since made important decisions favorable to conscientious

objectors. Apparently impressed with the sincerity and

conviction displayed by one "total non-cooperator" (the ccca's

description), Wyzanski sentenced the man to only ninety days

in prison, a very light sentence at that time. 28 Moreover,

though the average sentence was two years imprisonment for

nonregistration, that figure was skewed by consistently

longer sentences in some areas of the country than in others.

Judges in Southern California frequently meted out three-year,

and occasionally five-year, sentences to pacifist defendants.

Resisters fortunate enough to live elsewhere were not regularly

sUbjected to treatment that harsh. 29

But Ruark need not have worried that judges had lost

their senses over conscientious objectors. They were, after

all, consistently harder on objectors than on other types of

criminals, even if Ruark thought they ought to have been even

harder. In addition, they often used their position to berate

and condemn the conscientious law-breakers. The ccca and

the NSBRa regularly reported such incidents in their newsletters;

a few examples may suffice. In December, 1949, four Quaker

nonregistrants came before a judge in Mobile,Alabama. Their

case followed that of several liquor law violation and car

theft cases, for which the judge gave probation. To the

Quakers, who carefully explained their conscientious motives,

the judge gave one year and a day in prison and a stern lecture.

This pacifist crowd would turn this country
over to some other government. I have no
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patience with this sort of thing. If you
don't like this country, you should get
out and stay out. 30

In November, 1948, J. Newton Garver, III, faced an impatient

judge. Garver had spoken only a few sentences to explain his

action when the judge intervened:

This is not a forum for you to give expression
to any theory. You are charged with a serious
crime. We are not going to tolerate any
speeches. I suppose we are in for another
epidemic of inflated egos •••• 31

Garver never did finish his testimony. The judge later

accused him of seeking publicity and martyrdom by his stand,

and sentenced him to one year and a day in prison. 22
r .

Had Garver been able to complete his statement, he might

have angered the judge even more, if a previous public declara

tion gives an indication of what he might have said. In

September, Garver wrote President Truman a clear exposition

of the grounds for pacifist refusal to register for the draft.

Relying on an historical rather than a religious perspective,

Garver argued that war had never accomplished anything good,

it simply slaughtered and destroyed. If man and his civili

zation were to survive, cooperation and peace would have to

replace the cycle of preparations for war and then fighting.

Since world leaders continued to wage wars, the only thing

for a responsible citizen to do was to refuse to cooperate,

much as he would decline to help anyone rob a bank. Gandhi

proved the power of noncooperation in India. Judges at

Nuremburg had assigned the responsibility for such noncooper-

ation to the individual citizen.
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Basic to the whole idea of non-cooperation
is the acceptance of individual responsibility
for all of our actions. No matter who tells
us what to do -- our government, our church,
our family, our boss, or anyone else -- we
as individuals must decide whether what we
do is right or wrong • • • • Justice Robert
Jackson of the United States Supreme Court made
this point very clear at the Nuremburg Trials
~ . • that individual German citizens were to
blame for what the Nazi regime did, even though
they were acting 'under orders.' Therefore,
we cannot follow the state in blind obedience,
but must ourselves decide what to do. 33

Garver was not the only Korean period objector to cite

the Nuremburg principles in defense of his position. A

number of pacifists since World War II have realized that

the American government's commitment to the notion of indivi

dual responsibility for war crimes of the German state could

be used to support their resistance to what they believed were

similar crimes by the United States. 34 If Garver's judge was

typical of other federal judges, and his remarks suggest he

was, he would have reacted quite angrily to this analogy. In

the spring of 1951, the ccca reported that "objectors attempting

to use [Nuremburg] precedents to show that superior orders

are not binding on one's conscience have met an extreme degree

of hostility from Federal Judges. 1I35 For people who were

defying the law to suggest that the. government sanctioned

their behavior was apparently too much for the judges to tolerate.

For them to imply a similarity between American policies and

Nazism was undoubtedly an even greater affront.

By the spring of 1951, jurists were still holding firm

against nonregistrants. In Baltimore, the American Friends
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service Committee offered to accept a resister for charitable

work in Mexico if the court would grant him probation. The

court would not; it gave him four and one-half years in prison.

The judge "bitterly reprimanded" the Service Committee for its

willingness to employ such a person and for its implied

willingness to condone nonregistration. 36 He also berated,

the defendant's father for encouraging his son's stand,

suggesting that the father could be prosecuted for counseling

and abetting evasion of the draft. No prosecution was ever

initiated against this father nor, said the CCCO, against

any parent of a nonregistrant as of that date. 37 But the

Justice Department had, by this time, prosecuted a nonregis

trant's college teacher for aiding and abetting evasion in

one of the best known cases of judicial vindictiveness of

the period.

In the case of Larry Gara, history professor at Bluffton

College, Ohio, pacifists and other citizens saw clear evidence

that government officials sought to punish those who conscien-

tiously resisted the draft law. Section l2(a) of the law

declared that anyone who

evades or refuses registration or service
in the armed forces'. • • or who knowingly
counsels, aids, or abets another to refuse
or evade registration or service in the
armed forces • • • or who conspires to
commit any ••• such offenses, shall,
upon conviction in any district court
of the United States of competent
jurisdiction, be punished by imprison
ment for not more than five years or a
fine of not more than $10,000, or by
both such fine and imprisonment ••••38
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To prove that Larry Gara had "conspired, counseled, aided,

and abetted" the Department of Justice stretched the evidence

as far as it would go.

On September 10, 1948, Charles Rickert, a student at

Bluffton, refused to register for the draft. Gara did not

know Rickert and did not learn of his resistance until ten

days after the violation occurred. After they met, Gara, a

Quaker who had been imprisoned duri~g World War II for non

registration, talked with Rickert about life behind bars, gave

him some literature, and expressed support for his position.

Gara and his wife also voiced that support in a letter to the

u.S. Attorney in Toledo. In that letter, they also declared

that they had "openly urged" young men to resist and would do

"all in our power to further the cause of civil disobedience

to conscription in this country.,,39

The Garas' behavior was apparently more circumspect

than they claimed. They had not made any public statements

about nonregistration since arriving in Bluffton, and whenever

they had spoken on the subject, they had emphasized that young

men must follow the dictates of their own consciences regard-

ing the draft, whatever the decision that resulted. When an

agent of the Fede~al Bureau of Investigation came to arrest

Rickert, Gara (by his own account) said in the agent's presence

nothing more dangerous than "Do not let them coerce you into

changing your conscience.,,40 However the Justice Department

was provoked by the Garas' challenges and proceeded to prosecute

-- but only Larry, not his wife.
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He was indicted in Toledo in January, 1949, on two counts.

The first was for counseling, aiding, and abetting individuals

in general ("the names ••• are unknown to this grand jury")

to refuse or evade registration or service in the Armed Forces.

The second was for counseling, aiding, and abetting Charles

Rickert in particular. "Using this sort of indictment, any

active pacifist can be prosecuted," warned the CCCO ominously.

"If Gara is convicted, it will be because of his record as

'f' t ,,41a pac~ ~s ••••

He was convicted, on the second count (the government

dropped the first count) and sentenced to eighteen months in

jail. He was railroaded, charged the CCCO. The judge "virtually

order[edJ a verdict of guilty.,,42 Judge Frank Kloeb ruled

that the duty to register was a continuing one. It made no

difference that Rickert violated the law before Gara even knew

him. If Gara's words could have influenced Rickert to continue

his refusal, then Gara was guilty.43 He also invoked the

doctrine of "clear and present danger" to justify a decision

of guilty. He instructed the jury that freedom of speech

normally protected by the First Amendment,

may become subject to prohibition when of
such a nature and used in such circumstances
as to create a clear and present danger that
they will bring about the substantive evils
which Congress has a right to prevent • •

Since Congress had passed an act which specifically said that

anyone who counsels, aids, or abets another to violate it

should be punished, the right of free speech could not protect

someone from such punishment. Free speech, Kloeb declared,
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does not extend to such a point as to permit
an individual to knowingly violate the law and
then excuse the violation by alledging a
reliance upon the First Amendment' to the
C t 't t' "45ons ~ u 10n • • • •

The judge seemed more than just determined to see Gara

convicted. He wanted thoroughly to discredit him. He

observed that Larry "was obviously mentally unbalanced" and

asked him "to submit to a psychiatric examination." When

Gara refused, Kloeb "recommended the prison medical center

upon commitment." He also denied bail, and Larry went

immediately to prison. 46

Pacifists exploded in protest. Not simply moral but

constitutional issues were at stake. The ccca distributed

a flyer, "The Larry Gara Case -- Menace to Religious Liberty,"

declaring that by convicting Gara and sending him to prison

"the government has thrown into doubt our whole heritage of

religious freedom.,,47 Thousands of religious leaders in

America had counseled draft-age youths to follow their

conscience in regard to the draft and expressed their support

for those who refused to register. Should all these people

be sent to jail?

[To] single rGaraJ out for prosecution is a
gross inequarity 1n the administration of
justice. But much more important is this
interpretation of law which makes such a
ministry to others a crime, which makes a
man a felon for supporting another's
obedience to conscience. 48

Clergymen were not far behind the ccca in condemning this

infringement of constitutional rights. In a public statement

addressed to President Truman, four hundred ministers and
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other concerned citizens charged that the court's decision

was a serious threat to this country's traditional religious

freedom. 49

Others boldly challenged the, government's selection of

Gara and not them for prosecution. Philadelphia Quakers sent

to Truman a strong "statement on Religious Liberty and the

Draft Law" in which they affirmed their support for "every

man who, under a sense of religious compulsion, feels that

he must refuse to comply with the Draf't. Law." They had

committed the same act that Gara had been convicted for, they

said, and would continue to do so regardless of the law. 50

A. J. Muste declared that

conscience and common decency compel me to
say • • • that if the federal authorities
believe that Larry Gara • • • belong s in
prison • • • then the authorities should
promptly purge themselves of the guilt of
administering the law in a grossly discrimina
tory fashion and should take steps to try to
send me to prison also.

I have been much more active than Larry
Gara and have gone farther in trying to promote
civil disobedience to the draft act • • • •
I have done and shall continue to do all in
my power to increase the movement of civil
disobedience to the draft among young and old,
men and women. 5l '

A number of sources scored Gara's conviction as a denial

of free speech. An editorial in The Christ'i'an cen'tury asked,

with evident indignation, "Does the decision mean that such

advice to follow one's conscientious conviction is now a

crime in the United States?,,52 The American Civil Liberties

Union, which regularly upheld the government's right to

prosecute nonregistrants, took exception in this instance and
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formally charged that Gara's freedom of speech was violated

because "there was no clear and present danger of any evil

resulting from his advice.,,53 A few daring people -- at a

time when pUblic demonstrations were frowned upon even in the

peace ranks -- picketed the White House with placards urging

that Gara as well as other imprisoned draft resisters be

released. 54

But the protests had little measurable effect on the

case. Judge Kloeb~s decision was upheld in nearly every

detail by the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals in November,

1949, and finally confirmed by the Supreme Court in October,

1950, in a tie vote (without accompanying opinion) by the Jus

tices. 55

Justice officials did not pursue other cases as dramatic

as Gara's during the Korean period. However, as in the case

of the Chicago Seven during the Vietnam period, the government

needs only one well-publicized, sYmbolic prosecution to

produce a chilling effect on the behavior of countless others

who engage in the same forbidden behavior or consider doing

so. The CCCO said in late 1950 that those groups that regularly

assisted nonregistrants such as the Friends, the Fellowship

of Reconciliation, the War Resisters League, the Peacemakers

(and presumably the CCCO itself) were not expected to change

their policies in spite of the Supreme Court's decision. 56

The Quakers even reaffirmed publicly their Richmond Advices

of 1948, drawn up at a Friends Conference in Indiana that

year, which supported those who opposed conscription by
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nonregistration and "warmly approved" civil disobedience

that was prompted by "Divine compulsion."S7 Yet Larry Gara's

conviction surely indicated to the American pUblic that the

government would go to, great lengths to restrict one's freedom

to speak and act against the draft.

The argument from national security usually justifies

such constraint during wartime. Yet the nation was not at

war until Gara's case reached the Supreme Court. That he was

so vigorously prosecuted and convicted for violating a peace

time draft is telling evidence of the tensions impingi~g upon

the judgments of Americans during the late 1940s and early

19S0s. These feelings existed, of course, because Americans

did not believe they were at peace. The opinion of the

Appellate Court suggests this prevailing national attitude.

The jUdges refused to accept Gara's contention that there was

no clear and present danger which would justify restriction

of his freedom of speech. Congress, they asserted, was the

judge of that question and it had decided that the country's

security required a draft. "We take judicial notice," they

said, "of the existence of the so-called 'cold war' which in

the view of the Congress necessitated this peacetime draft. uSB

Had there been no cold war the final judgments in Gara's

case might well have been different. The harmful effects

of what he said were moot, as The BO'ston Herald pointed out,

and in normal circumstances the benefit of the doubt probably

would have gone to Gara. It is "far from certain," said the

newspaper, "that counseling draft resistance in the peaceful
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spring of 1949 raised the same perils as it would have done

in the middle of actual war."S9 The courts, of course,

thought otherwise. Larry Gara, then, was the object of

something more than the customary judicial wrath. He was

one obvious pacifist victim of attitudes. generated by a "war"

that was not a war, yet a conflict that made some Americans

too frightened to permit their fellow citizens to exercise

their normal Constitutional rights.

Pacifists' protests over the prosecution of nonregistrants

were not entirely in vain, in spite of the public fear of

and hostility toward political deviants. Those sYmpathetic

to the resisters had made enough noise about the issue, and

put forth sUfficiently convincing arguments, that when the

ccca sent a delegation (including Caleb Foote and Norman Thomas)

to the Justice Department in March, 1949, to complain about

the prosecution and imprisonment of objectors, Assistant

Attorney General Alex Campbell told them the Department was

already "working on a plan for the automatic registration of

nonregistrants .•• instead of their prosecution.,,60 Campbell

added that he, Attorney General Clark, and General Hershey

agreed that conscientious objectors should not be put in

prison. The delegation came away quite skeptical of the

Department;s good intentions, but within two months the prom

ised plan did, in fact, emerge.

The new policy was announced on May 26 in a Departmental

Circular, No. 4063, addressed to all United States Attorneys

and signed by the Assistant to the Attorney General, Peyton
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Ford. "It is believed," Ford stated, "that a substantial

number of convictions for failure of conscientious and

religious objectors to register would be obviated if the United

states Attorneys were designated to register persons who had

refused to submit themselves for registration." Section

642.31 of the Selective Service Regulations of 1948, he noted,

provided sufficient authority for U.S. Attorneys to act as

such special registrars. 6l Therefore, he ordered,

in any pending religious objector cases
in which prosecution has been instituted
the united States Attorneys and their
assistants are hereby authorized and directed
to register any and all such defendants at
any time during the course of the prosecution
when the registrant either agrees to register
or to furnish the information necessary to
complete such registration. If and when such
registration is effected proper steps should
then be taken to secure the dismissal of the
action. Except in the most willful instances,
indictments should not be brought in future
cases of religious objectors who refuse to
submit for registration ••••62

Some pacifist spokesmen were hopeful about the ruling.

The Chri'stian Century, predict:.ed that "If this order is carried

out, it will put an end to the disgraceful prosecution and

imprisonment of religious objectors ,,63 But others

were suspicious from the start that the procedure would not

be acceptable to nonregistrants. The ccce delegation had

warned Campbell that registration of nonconsenting objectors

would have to be "completely automatic." If the government

expected resisters to cooperate with the process in any way

-- such as answering a questionnaire or having to carry a

draft card -- the plan would fail. 64
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When nine more nonregistrants were jailed within seven

weeks after the Attorney General's order, CCCO leaders

wondered if their suspicions were being proved accurate.

But they acknowledged that many of these men had been convicted

(though not sentenced) before the directive was issued. In

other cases, prosecuting attorneys said they were unaware of

the order. 65 By August, the impact of the order was clearer,

and the outlook for resisters was more favorable. "That the

Attorney General's circular #4063 (May 26) has slowed down

arrests and prosecutions is beyond doubt," said the CCCO.

Their enthusiasm was qualified, however. That the circular

"is not intended to end· all prosecutions is also beyond doubt,"

they added. 66

Another delegation had. gone to Campbell in August to

find out why some prosecutions were continuing. They reported

that Campbell and "the Justice Department official who actually

handles c.o. cases" gave them in part the following explanationo

The regulation gave broad leeway to local District Attorneys

to decide which objectors should be prosecuted as "willful"

violators. By expecting objectors to give a minimum of

assistance in the process of automatic registration -- "'even

a nod of the head'" -- the Department was making it possible

for many prosecutions to be dropped. Thus, in reality, the

DOJ was doing objectors a favor. The Department did not want

to see conscientious people imprisoned and was leaning over

backwards to try to r~gister the men. 67

The CCCO still objected to the notion of "minimum
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assistance" and argued that the same leeway which allowed a

D. A. to accept a nod of the head also permitted him to require

various acts of cooperation, even (what seems to have occurred

in one case) expecting the resister to voluntarily go to the

local U.S. Attorney's office as ask to be registered. 68

Campbell apparently thought the pacifists were not properly

appreciative of the Department's generosity because he became

testy. If when a registrant is called in he "'acts like a

mule, then he is. going to the penetentiary,'" they quoted him

as saying. "Life is 'a process of. give and 'take'" and my

office has "'given'" all it can. "'The non-registrant must

now 'give a little' if he is to help himself. ,,,69

In light of this interpretation of the ruling by the

Justice Department, the ccca was convinced that prosecution

of determined nonregistrants would still continue. Prosecution

depended on \'lhat was considered "willful" objection and, from

their experience, that usually meant anyone who stood by his

convictions. .Most registrants, the ccca predicted, would not

be any more willing to have the government register them than

they were to register themselves. 70

The pacifists were partially correct. Prosecutions

of nonregistrants did not stop entirely. By the winter of

1950, the Justice Depart~ent had apparently relaxed -- but

not relinquished -- its position on "mulish" behavior.

According to the ccca, the DaJ accepted two kinds of "automatic"

registration: if the objector assisted in the process, he

was "voluntarily" registered; if he refused to cooperate with



102

the procedures, he was "involuntarily" r~gistered.7l How

uncooperative the nonregistrant could be before he was

considered not to be registering and therefore eligible for

prison is not clear. Since new prosecutions continued into

1953 (I have few statistics on nonregistrants beyond that

year) the Department -- or individual District Attorneys

obviously retained some notion of what was "involuntary"

registration and what was refusal to register.

But the information available on those prosecutions

suggests that Ford's Circular improved considerably the lot

of draft resisters. For example, the ccca interrupted pub

lication of its Court Reporter (a record of dispositions of

CO cases) in Febrary, 1950, because prosecutions dropped "to

almost nothing" in the first half of that year. 72 A compilation

by the NSBRO of sentences received by all nonregistrants from

1948 to 1953 cited only three convictions in all of 1950.

It showed approximately twelve in 1951, six in 1952, and only

one by September, 1953 -- a striking difference from the numbers

that accumulated so rapidly in late 1948 and 1949. 73 The

NSBRO's record was sketchy. The organization did not have

complete data on a number of cases, and it lacked any informa-

tion about others. But because Selective Service does not

differentiate in its records conscientious nonregistrants from

other draft law violators (such as draft dodgers and casual

delinquents), statistics from pacifist, groups such as the
~c

NSBRO are the most reliable at hand.

Even though it is imprecise, the evidence suggests,
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then, that the battle between pacifists and the Justice

Department abated in at least one area during the course of

the Korean War period. There is nothing to indicate, however,

that the antagonism between the two sides diminished appreciably.

The more militant pacifists believed that no one who refused

to register for the draft should be charged with a crime, so

they were not rejoicing over a mere reduction in the number

of prosecutions. Justice officials did not accompany Circular

#4063 with any apologies to the people they had pursued so

vigorously in the past. The order did reflect some softening

in the Department's policies towards nonregistrants, to which

pacifists and their supporters responded by ceasing their

loud complaints. But the two sides were inevitably at odds.

When the imprisoned resisters began to be released, the battle

erupted once again.
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CHAPTER VI

Conscientious Objectors in Prison

Nonregistrants made up only a portion of the conscientious

objectors who went to prison for their beliefs. A larger

share reached the same destination by refusing to be inducted

into the Armed Forces, a stand they took when local or Appeal

boards rejected their claims for IV-E (later I-O), or Conscien

tious Objector, classification. Rather than accept the status

assigned to them, usually I-A (Available for military service)

or I-A-O (Available for noncombatant service), the objectors

refused to compromise their conscientious scruples and

willingly violated the Selective Service Law.

There were not many induction refusals before 1951. As

long as the draft was operati~g during peacetime, local

boards did not feel compelled to assign everyone possible to

combat available classifications. Thus it was easier, between

June, 1948 and June, 1950, to secure CO status than it was

after the war broke out. Moreover, since no one was being

inducted between January, 1949 and July, 1950, pacifists who

were willing to register for the draft had nothing to refuse

during this period. After the war began, the situation changed.

Congress had begun talking about extending the draft

in January, 1950 because of "worsening world conditions. ,,1

Tension between the united States and the Soviet Union had

increased in late 1949 and early 1950 as the result of a

series of diplomatic disputes between the United States and
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several Communist-dominated countries in eastern Europe.

The downing of an American plane over Latvia during this

period, and the signing of a defense pact between China and

the Soviet union intensified the mutual suspicion and hostility

between the two big powers. By the spri~g of 1950, Secretary

of State Dean Acheson was accusing Russia of "saber rattling"

and the Soviets were denouncing America's plans for "the

creation of a world-wide American empire.,,2

Bills to extend the draft were introduced into the House

and Senate in January. Hearings on them took place in the

House at the end·of the month. Hearings in the Senate

occurred in June. Those who testified for and against the

bills represented nearly the same groups with the same points

of view that had been heard on the Selective Service bills

in 1948. 3 After additional draft measures and several amend-

ments were proposed, the package went to a conference committee

which came out with a one-year extension that passed in June.

On June 30th, six days after the Korean War began, President

Truman signed the Selective Service Extension Act of 1950,

extending the 1948 draft law to July 9, 1951. The Selective

Service System, whose staff and operations had dwindled after

December, 1948, was now revitalized and inductions resumed

on July 10, 1950. 4

As the induction process. gained momentum, the number

of induction refusals rose. In the same survey that the

NSBRO conducted on nonregistrants from 1948 to 1953 (cited

in the previous chapter) the organization recorded only three
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convictions for refusing induction on conscientious grounds

in 1950, but showed fifty-six such convictions in 1951, and

forty-eight in 1952. The number dropped to sixteen for 1953,

but the survey was taken while twenty-nine cases were still

pending. The imprecision of these figures must again be

emphasized. The NSBRO lacked the exact dates on eighteen

convictions during this period, and the data was incomplete

on forty-five more cases, almost all of them occurring between

1951 and 1953. Moreover, the figures do not include fifteen

acquittals and eighteen cases dismissed. 5 If we include

these additional numbers, it seems fair to estimate that there

were well over fifty induction refusals every year between

1951 and 1953. Of those convicted, only about fifteen men

were known to have been given probation. 6 If we put this

figure together with what we know about nonregistrants (that

they rarely received probation and that there were not many

of them after 1949), it seems reasonable to conclude that

most objectors convicted from 1951 to 1953 went to jail.

We have only a few and very cursory first-hand accounts

of the experiences of pacifist prisoners during the Korean

period. These captives produced nothing comparable, for

example, to Ernest Myer's "HEY YELLOWBACKS!":" The' War Diary

of a Conscientious' Obj'ector (1930) from World War I, or Alfred

Hassler's Diary ofa Se'1'f'-Made' Convict (1954) from World War

II. 7 But by putting together the information we do have with

sources from previous wars, we can perhaps gain some idea of

what pacifist prisoners in the late 1940s and early 1950s
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went through •.

Life in prison was in most respects the same for COs,

in some ways much better, during the Korean War than it had

been in World War II. The, government usually ass~gned them

to federal institutions, as it had in the 1940s, where the

buildings and equipment were well kept, the. guards were trained

with some care, and the food was at least palatable. 8 Among

these institutions were the penetentiaries at Lewisburg,

Pennsylvania, and Leavenworth, Kansas; the correctional insti-

tutions at Danbury, Connecticut, Ashland, Kentucky, Sandstone,

Minnesota, and La Tuna, Texas; the prison camps at Mill Point,

West Virginia, and McNeil Island, Washington; and the medical

center at Springfield, Missouri. In spite of their assets

(as compared with inferior conditions in state prisons and

local jails), federal prisons were basically as unpleasant as

other places of incarceration, and COs experienced the same

frustrations as regular prisoners.

The ceca warned young pacifists that as prison imnates

they would be subjected to nearly total deprivation of human

rights, endless monotony, and complete regimentation. To

prepare them for these experiences, the ceca published in

January, 1949, a Pris'on 'and Court' Manual'for' Con'scientious

abj ectors Facing Prosecuti'on' and'Impri'sonment which made clear

to its readers that in prison there are no such things as

"rights."

Once inside, mail, visitors, exercise, food,
human companionship, books, church, work,
clothing, furniture, heat, even sleep, become



114

privileges, which may be withdrawn at
will and without recourse. 9

Daily life would be filled with regulations: therepeated

head counts; the prescribed hours for eating, sleeping, and

bathing and the exact amounts allowed for each; the limitations

on what one could wear, say, read, and write. Prison was not

just confinement to a small locked cell. It was an atmosphere

of psychological repression common to any master-slave relation-

ship. The need for efficiency and security against escape

made some of this regimentation logical, said the CCCO;

"But most of it serves the same purpose as the illogical code

of Jim Crow -- to keep the subjugated class in its place."lO

Before he decided to break the law, the sheltered young

idealist better realize that he would make himself a subject

in a totalitarian state, from whose relentless pressures

there was no relief.

The manual warned the men about the hostilities this

situation created in the guards, their fellow prisoners, and

themselves. They would have to face harassment, though probably

not physical brutality, from some guards; suspicion and contempt

from some prisoners, homosexual advances from others; and the

possibility that they too would succumb to the bitter resent-

ment and loss of self-worth that the prison environment fosters.

The CCCO was correct in predicting that objectors would

not likely encounter the kind of physical violence from prison

guards that their comrades had experienced in earlier wars.

The brutality was severe and well-documented duri~g World War 1. 11



115

A number of incidents werereportedduri~gWorld War II,

though their authenticity was not easy to determine, according

to Sibley and Jacob.

The probability is that all cases of physical
violence against objectors [who charged that
they were beaten, confined to "the hole" and
given minimal food] cannot be untrue -- even
prison authorities would sometimes admit
that guards had been a little "rough."12

But physical mistreatment during the Korean War was rare, if

the meager reports of it are an accurate indication. After

engaging in a work strike at Springfield Medical Center,

four Doty brothers, imprisoned for nonregistration, reported

that they were placed in solitary confinement, first in "the

hole" for a week or more, then in segregation cells which were

nearly as isolated and barren as "the hole." In a letter to

Senator Hubert Humphrey in 1955 protesting military conscription,

Orin Doty said their confinement lasted for eighty-five days,

until they were transferred to Ashland where they found condi

tions so much better than at Springfield that they returned to

work. 13 A serious incident occurred in a military stockade

where a noncombatant who had gone AWOL for conscientious

reasons was held by the Army as a deserter. This case was

officially confirmed in June, 1954, when a U.S. Judge ordered

the objector released from the Presidio where he had been kept

in solitary confinement and, the Judge said, he "was wantonly

beaten •••• " during his five months' imprisonment. 14

There is evidence, though the record is uneven, that

federal prison authorities had a generally more enlightened

attitude towards pacifist inmates in the 1950s than they had
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in previous wars. There was some contention between the

Bureau of Prisons and pacifist agencies over the frequency of

their visits to obj.ectors, a task that the ecco and the NSBRO

performed regularly. In a letter to Ray Newton, Chairman of

the CCCO, in February, 1949, James V. Bennett, Director of

the Bureau of Prisons stated that, "Weare. going to have to

find some way of limiting the number of visitors to these

young men because we do not have the personnel to handle so

many •••• ,,15 Correspondence between the NSBRO staff and

Bennett suggests that that agency's requests for permission

to visit were frequently granted, but apparently the issue

was not resolved during the war to the satisfaction of the

ccca whose members, at a meeting in September, 1954, expressed

some irritation with the Bureau and asserted their belief in

"unlimited prison visiting rights" for COs.16 On the whole,

however, the pacifist organizations met little interference

with their efforts to see objectors. In fact, prison adminis-

trators were often helpful in facilitating those visits.

Their cooperation was more than perfunctory. Lyle Tatum

was both pleased and

surprised upon my arrival [at AshlandJ to
be immediately ushered into the warden's
office where I received a cordial welcome
by the warden and [hisJ associate • • • •
They seemed interested in the work of the
CCCO and asked several questions about it. 17

When Tatum visited the prison camp at Mill Point, Virginia

two days later, he found the Superintendant and his staff

"unhesitatingly helpful and cooperative. illS At least one
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unpleasant encounter marred the scene. In the spring of 1953,

Elmer Neufeld, Associate Secretary of the NSBRO, reported on

earlier visits to institutions at petersburg, Virginia and

Danbury, Connecticut. The warden at Petersburg federal

reformatory, he said,

was very cold, questioned whether ours was
not a communist organization and had resolved
to refuse any visits -- until receiving a very
appropriately timed telephone call from the
Bureau of Prisons in Washington. 19

But this experience was exceptional. Neufeld's meeting with

the warden at Danbury was more typical of the receptions

pacifist representatives received. That official, he said,

was "genuinely interested in the individuals committed to him

and made available a private office for my visits with the

individual inmates.,,20

The absence-of physical punishments was not simply for-

tuitous nor the superintendants' cooperativeness a mere

improvement in their public relations skills. These develop

ments were, I believe, the result of lessons learned during

World War II about how to handle pacifist prisoners and their

friends. In 1958, Ruth Rue Rittenhouse completed a study of

the role of conscientious objectors in American prisons, in

which she found that objectors (particularly those in the early

1940s) had been a source of great consternation to prison

officials. Often better educated than their fellow prisoners

and guards, COs were an articulate, as well as a morally sensi-

tive group who did not respond normally to the usual prison

discipline and who had a constituency outside the walls ready
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to defend them upon any notice of mistreatment. Most discon-

certing was their resort to o~ganized nonviolent resistance

to policies and practices -- such as war-related jobs and

racial segregation of prisoners -- which they found objection-

able. Random anger and violence prison officials understood

and knew how to meet -- with more guards and more physical

punishments. But they were thrown off balance by the quiet

yet determined refusals to work, to eat, or to budge from their

cells. Such "quiet rebellions ••• upset the delicate equi

librium of the prison system," Rittenhouse observed, and it

took officials some time to devise effective responses. During

World War II, the administrators gradually discovered, she

said, that

discipline based on coercive authority was not
effective with the c.o••.•• [He] responded
better to a more relaxed discipline • • • •
[Moreover,] unlike conventional prisoners, the
c.o.'s were only stiffened in their resistance
by the usual punishments. 2l

This new awareness may explain why the Justice Department

began assigning objectors to prison camps in preference to

penetentiaries during the Korean period. After a trip to

several institutions, Lyle Tatum reported. in July, 1951, that,

"No C.O.'s have been sent to Ashland recently, and it appears

that the Department of Justice policy is to send C.O.'s and

J.W.'s [Jehovah's Witnesses] to Mill Point from a wide area.,,22

Mill Point prison camp, said Tatum, "is very similar to a

C.P.S. camp with much better physical facilities. It is not

surrounded by walls or fences or any kind and is located in

beautiful rough, wooded country •••• ,,23 Inmates were
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allowed considerable freedom and offered a variety of useful

work including lumbering, farming, shoe repair, and auto

mechanics. The atmosphere was much better than at Ashland and

Danbury correctional institutions, he believed.

The staff reflected the absence of tension
as obviously as the inmates. The program
is evidently successful from the Bureau of
Prisons standpoint, since escapes are rare. 24

The men did not even complain about the food, which was a

compliment in itself, Tatum tho~gh.t, considering the normal

prison diet. In fact, the COs "were unanimous that you couldn't

be in a better jail.,,25

'fhe morale of the objectors at Mill Point was "excellent,"

sQid Tatum. In such a relatively relaxed situation, reasonably

good spirits might be expected. Yet even at Ashland, Tatum

found the "men's morale was good" and the warden there

"reported that the c.o. inmates fitted well into the prison

population. ,,26 Nearly two years later, the CCCO executive

secretary could still report that relations between prison

officials and CO inmates were amicable. In April, 1953, he

observed that the objectors he had visited recently "seem to

be getting along with the usual lack of friction which has

characterized the imprisonment of C.O.'s since 1948.,,27

Clearly prison administr~tors had become more sophisticated

in their dealings with pacifist prisoners. Being cooperative

with their visitors, placing them in minimum security insti

tutions, avoiding physical punishments and a contest of wills

with them all suggest that penal officials, in contrast to

many Congressmen, judges, prosecutors, and Hearing Officers,
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had advanced since World War II in their understanding of how

to treat those who conscientiously opposed war. Prison wardens

were, of course, in a more vulnerable position than others

with whom objectors came in contact. Any misstep on their

part could result in dangerous disruption to a system for

which they were immediately responsible. But at least they

did respond constructively to their experiences with COs in

the 1940s. Those pacifist felons can now reflect that their

work strikes and other protests had a lasting impact which

paved the way for better treatment of their comrades who would

follow. The well-treated CO prisoners of the Korean period

were indebted to the courageous stands of their predecessors.

The period was not without some of the old unpleasantness

between COs and their keepers. The tension erupted over two

unresolved problems -- racial segregation and censorship of

mail. For example, objectors who were fairly content at Mill

Point nevertheless urged the camp administration to break down

the separation of races by allowing blacks and white to eat

together and share the same dormitories. When Lyle Tatum

discussed segregation with the warden in 1951, Tatum found he

was aware of the COs' attitudes and prepared to accommodate

them in time. But the warden

felt that nothing further could be done at this
time although eventually voluntary inter-racial
dorms and tables in the dining hall might be a
possibility, especially

2
if the percentage of

C.O. inmates increased. ~ .

COs apparently became impatient with this policy and, according

to the CCCO, they challenged the administration by establishing
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an interracial table themselves. The camp superintendant

then agreed to meet with men interested in moving into a black

dormitory. These incideritsaroused considerable tension

among other inmates, some of whom physically attacked the COs,

knocking one out and throwi~g others out of their dorm. The

warden settled the issue at least temporarily by transferring

both the COs and the regular inmates involved to other insti

tutions. 29

This was the only serious confrontation over racial

segregation recorded by the pacifist agencies, although objectors

were always concerned about the 'problem. It may be that because

they were such a small portion of the prison population during

the 1950s, they knew they had little power to change prison

policies. 30 Clustered in small, groups of three here, five

there -- in some institutions there m~ght be only one at a

particular time -- COs may have recognized that the odds were

heavily against any effective action on their part.

Censorship of their mail and readi~g materials also galled

the pacifist prisoners. They denied the right of prison

authorities to put severe restrictions on whom they could write

to, how often they could, and what either party could say, or

to screen books and periodical~ for unacceptable subjects or

authors~ Some were so incensed by these practices they refused

to sign the required form, giving officials the permission to

inspect all mail and specifically to read incoming and ou~going

letters. That refusal meant they could not send or receive

any mail, a tough deprivation in an already isolated environment.
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James Bolton, for example, imprisoned at Danbury in 1951,

rejected the form, but luckily his 'family was able to visit

him regularly.3l

Pacifist, groups organized Christmas card campaigns as

one means of getting around the censorship rules. As lo~g as

there were no personal messages enclosed, COs could receive

all the cards that were sent to them, tho~gh they were not

allowed to reply. News Notes said that one objector got over

200 cards in the 1951 Christmas season. 32 Peace groups

promoting these campaigns realized that they could get two

messages across with the cards: one to the CO that he had not

been forgotten nor his commitment unappreciated, and the other

to prison administrators that CO inmates had many supporters

on the outside. 33

Yet censorship of reading materials did not seem to cause

as much trouble in the Korean War as it had in World War II.

Elmer Neufeld wrote to Lyle Tatum in the spring of 1954 about

several books and periodicals "which would certainly seem

legitimate" being denied inmates in some prisons, especially

Danbury. He suggested that "these present restrictions may
34

have been accentuated by the current McCarthy scare." What

had Tatum observed, he asked, about restrictions on reading

materials in prisons in the past several years? Tatum both

answered the general inquiry and clarified the reference to

McCarthyism. Danbury, he said,

has apparently been sUffering from an overdose
of literature censorship recently. I believe
it is the fault of the new education director



123

• • • • The matter of getting the McCarthy
issue of the PROGRESSIVE into Danbury has
now been straightened out. In general, there
has been very' little difficulty with the
Bureau of Prisons on censorship of literature
since World War II. I think we can hold the
line by raising this issue as each specific
book wanted is turned down. The Bureau of
Prisons certainly is not ready to take a
stand on refusing anti-McCarthy i~sms

entrance into their institutions.

The relaxation of censorship in federal prisons again

suggests how influential the activities of World War II

conscientious objectors were on the treatment of succeeding

pacifist prisoners. If the "McCarthy scare" was unable seriously

to alter the prisons' censorship policies in the 1950s, it may

be because authorities had still vivid memories of a prolonged

and disruptive hunger strike at Lewisburg Penetentiary over

censorship regulations. Too small in numbers to be very

powerful, Korean War objectors, however, were fortunate that

others had already fought and won some battles for them.

Though we lack many first-hand accounts by objectors

of their life in prison during the Korean period, those we

do have, togsther with material from and about earlier pacifist

prisoners, indicate that in spite of improvements in the

treatment of prisoners in, general and of COs in particular

since the 1940s, prison life was a uniquely difficult, though

challenging, experience for c0nscientious objectors in the

1950s, just as it had been for their predecessors. Pacifists

were automatically square pegs in a round hole in penal insti

tutions. Often they came from sheltered rel~gious (and rural)

environments where clean thinking and clean living prevailed.
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Yet prisons, as Rittenhouse politely put it, are ."geared

toward other kinds of prisoners.,,36 The most routine procedures

could be unnerving to the. gentle and unsophisticated. One

can imagine, for example" the feelings of the CO in the follow

in~ World War II scene described by Rittenhouse -- which was

undoubtedly replayed duri~g the Korean War. It was all so

incongruous, she said:

. • • the staid and sober Mennonite, who
believes in complete nonresistance and
who regards smoking as a sin, locked up
for security, and'questioned by prison
administrators regarding alcoholism in the
family, personal use of opium, and contact
with venereal disease. 37

The behavior of other prisoners was often startling and depress

ing. The "continuous obscenity, widespread homosexuality, and

generally deviant moral standards" could shock COs, and they

could easily be distressed by the instant hostility and frequent

verbal abuse from a number of inmates who thought the pacifists

must be fools for commiting a crime openly or traitors for

refusing to fight for their country. More than one observer

of prisoner reactions to draft law violators has noted that

murderers or rapists were very sensitive about patriotism.

To them, cowardice was a greater sin than cruelty.38

Relations between objectors and other inmates was not

always unfriendly. In time objectors might. win respect for

their gentle, if curious, ways and their willingness to share

their time and talents with others. The religiously motivated

sometimes started Bible discussions among prisoners, the more

intellectually inclined taught basic writing and arithmetic
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classes. Amo~g the deeply rel~gious objectors who accepted the

rationale for imprisonment .(Mennonites ,. in particular) was a

readiness to be helpful and cooperative in any activities that

did not violate their consciences. One former (nonpacifist)

inmate was so impressed with two COs he met while they were in

prison together duri~g the Korean War that he wrote to the

CCCO about them. They were "better Americans and Christians

than a whole army put together," he claimed. They worked hard

and regularly volunteered to be crew members on the fire

truck, to teach Bible classes, to donate blood. "It would

take me pages to list all they do," he said. They even made

him a little glad to have gone to jail. Otherwise he "would

never had met those two good guys. ,,39 If such enthusiasm

from fellow prisoners was unusual, it at least indicates that

despite the hostile atmosphere of prison and public panic over

political deviants created by McCarthyism (prisons were not

totally immune to its influence), the basic kindness and

decency so often found among pacifists could make warm and

constructive human relationships possible.

To forge such relationships, to find ways to improve

their surroundings, and to retain their own sense of value

and purpose amidst such "unhappiness on a grand scale," as

Alfred Hassler described prison, was the. greatest challenge

for objectors. Hassler, a draft resister and long-time leader

of the FOR, has argued that for pacifists to expect many

benefits to flow from their presence in prison, or much strength

ening of their own spiritual lives to occur, was unrealistic.
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He was skeptical of those .who have said that incarceration can

be a very "creative" experience.

I know what they mean because I have had the
same notion myself, but I have come to doubt
it greatly. Instructive, yes; creative, no:
I believe now that the experience of prison
tends to be degrading and disintegrating,
and if too prolonged will almost' certainly
result in serious psychic injury.40

Bradford Lyttle, who spent time soon after the Korean

War in Chicago's Cook County Jail, was more optimistic than

Hassler about the benefits of imprisonment. While Hassler

merely acknowledged that prison life could be instructive,

Lyttle extolled this possibility. A penal institution is full

of so much human drama ("an endless series of Shakespearian

tragedies and comedies") that even if pacifists are uncomfort-

able there, they need never be bored. He admitted that the

inmate has to rise above the indignity, sterility, and futility

of each day's existence, but if he could, and IIlose himself

in the rich variety of psychology, philosophy and politics

which life in the institution contains ll then prison can be

"the most fruitful and interesting experience [a CO] have

ever had •••• 1141

Arlo Tatum, who went to prison as a nonregistrant in

1941 and again in 1949, thought the place was interesting too,

but he was less enthusiastic about the fact than Lyttle.

Tatum stood somewhere between his two colleagues in emphasizing

that a II prison experience is always difficult,1I while allowing

that lIit can be a source of growth and even satisfaction if it

comes about as the result of doing what to you is the right
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thing. ,,42

Serving time "for an act of conscience not only eased

the mental burden of lo~g-term incarceration, it positively

liberated the spirits of some objectors who felt they could

make their best witness for peace in a state that makes war

by becoming its prisoners. One Korean War pacifist expressed

such feelings about his confinement in Danbury in a letter to

Albert Einstein on November 6, 1953. "'I have no regrets,'

he ~aid, 'and feel an inner freedom which comes from knowing

that I have done that which is right. ,,,43 After visiting

some nonregistrants at Ashland in February, 1953, Stauffer

Curry remarked upon how calm and poised the men were about

their lives. "Prison seems to be part of the philosophy of

the nonregistrant from the very beginning," he said, "and is

therefore not as difficult as for others. ,,44 That same month,

Elmer Neufeld saw an objector at Danbury from a conservative

Mennonite background who felt something like Brad Lyttle did

about his experience. Neufeld reported, "He feels that

imprisonment has been a worthwhile experience and that he has

now had a chance to see what the rest of the world is like.,,45

Thus for conscientious objectors, life behind bars was

obviously enlightening. For some, perhaps many, of them, it

was also a satisfying fulfillment of a moral commitment.

Rittenhouse saw the analogy in this situation to Henry Thoreau's

belief that prison is "'the only house in a slave State in

which a free man can abide with honor. ' " For the CO, she said,

"prison is the only house in a warring State, or a State which



engages in war preparations, in which he can abide with a

clear consci~nce.·"46
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CHAPTER VII

The "Cat-and-Mouse" Game: Mu'ltiple 'ProseCutions

Whether their experiences behind bars were exhilarating,

demoralizing, or somethi~g in between, ,conscientious objectors

tended to come out of prison' with nearly the s'ame views that

caused them to go in. Ms. Ritterihousediscovered that

prisons seem no more effective in 'rehabili
tating' the political radical than in dealing
with other types of prisoners • • • in no '
case [that she studied] was the individual's
faith in pacifism at all affected. l

For those who needed to rationalize those unproductive years,

some arguments perhaps sufficed. The judges could believe

that sentences of as much as five years for these stubborn

lawbreakers deterred others from such behavior. By instilling

in these others fear of similar consequences, they (the judges)

had surely helped preserve the country .from anarchy. Objectors

and their supporters could believe that they had made a vital

witness for their beliefs. The war machine rolled on, but

they had kept the faith; the resistance movement might falter,

hut they had not let it die. The public could be satisfied

that shirkers, draft do~gers, and assorted lIleftistsll were

not getting away with any favors while other young men did

their duty in the Armed Forces.

But while a prison term could make sense to a lot of

people, the continued penalties for and harassment of objectors

after they had served their time had few defenders. ' The' pri'son

and Court Manual, publ'ished by the CCCO, warned prospective
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draft violators, that

conviction of a Selective Service
violation isa federal felony (~egardless

of sentence imposed), and in many states
a felon is deprived of his rightto'vote;
in almost all states, he will find it
impossible or very difficult to enter such
professions as the law, medicine or govern
ment service,' and to a lesser degree, teach
ing, where the professions are licensed by law. 2

The restrictions varied from state to state, but the former

prisoners would have 'to anticipate livi~g with them unless the

President issued pardons, which he had done on an individual

basis after the last war, tho~gh his selections were "capricious

and discriminatory. ,,3 ' There was no amnesty after the Korean

War,4 and objectors like Henry Koster, sentenced in 1951 to

three years in prison, faced continued punishment for their

convictions when six years later New York state denied him a

license as an insurance broker because of his felony record. 5

The same reasoning presumably figured in the case of Amos

Brokaw who was imprisoned for nonregistration in 1949. He

wrote the CCCO in 1951 that Ball State Teachers College in

Muncie, Indiana, "refused to permit him to take certain courses,

because the courses were for teachers only and the college

was not going to recommend him for an Indiana teacher's license.,,6

Even more disturbing was the repeated prosecution of

objectors upon completion of their sentences. This was the old

"cat-and-mouse" game, familiar to both American and British

pacifists. It was played in two ways. Once a new draft law

was passed, Selective Service expected everyone within the

required age brackets to r~gister. This meant that some men
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imprisoned for nonr~gistrationor induction refusal under the

1940 Draft Act 'faced another prison term if..they refused to

register for the 1948 Draft Actm That problem, which was

discussed in the previous chapter, was ~ost acute from 1948

to 1950. After that time, World War II veterans were usually

too old to be drafted. (This situation ~ght not seem unfair

except that nonpacifist veterans wereexernpted from service

under the 1948 law. Even when pacifist veterans were willing

to register, they were not given credit for their time in

Civilian Public Service until pressure from peace organizations

finally moved Selective Service slightly tc modify its regula

tions in January, 1953. The modification permitted release

of former C.P.S. men from the alternative service program

when the Director "deems such release advisable." After they

had served several months in alternative service, Hershey

might release the second-time COs [many of them doctors], and

. give them credit for havi~g completed the required two years.

But he would not accept their hitch in Civilian Public Service

as grounds for total exemption from alternative service in the

1950s. 7 According to the NSBRO, by 1954 approximately fifty

C.P.S. men had been redrafted under the civilian work program.) 8

The other, and more significant, way to play "cat-and

mouse" was to prosecute objectors for different infractions

of the same law. Within each Draft Act were many rules requiring

that forms be filled out, physical examinations be performed,

and draft cards be carried, for example. The Department of

Justice considered violation of any one provision a separate
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offense. Thus,' ,after ser'vi~g a prison sentence for refusi~g

to register, objectors discovered upon release that they were

then expedted to fill out a draft questionnaire, to accept a

classification assigned them by their local board, and, if

that classificatio~was I-A, to agree to induction. They

could be caught in a relentless cycle 'of crime until they

reached the upper age limit for draft liability, unless they

happened to have a prosecutor in their locale who refused to

press charges or a judge who declined to pass another sentence.

By the Korean period, pacifists knew the problem well. Selective

Service recorded 203 second prosecutions in World War II, of

which two victims received still a third conviction. 9

The issue reemerged in the fall of 1950. The Christian

Century observed,

Is the government going back to cat-and
mouse tactics in dealing with conscientious
objectors? It begins to look that way. Three
young Quakers who have served terms in prison
for refusing to register for the draft have
been arrested again, after coming out of
federal penetentiaries and . • • refusing to
report for physical examinations 0 0 o. If
the government sticks to this procedure,
coo.'s can spend their entire young manhood
serving a succession of prison terms. Church
bodies had better look into th~s siiaation,
and start to do something about it.

Church bodies did investigate and, with pacifist agencies in

the lead, they began a long series of efforts to meet with

and dissuade Department of Justice officials from prosecuting

objectors over and over ~gaino At least once they got thro~gh

to the Attorney General himself, but mostly they were shunted

off to his assistants,' all of whom either professed ignorance
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of the problem or claimed .they were helpless to. correct it.

For example,· i.n September, 1951, .J.: Howard McGrath told a

delegation from the American Friends Service Committee that

"he knew nothing about these second prosecutions • ,,11

Two and a half years later Norman Thomas wrote the ccca that

during a recent visit to the Attorney General's executive

assistant, "he was informed that the Department of Justice

'doesn't like' second prosecutions 'but the Pent~gon insists

on it. ,,,12 By then, April, 1954, Thomas tho~ght it was time

to approach the President "with a stro~g delegation of church

leaders on the question of second prosecutions. ,,13 In May,

1955, the pacifists were still trying to get a hearing with

E " h 14
~sen ower.

During these meetings, and in public forums, pacifists

and their supporters continually asked why only conscientious

objectors were subject to repeated service when no demands

beyond registration were made on Armed Forces veterans. And

why send resisters to prison again just because it was a new

draft law? The provisions on registration were always the

same and so was the absolutists' position on them. What pUblic

benefit accrued from jailing conscientious people more than

once? Surely this was a situation whereat least probation

made sense (except to most prosecutors and some judges).

Moreover, pacifists believed that Selective Service and

the Justice Department could stop the repeated prosecutions

if the agencies wanted to. The usual response from Selective

Service that it could do nothing about a man's classification
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once the case had been turned over to the Department of Justice

struck them as just a dodge. Its own rules, if enforced,

made judicial action unnecessary. The ccca noted that Selective

Service Regulations (Par. 642.31) stated that every man con

fined to prison should be registered and have all necessary

questionnaires and forms completed for him.

If such a man is unable or refuses to fill
out any form • • • such form shall be filled
out by • • • superintendent, warden, or other
law enforcement official from information
gained by interviewing the delinquent and
from other sources. lS

If he refused to sign the forms, the same officials were

required to sign them. Why then should there be any opportunity

for the Justice Department to become involved? Not only was

the language of the rUling clear, a u.s. Court of Appeals had

ruled that the Regulation must be applied (U.S. v. Norton,

179 F. 2nd [1950J), a decision which was made by a judge who

was not sympathetic to pacifist views. 16

Selective Service could also intercept prosecutors by

instructing local boards to classify many pacifist prisoners

IV-F upon their release, based on its own Regulation 1622.44:

In Class IV-Fsh"a"ll be placed any registrant
• • • (c) who has been convicted of a criminal
offense which may be punished by death or by
imprisonment for a term exceeding one year

17. . . .
The objector would then be in a deferred category and the

Department of Justice would be relieved of any further respon

sibility. A IV-F classification could also be justified by

Army regulation No. 615-180-1, updated by the Department of



140

the Army on April 10" 1953, ,which said,

A registrant who has been convicted
by a civil court • • • for any offense
punishable by death or imprisonment for
a term,exceedi~g one 'year is mO'ral'ly

, unaccet't'able [emphasis added by NSBRO
counse ] ,for ,service in the, Armed·Forces

, un1e'ss' 'such di'sgua'li'fic'a'ti'¥n' i's wa'ived by
the respective aepartment. 8

On the basis of these rulings, it seemed clear to Robert Myers,

the NSBRO's legal advisor, "that full authority exists for men

who were sentenced to more than one year to be placed in the

IV-F classification.,,19 His pacifist clients agreed. Lyle

Tatum was intrigued with the aptness of the Army regulation

to CO felons. "Most of them would enjoy being considered

morally unfit for army duty," he said. "I consider myself

morally unfit for the army. ,,20

Pacifists also pointed out that the Department of Justice

was not bound to prosecute each infraction of the law, as it

often claimed. The right of prosecutorial discretion allows

the DOJ to choose which violators it will pursue and which it

will ignore. The CCCO observed, for example, that when both

state and federal laws are broken, the Department often does

not prosecute if the state does. At that very time, it charged,

the Department was disregarding fl~grant violations of wire

tapping laws. If Justice officials could forego even first-

time prosecutions of criminals like that, why could it not

leave alone conscientious people who had already served time

for their offense?21

Not only could they refrain from prosecuting, Justice
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officials could themselves take steps to eliminate the crime.

If judges were willi~g"they, could assist in the process.

The case of David Mott illustrated the pacifists' a:rgument •

Mott, a Quaker farmer, was a, good example of a Korean

War draft objector. He had served in Civilian Public Service

in a variety of jobs. First he was ass~gned to the u.s.

Parks Service, then he volunteered to be a, guinea pig for

medical experiments with virus pneumonia, then he was trans

ferred to reclamation and forestry camps in the northwest, and

finally he served as an orderly in a state mental hospital.

Disillusioned by the servile aspects of the work, he refused

to register for the 1948 Draft and was sentenced in January,

1949, to eighteen months in prison. He was paroled after

completing eight months at Springfield Medical Center, and

shortly after, his draft board sent him a questionnaire which

he refused to fill out. By November, 1950, he faced the

possibility of fifteen years in prison on three counts (five

years for each): failure to register, failure to report for

a physical examination, and failure to report for induction. 22

But Mott did not go to prison again, as did other CO

felons. The judge interrupted his prosecution by ordering the

District Attorney to fill out his Selective Service questionnaire. 23

When Mott's local board refused to reconsider his case, it went

to an Appeal Board which, gave him a deferred classification.

Now that he was no longer el~gible for military duty, the case

against him was dropped, an illustration, said the CCCO, that

"administrative procedures are available to eliminate second
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prosecutions when public officials are willing to cooperate."24

But public officials were not willi~g ,to cooperate to

end the repeated prosecutions. The number of objectors known

to have been affected by this policy was nowhere near as large

in the 1950s as it was duri~g the 1940s. In a brief presented

to General Hershey in April, 1954, Robert Myers cited eleven

conscientious objectors who had been convicted for a second

time under the 1948 Draft Act. He added, however, that,

No data are available to us [the NSBROJ as to
how many conscientious objectors were' pros'ecuted
for a second time under these [the 1940 and 1948J
acts. We know the number is fairly large and
we know that even unsuccessful prosecution is
frequently only slightly less oppressive than
conviction in its practical effects on a sincere
young person. 25

The smaller nlmIDer of convictions during the Korean War

is partly a reflection of the fewer number of draftees and

conscientious objectors in general. It may also reflect the

impact of Circular #4063; which could have reduced the number

of second as well as first prosecutions. It was also a result

of a decision by at least one judge to give long sentences

to begin with, rather than have the same objectors in his

courtroom time and again. In the spring of 1951, Judge Robert

Nevin of Dayton, Ohio deplored the reappearance of draft

resisters in his court. He recalled with displeasure having

to re-sentence a World War II resister, and was dismayed to

be facing the same situation again. He feared the problem

would continue "unless the sentence [was] long eno~gh to cover

the duration" of the war. 26 He made a practice, therefore,
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of givi~g five-.year terms to all objectors who came before him.

Other ju~ges· chose differ,ent alternatives to repeated

prison terms. A Philadelphia ju~ge. gave two brothers who had

served eighteen-monthseritericesfor nonr~gistration a token

one day's imprisonment for their continued resistance. A New

Haven court gave a man who had completed an earlier sentence

for induction refusal two years probation. A ju~ge in Wichita

also gave a man probation, but with the condition that he work

during the three-year term with the Mennonite Church or in

some social agency. Another Philadelphia jUdge gave nonregis

trant T. Vail Palmer a second sentence of three years probation

and a $500 fine. The judge would not acquit Palmer, as his

lawyer requested, because he had not "exhausted his adminis

trative remedies" before challenging the legality of his I-A

classification. While that is a sound legal precedent, it

would have meant that Palmer had to go to the induction center,

take all the tests, and finally refuse to step forward at

the induction ceremony before his court challenge would be

procedurally valid. For draft resisters that was entirely

too much cooperation to be expected. 27

While many jurists seemed reluctant to impose another

prison sentence, few of them openly questioned the appropriate

ness of repeated prosecutions, except for one judge in Los

Angeles who was vocally sYmpathetic with cas caught in the

criminal merry~go-round. When nonregistrant Gilbert McFadden

was arraigned a second t·imein 1953, the judge demanded to

know why the u.s. Attorney's office was prosecuting him again
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and expressed displeasure with draft boards that "kick COs

around." He declared, "one bite of the apple is enough ... 28

He still felt it necessary, however, to sentence McFadden to

five years probation.

Other CO felons were not as fortunate when they ca~eto

court again. One of the most famous conscientious objector

cases of the Korean War was that of Robert Michener, who had

the distinction of receiving the harshest sentence of any

Selective Service violator since the passage of the 1940 Draft

law. 29 While he was still on parole front a sentence of one-

year-and-a day for refusing to register, Michener, a you~g

Quaker, was indicted in 1951 for the next sequence of crimes:

failure to fill out the Selective Service questionnaire, failure

to report for a physical examination, and refusal to report

for induction. When he learned of his indictment, Michener

did not wait to be arrested but returned home immediately

to Kansas where he was quickly sentenced by Federal Judge

Delmas Hill to five years imprisonment for each violation.

Two terms were to run consecutively; the third, concurrently.

Th M' h t t ~n ' 'I· 30us ~c ener was 0 serve en years ~ Ja~.

The defendant's lawyer, his pacifist friends, and apparently

even the Justice Department were startled by the severity of

the sentence. The U.S. Attorney had said in court that the

Attorney General ordered him to proceed with the prosecution

of Michener (who presumably fit the description of the "mulish,"

"willful" CO who was beyond the protection of Circular #4063).

But when the 'sentence was handed down, the Justice Department
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asked the Distr.ict Attorney, Les.ter Luther, for a complete

report on the case. 3l Mr. Luther was blatantly prejudiced

against conscientious ohj.ectors. A Washington newspaper

quoted him as complaining that uThese boys will do absolutely

nothing for their country." Michener's lawyer, Laurence

Holmes, said Luther had told him that "conscientious objectors

ought to be kept in jail until the draft act is abolished."

Holmes obseI.'ved, "He gets more bitter towards them each time

he has to prosecute one and now he's prosecuted 400.,,32 While

a biased prosecutor and a stern ju~ge could be expected in a

CO case, what could account for such a long sentence? "I

think this is the longest sentence he has given anybody for

anything," said Holmes. 33

Led by the CCCO and the AFSC, pacifists campaigned for

a reduction in Michener's sentence. They produced hundreds

of letters from allover the United States and some from foreign

countries, addressed to the judge, the district attorney, and

the Department of Justice. They were supported by articles

in rel~gious journals such as' The' Chr'i'st'ia'n' century which called

Hill's sentence "an outrage" and demanded that he be removed

from the bench. The article pointed out that Michener's

sentence was

longer than has been imposed on any outright
draft dodger. It is more than twice as long
as the sentence given Alger Hiss. And there
is no assurance" that when Michener finishes
these ten added years in a cell the same
cat-and-mouse process won't be repeated to
send him back to prison again. 34

They were assisted by the efforts of an embarrassed Kansas
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Representative, who read the case' ,into the' Congres'sional' Record,

to absolvethestatef,romanyresponsibility for the decision. 35

And they were aided by newspaper columnists, editors, and radio

commentators, normally unsympathetic to objectors, who thought

that in this instance perhaps 'Some civil rights had been denied.

According to the CCCO, Michener's case was the most widely

publicized since Larry Gara's.36

The publicity paid off. Within the thirty days allowed

for modifying a sentence, Ju~ge Hill reduced the term to five

years. The Justice Department did not protest. But the CCCO

did. Reduction of the sentence did not change the basic

injustice; Michener still went to prison a second time for

his religious beliefs, and that was not just prosecution, it

was persecution. 37

The experiences of Amos Brokaw confirm once again that

Selective Service and the Department of Justice were determined

to punish some objectors, not just fulfill their legal respon

sibilities. 38 Brokaw was prosecuted and convicted not twice

but three times for refusing to cooperate with draft regulations.

He served his first term of six months in prison for refusing

to remain in C.P.S. after he came to the conclusion that alter-

native service was nothi~g more than cheap, conscript labor.

When he refused to register for the 1948 Act, he was fined

$100 and sent to Mill point prison camp for one year. Upon

his release after four months there, his draft board classified

him I-A, even though he had been given a CO classification in

World War II and had demonstrated his sincerity by serving
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two prison terms for his beliefs. Naturally he would not

fill out the ·questionnaire,. nor complete the ·.rest of the

induction procedure.. By early 1952,. he was in prison again,

this time at Ashland, Kentucky,servi~g a two-year sentence.

And by that time 'he had a wife 'and four children to support.

What legal imperative was thereto imprison a man like that?39

There was none, thought theCCCO. Federal authorities were

llapparently determined to make Brokaw choose between abandoning

his religious beliefs, or face the prospect of a continuing

series of prison terms. 1l40

Pacifists agreed that the authorities were technically

safe in looking upon each violation of draft regulations as

a new offense. But they argued that basically only one act

of resistance was involved, and thus to repeatedly prosecute

men for the several consequences of that one act was to violate

the constitutional protection ~gainst double jeopardy. Second

prosecutions, said Lyle Tatum, were the llmoral equivalent of

double jeopardy.,,4l Harrop Freeman, frequent attorney for

Quaker objectors, elaborated on this position in a letter of

protest in September, 1953, to William Foley of the Justice

Department's Criminal Prosecution Division.

It may be that when a man has said, "I cannot
cooperate with war or Selective Service for
religious reasons" he has come afoul of the
law and must, regretably, pay a criminal
penalty. That, our young men have done; and
they have suffered without complaint. But,
when the law comes to the man a second time
and says, llnow report for a physical," "now
fill out this form ll and if you don't we will
prosecute you' again because these objections
you have to these acts seem to us silly, you
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exert coercion on a man's religious belief in
the worst form pos·sibl.e·. • .' • That .ought not
to happen in America under. .the First Amendment
• • • • Particularly .oughtthis to be true when
the whole matter could·be.cured by proper Draft
Board action. Certainly the Attorney General
ought not to attempt religious coercion. And
multiple prosecutions can have no possible
justification except to attempt to change the 42
man's convictions or to act strictly punitively.

Robert Myer's legal brief for General Hershey the following

year expressed the same point of view. Repeated prosecution

of young men who demonstrated the sincerity of their convictions

was religious persecution and a violation of the spirit, if

not the letter, of the constitution. 43

But their arguments fell on deaf ears. Neither Selective

Service nor the Department of Justice thought it necessary,

or proper, to modify their policies on multiple prosecutions

during the Korean War. CO felons were at the mercy of individual

prison wardens to complete the registration process for them,

and of their local boards to give them a classification they

could accept. If either refused, the Department of Justice

was ready to pounce on them for violations of the law which

it felt it could not ignore. Perhaps objectors could console

themselves that their situation was not in some ways as bad

as that of English CO felons who were prosecuted more than

just two or three times. One obstinate Britisher held the

record for cat-and-mouse treatment, havi~g been prosecuted

for his noncooperation nine times. 44
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CHAPTER VIII

From' Deferment to Alternative Service;
The Amendments of 1951

People who oppose war are very sincere, they are social

"pioneers," said Eleanor Roosevelto But when they refuse to

register for the draft they are "very foolish" and "h~gh-handed,"

and they have to be prepared to suffer for disobeying the law. l

Caleb Foote, of the Central Committee for Conscientious Objectors,

to whom Mrs. Roosevelt expressed these views, thought they

represented a prevalent attitude in this country -- one that

was difficult for pacifists to overcome. He told Clarence

Pickett of the American Friends Service Committee,

I think our conversation indicated the
difficulty of any reconciliation between
the 'absolutist' objection to war, and the
liberal attitude which is tolerant of
conscientious objection because it wishes
to achieve total utilization of manpower
for war. 2

The same liberal "tolerance" that sent resisters to jail was

responsible for the deferment of law-abiding objectors. Defer-

ment was not a benefit or a right, it was a convenience,

designed to avoid a troublesome alternative service program

for as long as possible so that government officials might

concentrate on mobilization for war.

The replacing of deferment with an alternative service

program was a major develpmentin the treatment of conscientious

objectors duri~g the Korean War. It marked the cha~ge in

atmosphere in the United States that came ·about when an uneasy

peace turned into an active war. What had been a convenience
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for the, government became 'a liability as public criticism of

the policy mounted. More and more Americans wanted to know

how Congress could asknothi~g of able bodied COs while demand

ing front-line duty for other young men.

The reversion to a service 'requirement meant the end of

a period of freedom' for conscientious objectors unparalleled

in the history of American conscription. At the same time,

the kind of service pr~gram that was established marked a

further step toward a recognition of the COs' right during

wartime to live their lives by their own standards of justice

and humanity. It is important that we trace this transition

from the freedom of deferment to the restriction of alternative

service -- how it came about, what the pacifists thought about

the change, and why the new demands on objectors represented

vital progress in their treatment.

Selective Service never believed deferment would last

very long. General Hershey told pacifist leaders in June,

1948, that deferment would increase the public's hostility

toward COs. First, the public would resent such lenience for

one class of citizens. Secondly, th~ pUblic would not like

the increase in the number of COs that would result, he thought,

simply because deferment was permitted for that classification. 3

His predictions were not wholly borne out. There is no

evidence that deferment caused a measureable increase in the

number of people seeki~g conscientious objector status. Nor

is there any evidence that the American .public resented the

new lenient policy on COs when ,it was first established and
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implemented. Rather, deferment was quietly accepted by most

non-pacifist Americans, with :only a few scattered complaints

(from American L~gion posts,' for' example) from the summer of

1948 until approximately the winter of 1950.

But Hershey's. prediction that the public would react

badly to differential treatrnentfor pacifist 'draftees missed

the mark only because there was no war for the first two years

of the new draft law. Once the war began, and especially

after the battles became intense, Americans b~gan to react to

COs as Hershey thought they would.

The nature and scope of u.s. military operations in Korea

go well beyond the subject of this discussion and thus they

will not be examined closely here. But a few details will

indicate the connection between those activities and the dis

position of conscientious objectors. By July, 1950, American

troops had engaged the North Koreans; they participated in the

Inchon invasion two months later. By November, U.S. divisions

had suffered painful defeats at the hands of the Chinese. By

January, 1951, when Congress first considered a new draft bill,

it was clear the country was involved in a difficult and demand

ing war. The Army had kept pace with enlarging monthly draft

calls. It began with a call for 20,000 inductees to be

delivered in September, 1950. The call was shortly increased

to 50,000. Another 50,000 .was to be delivered in October,

70,000 in November, and 40,000 in December. The f~gures began

to increase again for early 1.951: 40,000 .forJanuary, 50,000

for February, and aO,OOO.eachfor March and April, at which



158

time the calls b~g.anto. decrease' for the remainder of 1951,

except for an extra 5.,300 Marines called in September.

Selective Service recorded in March, 1951, a total of 590,000

men called since the outbreak of the Korean War. By September

of that year the total call was?35 ,07.7 • 4 .

TheeX:pandi~g draft calls and increasi~g casualties as

the war intensified in the fall and winter of 1950-51 set

off audible complaints about the. generous conditions for

conscientious objectors. Some came from old enemies. In

January, 1951, News Notes observed that that portion of the

American people who are normally antagonistic to COs "grows

more vocal. ,,5 One example was a national effort by the Ameri

can Legion, revealed a few months earlier, to establish "equal

service periods with draftees for conscientious objectors.,,6

But the indignation was also widely felt. In December, 1950,

The Rep'orter noted that "there seems to be an increase in

public opinion against CO deferment.,,7 Newsweek later observed

that "since the outbreak of hostilities in Korea, many families

with sons overseas have complained vociferously about the

lenient treatment given to the objectors •••• ,,8 Selective

Service reported receiving some mail from the general public

in opposition to deferment, and hearing from state directors

and local boards that the presence of deferred men in their

home towns was causing friction. Officials told national

headquarters that in somecominunities the ant~gonism was so

great that pacifists had their barns painted yellow and were

"treated shamefully in public places."9
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The greatest hostility towards deferred objectors

appeared in Montana where 'a sizeable :community of Hutterites

strained citizens' tolerance.' ' The Hutterites', communal and

ascetic way of life as well as their ~gricultural achievements

were already sources' of suspicion and some .jealousy. When

Hutterite young men were allowed to stay home and help with

their families' farm work while the sons of other farmers

were taken to war, Montanans' a~ger swelled.

Their feeling burst out pUblicly in January, 1951, when

the entire Pondera County draft board res~gned in protest

over the deferment of Hutterites. Two years earlier the board

had classified two Hutterites I-A-O, noncombatant status.

The young pacifists, who had requested IV-E, refused to accept

the classification and appealed the decision. Because Montana

had no State Appeal Board at the time, their deferment continued

by default. By early 1951, the draft board, gave up in disgust

over this case in particular and over the arra~gement for

conscientious objectors in general. The board members declared,

It is our considered judgment that no young
man, regardless of his religious belief, ,
should' be relieved of serving in either
combat or non-combatant units in defense
of his country in which he makes his live
lihood and by virtue of whose constitution
he enjoys many freedoms • • • • We believe
such service is the duty of every young man,
regardless of color, race or creed.1D'

The draft board's defiance was soon followed by bills

and a memorial in the state l~gislaturedes~gnedto hobble

the pacifists. One bill defined "military, non-cooperation"

as a crime and classed it as a felony. The other bill barred
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anyone who had ever appl.iedfor conscientious objector status

from holdi~g pUblic offic:e•. Thd~gh·bothbills had considerable

support, neither was finally ·ratified. But the House-Senate

memorial was. It asked that ,Co~gres's eliminate the IV-E

category from the draft law. The, governor s~gned the measure

and sent it to Washington. ll A former C.P.S. man from Missoula

who watched these developments wrote the NSBRO,

In talking with legislators and legislative
committees, it was apparent that almost no one
was able to understand why a CO should not accept
non-combatant service. The liberal and tolerant
viewpoint seemed to find expression in defense
of non-combatant CO's, but still opposed the
IV-D status. Although the legislature clearly
desired the elimination of the IV-E classification,
it seems likely that the introduction of alterna
tive service for IV-e's would relieve the pressure
somewhat • • • .12

If the Montana situation was unusual beCause of the

concentration of Hutterites in the state, the behavior of the

Pondera County draft board was only a little more extreme

than the actions of numerous draft boards across the country

that took advantage of the new Selective Service regulation

on January 12, 1951, to reClassify all their conscientious

objectors into combatant or noncombatant categories. That

regulation, it may be reCalled, raised the rank of IV-E in

the order of classifications, permitting draft boards to assign

pacifists to several lower, nonpacifist cat~gories if they

qualified for them. (See Chapter V.) But instead of placing

COs in the lower classifications for which they could qualify,

draft boards quickly dispatched their IV-Es ·into I-A or I-A-O.

Stauffer Curry was convinced that the war helped cause
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this rush to .reclassify COs. Hewr.oteto Lyle Tatum,

Your observation • • • that local. boards
tend to take men out of IV-E and place them
in I-A or I-A-O has been confirmed many
times in our exper.ience. I believe some
of them did this ·sortof reclassification
because of the ·intensified pressures upon
them due to the Korean War, making the
regulation of January l2a sort of excuse
for taking men out of the previous classifi
cation. 13

Though members of Selective ·Service boards often took a harder

line on draft issues than other citizens, it seems evident

they were not merely revealing their customary hostility to

COs but were responding to the rising number of complaints

about deferment from the general public. Indeed, deferment

for pacifists (referred to by some as plain and simple

exemption, which it was) had become intolerable to many

Americans when other young men had to fight and be killed.

Now, it seemed, the least that should be expected of COs was

some form of alternative service.

Pacifists saw the change in policy coming. In November,

19S0, the ccca predicted that because of the rising inductions,

deferment was "apt to be eliminated and some form of civilian

service demanded" of conscientious objectors. 14 The following

month, Raymond Wilson asserted more positively that deferment

was coming to an end and that Civilian Public Service would

be resumed. He believed that Selective Service officials

feared "Congressional criticism" if deferment continued. As

a result, he said, "'even tho~gh General Hershey • has

repeatedly said he doesn't want the headache the job involves,'

the CPS program will be revived within the near future."lS
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The Religious News: :se·rV:i'Ce.~g.reed with Wilson I s observation

and reported that Selectl.veService.was already prepared for

a new COservicepr.~gram.It 'had quietly reconstituted its

World War II staff that had handled the CPS camps, and had a

specific plan for alternative :service that :it was ready to

propose to Congress. 16

The plan was not described in the news release, nor is

there clear evidence it existed. Selective 'Service had recently

made a public statement that there was "no immediate likelihood

of re-establishing the camps set up in World War II for consci

entious objectors. ,,17 It did not suggest it was considering

any other form of alternative service either. But pacifists

were convinced something was afoot. The NSBRO said in August,

1950:

we have direct information that some thought
is being given withi.n certain segments of
the government to alternative civilian
service for conscientious objectors. Nothing
has developed in final form to date. 18

The dilemma seems evident. Selective Service officials sensed

the need for changing the arrangements for COs but were

reluctant to accept responsibility for administering the

camps a second time. (One official later told pacifists

during private meetings that Selective Service was eagerly

trying to. get rid of the assignment while other. government

agencies were all trying toha~g it on Selective Service again.

"Nobody wants this hot potato," he was quoted as saying.)19

The question in their minds was not when to establish a

program but what kind of program it should be.
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In September,· The· Chr:ist'ian· century. u~gedits readers

to begin thinking about alternative serviceu In particular,

it said, "the churches should dedidewhat ,their relationship

is going to be to the types 'of civilian service their c. o.

members may find themselves rerideri~g."20 The lessons of the

previous decade should be remembered.

Church sponsorship of C.P.S. camps in World
War II turned into a dubious and expensive
headache. The element of' compulsion which
was inextricably involved defeated the best
efforts of church leaders to develop work for
social and civic betterment • • • • So the
task which the ~hurches now face will not be
an easy one. But t~it is greater reason for
getting on with it.

Church leaders did deliberate on the issue. Among their

consultations was a meeting of the NSBRO Consultative Council

in Baltimore on January 29, 1951, at which representatives

of seventeen church bodies were asked to state their own and

their church's position on possible changes in CO draft

provisions. The group -- forty people 'in all -- was nearly

unanimous in wanting deferment continued. (The only dissenter

wanted total exemption.) Should that prove impossible, the

group agreed that an alternative service program would be

acceptable only under the following conditions. Most import

antly, it would have to be administered by civilians. It

must offer more than government work assignments, it should

include church or privately organized projects, or individual

arrangements, and the men should be entitled to pay and

dependency allowances for' their work. The term of service

should be no longer than that ,for soldiers, and anyone who
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could not accept alternative ,service should be completely

exempted. 22

The American Friends Service Committee added another

stipulation when they formulated some "Guidi~g Principles"

for consideration in case new ,legislation on conscientious

objectors passed. Any work to which cas were assigned, said

the Committee, "should be of national importance," which

would include "services' of international s~gnificance in the

United States and abroad. ,,23 ' The Friends specifically had

in mind physical and mental health services, scientific

experiments, and agriGultural and technical assistance parti

cularly to underdeveloped countries. There would be no more

"leaf raking" if pacifists could help it; only activities

that would benefit humanity and engage the best talents and

interests of the cas themselves. Said a number of Friends

groups in a joint statement, if cas are to be assigned to

civilian service, "we shall urge the government to allow full

use to be made of their abilities in vital public or private

service for human good •••• ,,24

When Congress first considered new draft legislation the

, growing pUblic agitation over deferred cas had not affected

the provisions for them. The bills in both houses were simply

amendments to the Selective Service Act of 1948 and, in their

original form, they made no cha~gein the COs' status. The

bills' emphases reflected the, greater u~genciesof the day.

The first was the need for a rapid, massive increase in

military forces for Korea. The second wa's the 'argument for
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a program of universal military.traini~g and service, a plan

which had long been advocated by. military experts who believed

that this country must notbeca~ght unprepared for the next

world war and which was now ,supported by more Americans who

feared that war might be imminent. 25

In such an atmosphere of world tension and military crisis,

the Department of Defense (whose staff drafted the amendments)

might understandably have overlooked the question of conscien

tious objection as they addressed more pressi~g problems; or

they may have reasoned that leaving all the deferment provisions

untouched might avoid time-consuming deliberation that would

hold up passage of desperately needed legislation. If the

Defense Department was prepared to let the issue slide by,

pacifists were not. Their testimony was very similar in tone

and content to that in 1948: a general indictment of peacetime

-- and as now proposed, universal and permanent -- conscription.

Moreover they touched directly on the CO issue in both sets

of Congressional hearings. Harold S. Bender of the Mennonite

Central Committee Peace Section told the Senators on the

preparedness Subcommittee he was assuming "that any proposal

to extend or amend the present [draft] act will maintain the

recognition given [to conscientious objectors] in previous

acts.,,26 Norman Thomas was more forceful with the House

Committee on Armed Services,: u~ging its members to "find some

better way than we have found to deal with the problem of

honest, conscientious objection." Thomas was most concerned

at that point about the heavy jail sentences being, given to
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draft refusers, but both his and Bender's remarks seem to

have reminded the leg'islators :that ,the issue 'of CO deferment

must be dealt with. 27

The issue was taken up by the House Armed Services

Committee before its hearings on the draft amendments were

concluded. Pacifists lobbiedamo~g the committee members

and were successful in persuading them to retain the deferment

provision. 28 In the Senate, the issue was not closely examined

until after the Subcommittee hearings were over, and there

the outcome was what the pacifists had feared for some time

-- a proposal for alternative service for conscientious objectors. 29

The peace lobbyists worked hard to. get that recommendation

revised before it became part of the Senate's bill, but they

were unsuccessful. 30 As in 1948, members of the Senate were

determined to see that COs pay a price for their exemption

from military service. After the bills passed the full Senate

and House in March and April, 1951, Stauffer Curry explained

the uncertain situation to everyone in contact with the NSBRO:

The language of Section 6(j) of the 1948
draft bill remains exactly the same [in the
House version] • • • • This means that if
the House language is retained, conscientious
objectors will be deferred if found sincere
by the local or appeal boards. However, the
Senate version provides for 'work of national
importance under civilian direction,' just as
did the 1940 Act. If this version prevails
in the final law, a program of alternative
service will have, to be put into operation. 3l

With the two houses at odds on this and numerous other

provisions of the draft bills, pacifists now focussed their

attention on members of' the Conference Committee, particularly
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those from the Senate. Representatives of the Friends Committee

on National Legislation, the Bret..hr.en Servi.ce. :Commission, the

National Service Board, the Metinonite Central Committee, and

the Friends Service Committee worked closely together to

"interpret [their] points of. view" to the 'conferees, presenting

each of them with a detailed memorandum setting forth those

views and talki~g with as many individually as they could

during the month of May.32

The memorandum reaffirmed their support for continued

deferment. It had worked satisfactorily "from most points

of view," they said, and it observed the principle of religious

freedom. Furthermore, pacifists should be left alone to do

their good work.

[The] so-called 'historic peace churches'
and others have been developing during the
past few years voluntary service programs
for the betterment of humanity and have been
active in urging their youth to participate
in the sacrificial service. The provisions in
the present r Draft] Act for conscientious
objectors make possible the continuation of
this form of humanitarian endeavor. 33

They expected they would have to compromise, however, and

were prepared with specific suggestions for an alternative

service program. 34 Among them was a recommendation that the

phrase "work of national importance under civilian direction"

be changed to "work contributing to the national health,

safety, or interest." This wo.rding would more clearly permit

COs to engage in a variety of social service activities,

rather than limited assignments by the government implied in

the Senate's wordi~g. Another was a proposal that local
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boards not be allowed to place COs directly into specific

jobs (such as sweeping floors in a defense plant, which would

offend their conscientious scruples) but only into broad

categories of acceptable occupa~ions that the President

would define and regulate.

The Conference Report, #535, adopted on May 29, 1951,

contained the final wording •

• • . Section 6(j) of [the Selective Service]
Act rof 1948J is amenned (1) by striking out
in the third sentence thereof the words
'be deferred' and inserting in lieu thereof
the following: 'in lieu of such induction,
[the conscientious objector shall] be ordered
by his local board, subject to such regulations
as the President may prescribe, to perform
for a period prescribed in section 4(b) [24
months] such civilian work contributing to the
maintenance of the national health, safety,
or interest as the local board may deem
appropriate and any such person who knowingly
fails or neglects to obey any such order from
his local board shall be deemed for the purposes
of section 12 of this title, to have knowingly
failed or neglected to perform a

3
%uty required

of him under this title' ••••

Naturally, the peace workers were disappointed that

they had lost the battle for continued defe~ment. At the

same time they were pleased that the conferees had accepted

some of their ,suggestions. 36 They could also take comfort

from the fact that though the new wording did not specifically

rule out work camps, it was the final intention of the

conferees not to revive them. House members had finally

disuaded the Senators who had pushed hard for the camps.37

In fact, according to Styles Bridges (R - New Hampshire) some

of the Senate man~gers -- "radicals," he called them -- wanted
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to draft conscientious objectors. 38 Although Senators had

taken a firm stance on COs before, calls for such drastic

measures reflected the growing public demand that Congress

get tough on conscientious objectors. Senator Bridges

confirmed this pressure from constituents. "[PJublic resent

ment against the Korean War," pacifists quoted him as saying,

"made it necessary to do something about the COs.,,39

Thus the war cost COs their deferment. Their friends

in the House could still curb the Senate's desire for work

camps, but they could no longer hold out against some form

of alternative service. It was clear that the country's

experiment with the most liberal policy on conscientious

objectors Congress had ever devised would soon be over.

The pacifists' strong lobbying against work camps and

Selective Service's reluctance to administer them again surely

helped to prevent their revival. But what seems to have been

the most persuasive argument against them was that there were

too few conscientious objectors during this war to make the

camps very sensible. When the full Senate debated the compromise

amendment in June, 1951, Richard Russell (D - Georgia),

Chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, explained

to colleagues who questioned the new arrangement that,

the position of the House conferees was that
today approximately only 12,000 of the
conscientious objectors have been deferred
under existing law and that the number is
entirely too small to warrant the creation
of national work camps in which to place them

40. . . .
When the House debated the amendment the following week,
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Representative Mike Mansfield (D - Montana) spoke as if it

was common knowledge that the reason work camps were not

being proposed for COs was that their numbers were so small. 41

It was circumstance, then, not enlightened judgment that

prevented the return to a repressive policy towards COs. If

the House conferees had not called attention to the small

number of objectors in defending their preference for deferment,

Civilian Public Service camps might well have been reestablished.

There is no evidence that McCarthyism had anything to do

with the stiffening attitudes towards COs. The intolerance

of different points of view that we associate with that pheno

menon does not seem to have prompted the American pUblic or

Congress to feel that unusual steps should be taken at this

time against these particular deviants. Rather, Americans

seem to have been expressing a simple desire for fairness,

a feeling that when some men must fight and die, others their

age, who are physically able, must make some sacrifices,

perform some service, too. If McCarthyism had any effect on

the government's new policy towards COs, it was indirect.

Possibly there probably would have been more objectors if

the American people in general had felt freer to express

noncomformist views. If McCarthyism helped to keep the number

of COs down by discouraging dissent, it may have been partly

responsible for the failure to revive the work camps. Pacifists

who had some experience with C.P.S. knew that was a blessing

for conscientious objectors.

If there were to be no work camps, what was there to be?
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The phrase "work contributing to the maintenance of the

national health, safety, or interest" had not been defined.

What the peace lobbyists had in mind for most young pacifists

was the kind of relief efforts abroad and social service

activities at home that their churches were already performing

-- the kind of work they had discussed at their Baltimore

meeting and outlined for Congressmen in their memorandum.

Work in mental hospitals and other health institutions had

been the most successful of Civilian Public Service assignments

in World War II. The churches had expanded these ministries

since then both in size and variety. Why not simply give

COs. credit under the new draft law for such work? Many of

them volunteered for it anyway. For those young men in

rural pacifist communities, peace advocates believed the

most reasonable course was to leave them on their farms and

give them credit for alternative service after two years had

elapsed. Agricultural production was certainly essential to

the country's well-being; why not simply include farming

within the definition of work "contributing to • • . the

national health, safety, or interest"?

Whatever the arrangements to be devised, the churches

were adamant that they would not serve as government agents

again, administering prescribed assignments over which they

had little control. The Friends were particularly wary of

being drawn into a cooperative relationship with the government. 4la

But pacifist groups were willing to take young men into their

own projects who were fulfilling their Selective Service
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requirement and to at least assist Selective Service in

developing new areas of relief and service where COs might

be assigned.

At least one senior member of Hershey's staff, Deputy

Director Louis H. Renfrow, was favorably disposed towards

the pacifists' proposals, though he doubted that much farm

work at home would be acceptable unless the CO qualified for

a II-C deferment. 42 Other officials questioned whether work

overseas would be possible. Indeed, there were numerous

features of the new alternative service program to be defined

and to be negotiated with the cooperating churches, government

and private agencies.

Nevertheless, by the time the draft bill was enacted on

June 19, 1951, Congressmen, Selective Service officials, and

pacifists had agreed that while some COs might be allowed to

remain on their farms, most objectors would now be assigned

to some sort of social welfare work, most likely in American

hospitals and other health care institutions. Exactly how

the assignments would be made, what requirements COs would

have to fulfill, and what rights they would have to appeal

any local board decisions remained unclear. Pacifists were

especially concerned that the new policy might not permit the

range and quality of service they believed were necessary.43

They had reason to believe, however, that this new alternative

service program, in contrast to the old, was a major advance

in the government's willingness to deal fairly with conscientious

objectors. No longer bound by the conviction that objectors
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must be confined and made to perform on command whatever

important or trivial work the government saw fit, Congress

was moving toward an arrangement that would utilize the

talents and energies of COs in creative and socially benefi

cent ways, ways that were much closer to the ideals of

peacemaking than of warmaking.
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31. The pacifists looked to Senator Wayne Morse for help in
revising the proposal on COs, but he told Stauffer
Curry that he had had "such a fight on [student
deferment] amendments • • • that he thought it was
unwise for him to sponsor a revised CO amendment
because he didn't think he had the support to get
it through." (Memo: Re- CO Amendments, March 14,
1951, p. 1.) They asked Senator John Sparkman
(D - Alabama) to consider their own proposal for an
amendment to Section 6(j), which included not only
the option of deferment but also called for a
National Commission on Conscientious Objectors.
This body would be composed of civilians, appointed
by the President, who would determine the disposition
of those claiming exemption from military training
and service. Though Sparkman said he was in sympathy
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with the proposal, he thought it would be "extremely
difficult to get the amendment accepted on the floor."
(Memo: Re- CO Amendments, March 14, 1951, p. 1.)
But he agreed to talk to Senators Russell and Johnson
about the proposal and to support the House version
if its bill retained deferment.

32. A. Stauffer Curry to RmE0rter readers, editors, and Consul
tative Council me ers and friends, April 14, 1951.
A special letter in place of the regular Reporter
edition for that month.

33. Stauffer Curry said afterwards to the NSBRO Board, "Our
experience was an interesting venture in inter-agency
cooperation." (Curry to Orie o. Miller, E. LeRoy
Oaken, James A. Crain, W. Harold Row, and Heber F.
Klemme, May 29, 1951, APSC files, Haverford College,
p. 2.)

34. MEMO ON CONSCIENTIOUS OBJECTOR PROVISIONS IN THE PROPOSED
UMTS BIL"LS NOW BEING CONSIDERED BY THE HOUSE-SENATE
CONFERENCE COMMITTEE, signea by E. Raymond Wilson,
Fr1ends Committee on National Legislation, and W.
Harold Row, Representing Brethren Service Commission,
May 24, 1951, APSC files, Haverford College, p. 1.

35. The pacifists had, by this time, seen a draft of the
wording on COs tentatively agreed upon by the Confer
ence Committee. The language called for an alterna
tive service program. The MEMO contains all their
specific recommendations.

36. Conference Report (H. Rept. No." 535), Congression"a"l Record,
House, Eighty-Sec"ond Congre"ss"," First" session, Vol. 97,
June 7, 1951, p. 6247.

37. Stauffer Curry wrote to the NSBRO Board members just after
the Conference Report was adopted, "We feel very
happy that the conferees accepted our suggestions."
(May 29, 1951, APSC files, Haverford College, p. 1.)

38. The conferees observed in their Report that,

"The Senate bill required [conscientious
objectors] to be assigned to work of national
importance under civilian direction.

The House managers objected to this portion
of the Senate bill since it contemplated the
establishment of national work camps. The language
agreed to by the House and Senate conferees will"
permit the President to prescribe the types of
employment to which conscientious objectors may
be assigned, but such employment will not be per-
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formed through the establishment of, or assignment
to, national work camps." (Conference Report,
[H. Rept. No. 535],Co'ngressional Record, House,
June 7, 1951, p. 6250.5 In a discussion on the
floor of the Senate regarding work camps, Richard
Russel, Chairman of the Armed Services Committee,
said he thought it was unlikely such camps could be
reestablished, even though the language of the bill
did not expressly prohibit them. '

"I do not know that the language would specifically
prevent [assignment of COs to camps]. However, I
would be less than frank if I did not state • • •
that it was the intention of the conferees not to
have camps of that nature established on a national
scale. The House conferees were very much opposed
to the Senate provision, as were various organizations,
such as the Society of Friends and others, who are
interested in the question of conscientiotlS objectors."
'(Cong're'ssi'on'a'1' Re'c'o'r'd, Senate', Eighty~SecondCongress,
First' He's'sion, Vol. 97, Part 4, June 1, 1951, pp. 6026
6027.

39. Stauffer Curry reported this statement, made in a conver
sation with the peace lobbyists, in his letter to
NSBRO Board members, May 29, 1951, p. 1.

40. The quote is a paraphrase of Bridges' statement, Report
of Congressional Visits, May 25, 1951, AFSC files,
Haverford College, p. 1.

41 • Congressional' 'Reco'rd, Hena'te, June 1, 1951, p. 6027.

42. Congressional Re'cord,' House, June 7, 1951, p. 6260. At
th~s stage in the development of the amendment, it
was presumed that local boards could continue to
defer those COs who were already performing work
that could be classed as "contributing to the main
tenance of the national health, safety, or interest."
Mansfield and other Congressmen feared that this
meant that a Mennonite farmer, for example, might
be allowed to stay on his, or his father's, farm to
help with necessary food production. Mansfield
spoke at length against such a privilege for COs
while other young men were being taken from their
jobs at great personal, especially economic, sacri
fice. COs, he thought, should

"at least be required to do work that is definitely
in the national interest and not work which merely
improves their own pocketbooks •••• These people,
like the rest of the popUlation, should expect that
their normal activities would be sacrificed to some
extent in the national interest so that they would
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not be avoiding all national service." (Congressional
Record,· Hou·se, June 7, 1951, p. 6260.)

Although the bill passed despite objections such as
Mansfield's, the arrangements for alternative
service eventually devised for COs did not permit
the kind of deferment he complained about.

43. Friends made clear from the outset that they were not
accepting any deals with the government on the
handling of conscientious objectors. In a letter
to Arthur Flemming, head of the Manpower Policy
Commission, the day after the draft bill became law,
Lewis Hoskins, Executive Secretary of the AFSC,
declared that his organization would "make no blanket
agreement to execute or enforce regulations governing
COs drawn up by outside agencies." Furthermore, he
emphasized, "we stand ready to aid and counsel all
who for conscientious reasons are opposed to conscrip
tion and war." (Lewis M. Hoskins to Dr. Arthur S.
Flemming, June 20, 1951, AFSC files, Haverford
College, p. 2.)

44. NSBRO Board of Directors Minutes, June 11, 1951, addendum
a, a discussion on June 19, 1951 between General
Renfrow and Harold Sherk, Albert Gaeddert, and A. S.
Curry, NSBRO files, SCPC, p. 8.

45. Pacifists were lobbying on this issue right up to the
passage of the draft bill. They wanted assurance
that there would be broad categories of approved
work. They also wanted permission for COs to volun
teer for work with church, public, and private
humanitarian and service agencies, and the right for
COs to appeal if the work assigned to them was
unacceptable. Their lobbying was so persistent it
began to irk some of the conferees. George Loft
of the AFSC described his last-minute meeting with
Dewey Short:

"Short was very sharp in saying that proponents of
the COs were asking too much and had pressed him
too hard. He had had his 'ears pinned back' in the
conference committee on the matter of occupational
appeal, and was not at all inclined to mention it
new. He described the possibility of allowing COs
to volunteer with service agencies as giving them
'sanctuary' .•• • [IJ tried to explain the •••
reasons for these suggestions, but the discussion
was decidedly strained." .(CO Servic·e·s· Historical
Rep·ort· ·#2:· . APSe Activit·ie·s· Re CO claus·eJ.n· 1951
Dra·ft Act,. prepared by George Loft, JUly, 1952, AFSC
files, Haverford College, p. 6.)
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CHAPTER IX

Responses of the Peace Agencies to Alternative Service

The passage of the Universal Military and Training and

Service Act of 1951 was a landmark in legislation on conscien

tious objectors. It pointed the way toward an innovative

program of alternative service. For several months after it

was enacted, not much else could be said about it because the

nature and scope of the innovations had not been precisely

defined. Congress had left the situation vague, said General

Lewis Hershey, probably because it "was not sure what it

wanted to do to COs."l

By assigning the job of defining regulations to the

President, Congress had satisfied the pacifists who were

suspicious of Congressional plans for COs, and turned the

hard work over to the executive branch. Though technically

the President's responsibility, the new regulations would

actually be drawn up by Selective Service and be submitted to

the United States Manpower Commission for approvalo The

National Service Board for Religious Objectors warned its

readers that the implementation of the rules would take a

number of months. Even after they had been devised, the

regulations would have to be reviewed

. • • by 10 or 16 governmental agencies
before being issued by the President. This
process will probably run through July.
Printing and mailing to local boards may
take most of August. In September reclassi
fication of Objectors, giving physical exams,
sending notices of acceptability and the like
may begin. Actual orders may not come until
late September or early October. 2
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Until all those steps had been taken, deferment would remain

in effect. The change in the legal provisions for conscien

tious objectors, therefore, had little immediate or practical

impact.

In fact, devising and implementing the new rules for

COs took far longer than pacifists predicted they would.

Instead of several months, the government needed more than
.

a year to complete its preparations. The history of conscien-

tious objection from June, 1951, to July, 1952, was, therefore,

a record of the government's struggle to formulate a policy

and of the pacifists' efforts to define their own posture

towards it. At times seeking information about what Selective

Service officials had decided, at times trying to influence

their decisions, at times struggling to determine their own

responses to what had been established, pacifist leaders

worked to protect individual COs as well as to define their

conception of what conscientious objection in the 1950s

ought to be.

Exchanges that had .....aken place in the spring of 1951

between pacifists and Congressmen over the wording of the

CO provision in the law now shifted to n~gotiations between

pacifists and Selective Service officials over the content

of the regulations that would govern the alternative service

program. Pacifists led the way in these meetings with

proposals designed to maximize the objectors' opportunities

to serve humanity and to minimize the government's ability

to convert them into virtual slaves or tools of war.
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Peace leaders were especially concerned that the law's

vagueness about the types of service that would be permissible

and about how job assignments would be made must be eliminated.

Otherwise local boards would have far too much leeway to

assign COs to possibly undesirable occupations. The Central

Committee for Conscientious Objectors warned its members that,

The greatest danger in the new law
is the phrase 'as the local board may deem
appropriate.' This may be a loophole by
which antagonistic local boards may penalize
IV-E's by ordering them outside of their own
communities into poorly paid work unsuitable to
the registrant's personality and training. 3

To help plug that loophole, pacifists began offering their

recclTh~endations on how the regulations should be written

to Selective Service officials even before the law was passed.

In a memorandum presented to General Louis H. Renfrow,

Deputy Director of Selective Service, on June 11, the Consul-

tative Council of the NSBRO outlined its concerns. Most

importantly, the definition of the types of permissible

service must be broadly formulated to include, though not

be limited to, agricultural production and processing,

education, social services, public health, foreign and

domestic missionary work and technical assistance, general

and mental hospital service, medical research and experimen-

tation, essential civilian manufacturing, and reclamation

and conservation of forests and wildlife. Moreover, the

regulations should not require that a IV-E registrant be

removed from whatever job he was in and be placed in another

just to fulfill his alternative service. If his occupation
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could be considered as "contributing to the • • • national

health, safety, or interest" he should be allowed to remain

in it. Furthermore, COs should be able to volunteer for

service rather than be forced to wait for local boards to

determine their assignments. These measures would help to

assure that maximum use would be made of the objectors'

"abilities, training and experience in harmony with their

. ,,4
consc~ence • • • •

The Council proposed other regulations to help ease

specific difficulties its members knew from experience would

arise in administering such a program. For example, COs

should be allowed to transfer from one approved job to another

on grounds of conscience, hardship, or merely efficiency. The

number of appeals and instances of non-compliance could

thereby be minimized, the Council argued. Appeals would

have to be anticipated though, and therefore procedures should

be established to provide alternatives for those COs who were

assigned by their local boards to war-related jobs. Equally

essential, conscientious objectors should receive whatever
/

pay was normal for the occupations in which they served

probably a maintenance allowance for relief and welfare acti-

vities, but the going wage for regular jobs. If an arbitrary

ceiling was placed on their compensation, it would stir

discontent among both unions and the COs themselves, as had

been discovered in World War II. Finally, the Council

suggested that men who served in Civilian Public Service

should be exempted from the new draft requirements just as
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war veterans were. That seemed a matter of simple fairness. 5

The Council was especially interested in having Selective

Service recognize the overseas and domestic assistance programs

of the churches and private agencies as acceptable alternative

service for young pacifists. Ideally, the CO would volunteer

for a program and the agency involved would have the right

to determine whether he was qualified to do the particular

work. 6 How far church groups would be willing to go to assist

the government in placing other cas those who did not

volunteer, those who were found unqualified for their programs

-- was not explained. The Council was moving cautiously on

that question until the structure of the new program became

clearer. Yet the tone of their suggestions indicated a

willingness to cooperate with Selective Service to establish

the new program while looking out for the best interests of

the cas.

In July, the American Friends Service Committee drafted

a similar list of recommendations for inclusion in the

Presidential regulations. Its members, too, were concerned

about the right of objectors to work abroad, to appeal assign

ments, to transfer from undesirable jobs, to receive adequate

compensation, and to gain credit for prior service. But the

temper of their suggestions was noticeably firm and uncompromis

ing. They placed great emphasis on the right of the cas to

remain in or to enter jobs that were truly satisfying and

worthwhile. They rejected the notion of an approved list of

occupational categories. That "can result in waste of manpower
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and efficiency," they said. They advocated instead a policy

of "specific disapproval," a method used in the past to sort

out non-essential work on a case-by-case basis when regular

registrants applied for occupational deferments. In order

that the alternative service program be sufficiently "flexible"

and "broadly construed," the President, they asserted, should

prescribe that all the normal categories
of private and public civilian employment
both in the united States and abroad,
which do not contribute directly to mili-
tary activities or war • • • be deemed in
the national health, safety or interest,
except for such occupations as the President
from time to time may specifically disapprove. 7

In other words, unless the President singled out a particular

job as unacceptable, any occupation one might engage in that

did not promote war should be permissible alternative service

work.

The Friends dismissed the problems of community relations

that developed when COs were allowed to remain in jobs in

their home towns. "We know that such instances arise,"

they acknowledged, "but we believe that the number is likely

to be so small that such situations can be dealt with indivi-

dually • • • ." 8 As far as the AFSC was concerned, "effective

service by the CO should be the governing consideration"

when any questions arose as to how the alternative service

program should function. 9

The NSBRO, led by the Brethren and the Mennonites, and

the Friends Service Committee kept in close contact with

Selective Service and the Manpower Commission as deliberations

on the CO regulations continued through the summer, fall, and



188

winter of 1951. They urged individual pacifists to write to

Washington to help convince government officials they should

incorporate the peace agencies' proposals into the rules for

conscientious objectors. But pacifist leaders had trouble

during these months determining whether their efforts were

having any positive effect. Dr. Arthur Flemming, head of the

Manpower Commission, told representatives of the NSBRO in

June that he would "work very hard for some sort of appeal

procedures to be set up so as to prevent mistreatment of

objectors by local boards."lO But Hershey and his staff

would not commit themselves on this issue. In fact, they

openly disagreed with each other on whether any appeal

procedures should be written into the regulations and if so,

what they should contain. 11

They also gave pacifists conflicting views on whether

COs would be required to leave their home communities.

Hershey said they would have to be removed. The "public

relations problem" that occurred when objectors stayed home

while other men went to war was just too great, in his estimat

ion. l2 Yet Colonel Renfrow indicated in another interview

with pacifists that if a local board did not wish to move a

man, "that would be satisfactory.,,13 Hershey went abroad in

July to investigate possibilities for work overseas by conscien

tious objectors, particularly with displaced persons and with

the Point Four Program. Yet there is nothing in the pacifists'

records to indicate he came back with any firm plans for them.

After months of discussion with government officials on a
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variety of issues, pacifists still were not sure exactly what

the alternative service program would look like.

By November the situation had apparently not improved

much. After a meeting with General Hershey, one of the pacifists

who attended (probably George Loft, Coordinator of CO Services

for the APSC) noted,

It must be stressed that during the interview,
there was relatively little that one could
pin down and say: 'this we can count on as
a condition of service.' Hershey talked a
great deal, covered a lot of ground, yet made
no commitments. 14

The AFSC was especially wary of the continuing uncertainty.

It is evident, Loft concluded in his notes, that we

must have something considerablx more clear,
specific and binding before [weJ can make
any assumptions about the conditions which
will govern CO work and the relations of
employing organizations to the draft program. 15

Selective Service obviously was taking its time during

these mOuths developing the CO service program. This was

not its only, or even its most important, task. For example,

it was required by the UMTS law to draw up a new set of

regulations for Armed Forces personnel. The staff submitted

these regulations for the President's signature in September r

1951. 16 (These rules affected COs slightly by discarding

the IV-E classification and replacing it with two categories:

I-O [conscientious objector available for civilian work

contributing to the maintenance of the national health, safety,

or interest], and I-W [conscientious objector performing

civilian work, etc.]) Moreover, Hershey sensed that public

anger about COs had diminished and thus the need to alter
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their status was less urgent than it had been seve~al months

earlier. He told the pacifist delegation in November that

pressure out in the country to do something
has not been great. So long as we run along
drafting 15-20,000 per month, there will not
be much pressure. 17

In addition, when so many agencies had to be consulted about

the program, it could hardly develop with any speed.

That public attitudes towards COs had softened somewhat

since the winter of 1950-51 can be explained by the course

of the war at that time. American and Chinese forces were

at a stalemate just above the 38th parallel through the summer

and fall of 1951. Truce talks had begun, had been suspended,

and had been resumed while the two sides fought for positions

without significant exchange of territory. The inconclusive

discussions, accompanied by seemingly useless warfare, had

begun to discourage Americans and to turn the conflict into

what one historian called "one of the most unpopular American

wars. 1118 Yet the major reason for the delay in establishing

alternative service seems to have been the problems Selective

Service encountered in trying to implement the program it

had in mind. It had issued a tentative draft of CO regulations

in September for examination within government circles. Since

that time it had been searching for agencies where the objectors

could be placed, but it had not been successful in finding

any. Colonel Lewis F. Kosch and Victor Olsen, assistants to

General Hershey, explained to NSBRO representatives who met

with them in early February, 1952, that Selective Service

initially planned to have a number of COs assigned to such
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federal agencies as the Forestry Service, the National Park

Service, and the Agriculture Department. But when it requested

funds to support such assignments, the Bureau of the Budget

turned it down. The national office had also contacted State

Directors about employment of conscientious objectors and

received favorable responses at first. After the officials

had a chance to talk with governors a~d heads of various

institutions in their states they were much less optimistic

about being able to assign many COs.19 Kosch and Olsen believed

that job openings were scarcer during this war than during

World War II because the country did not have the manpower

shortage now that it did then. They also thought that insti

tutions were more selective than they were in the 1940s about

the kinds of employees they would accept. To complicate

matters further, Civil Service requirements would keep cas

out of numerous jobs, and unions would protest about others. 20

Both Kosch and Olsen "seemed quite pessimistic about

fin[d]ing enough suitable openings for conscientious objectors,"

pacifists reported. The two men were "keenly disappointed

that the Bureau of the Budget had refused to ask [the Congress]

for the necessary funds" and they suggested to their visitors

that church agencies and the NSBRO try to convince the Bureau

to change its mind. 2l They also welcomed an offer from

William Snyder of the Mennonite Central Committee to have the

MCC explore possible job opportunities. Tell the institutions

that express any interest to the Committee to contact the

state and national offices of Selective Service, they said. 22
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The peace group came away from the conference more aware

than they had been of the reasons for the delay in issuing

the CO regulations, and impressed with how worried government

officials were about whether the service program could be

set in motion. The discussion also led these particular

pacifists to conclude that they would have to come more

actively to the government's assistance. Elmer Neufeld,

Associate Secretary of the NSBRO, concluded,

The inevitable impression received from
this meeting was the fact that the problem
of finding suitable openings for employment
of 1-0 registrants is currently looming large
in the minds of Selective Service officials,
and that church agencies should take some
initiative in exploring possible job oppor
tunities. 23

When the CO regulations were finally issued, the status

of many of these problems remained the same. There were

no more evident job possibilities at the end of February

than there were at the beginning of the month when NSBRO

representatives met with Kosch and Olsen. Moreover, Selective

Service did not include in the new rules the answers to

several questions pacifists had raised, such as whether COs

would be allowed to transfer from one job to another, whether

they could effectively appeal an undesirable assignment, and

whether credit would be given for service in CPS. But after

the "weary months of consultation" at least the terms for

CO work were set forth and pacifists knew what they were

confronted with. 24

President Truman signed Executive Order No. 10238 on

February 20, 1952, prescribing Part 1660 of Selective Service
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Regulations as covering the work obligations of conscientious

objectors under the Universal Military Training and Service

Act of 1951. (The full text of the Order is contained in

Exhibit C.) The regulations stipulated that objectors would

be employed in. government or nonprofit organizations that

were primarily engaged in charitable, health, welfare, educa

tional or scientific activities. They would not be allowed

to work in profit-making businesses, nor could they remain

in their own communities except in special instances when

the local board decided that their present work served the

national interest. They would be permitted to volunteer

rather than having to wait for assignment by their local board.

Even those who preferred to wait for a call from the draft

board would be given some opportunity to choose the service

they wished to perform. In most instances, the procedures

for individual COs would be as follows. The objector would

submit to his local board three types of work he was interested

in. If the board found anyone of these choices acceptable,

it would assign him to it and place him in Class I-W. If

the board found none of the CO's choices acceptable, it would

propose three other types of work for his consideration.

If the CO accepted one of them, the matter was settled. If

he rejected the board's choices, the State Director would

attempt to arbitrate the dispute. Should that effort fail,

the National Director would be consulted before any work order

could be issued. Finally, if a CO refused to obey a work

order, or if he performed unsatisfactorily on the job, the
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National Headquarters of Selective Service would study his

file to determine whether he should be reported to the

Department of Justice for prosecution. 25

The program certainly was not all the pacifists had

hoped for, especially since many questions were left unresolved.

Yet it was such an improvement over the CO program during

World War II that there was some satisfaction in peace circles

with the outcome of their efforts. The Chri'st'ian century

observed that the new provisions for handling COs,

seem much better than those in force during
the previous war. They insure that the
C,O.'s will do work of real national,
international or social importance. They
do not involve churches in the ambiguous
responsibilities they assumed while conduct
ing C.P.S. camps. They relieve individuals
and churches from the financial burdens of
supporting C.O.'s. The government deserves
commendation for working out such a system,
and the National Service Board for Religious
Objectors for the patience and persuasiveness
with which it has carried through the negotia
tions with Selective Service authorities. 26

Stauffer Curry seemed almost triumphant when he addressed

the NSBRO Board of Directors and Consultative Council in

March, "We are met at what may prove to be the beginning of

a new era in the history of conscientious objection to

military training and service. n27 That statement would in

time have more meaning than Curry had anticipated.

In spite of the job shortage it had discovered, Selective

Service expected that most objectors would perform their

service in this country, where State Directors would largely

be responsible for their work. (National Headquarters planned

to supervise the few COs abroad.) NSBRO spokesmen observed
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that "State Directors will play a large part in the adminis-

tration of the program," a part "which was unknown in World

War II.,,28 In addition, its operation would be far more

decentralized, with each State Director making his own arrange-

ments for employing COs. As a result, the arrangements would

vary considerably from state to state, with some directors

moving more quickly and imaginatively than others in finding

places for COs. NSBRO leaders thought it would be wise,

therefore, for their organization to contact every State

Director and offer its assistance in discovering job possibi

lities. The Mennonites, they noted, had already established

"an effective liaison" with Directors in states where they

were heavily congregated; similar liaisons should be formed

elsewhere. 29

For the staff of the NSBRO and the leaders of its most

influential bodies, the Brethren and the Mennonites, assisting

Selective Service in finding jobs for conscientious objectors

was unquestionably the right thing to do. If they did not

try to help, the CO might be "reduced to carrying on work

which is entirely out of keeping with his interest, training

and background. ,,30 Selective Service had declared that

approximately 5,000 jobs would be needed for COs.3l To find

that many openings in a relatively tight civilian labor market

would require much effort. Their own contribution was vital.

Stauffer Curry said to assembled colleagues in March, 1952,

It seems somewhat obvious that the success
of the present CO program will depend to a
considerable extent upon the resourcefullness
of interested groups and persons in the
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discovering of significant work opportunities. 32

Curry urged every affiliated church and peace agency to

outline for Selective Service their own projects where cas

could be assigned, and to coordinate their search for other

worthwhile projects. These tasks should be completed as

rapidly as possible because no work orders could be issued

to cas until the jobs were available. Curry knew the process

would take considerable time. His agency, which had first

thought the I-W program would start in the fall of 1951, now

predicted that, lilt may be a year or a year and a half

[January or July, 1952J until the program. gets into full

swing. 1133

But that prediction would also prove too optimistic.

To the bewilderment of the pacifists and the consternation

of Selective Service officials, Congress refused to appropriate

the funds to operate the alternative service program. 34 After

working for several months on the assumption that the start

of the program awaited only the location of job opportunities,

pacifists now learned that there would not be any program

even if the jobs were found •. News Notes commented acidly,

"The I-a program alternates between now you see it and now

you don't."35

The problem first appeared in February when hearings

were held in a subcommittee of the House Appropriations

Committee on Selective Service's request for $150,000 to

operate the CO program. General Hershey and his staff were

questioned closely about the uses to which the funds would
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be put. They explained to the Congressmen the need for travel

funds to get men to and from their assignments, the need to

compensate COs if they were injured on the job, the expenses

that would be incurred when National Headquarters had to

mediate disputes between COs and their local boards. But

Hershey had to admit that $150.000 was a "purely conjectural"

figure. In fact, he said,

the whole program is just that. We are
tackling a pretty difficult proposition.
Six months ago we had a lot more demand for
these people, their endeavors, than we do
now. We have seen the requests for them
fade away during the last 6 months, and at
the rate it is going, I am not sure what I
am going to do, but I still have a congressional
injunction that these people have to do something. 36

The Congressmen apparently did not like what they heard,

especially about the scarcity of jobs and the COs' scruples

about the kinds of work they would do. 37 They slashed the

appropriation to $15,000. This sum was to cover administrative

costs and to support "further study" of the program until

June 30, 1952. The Senate concurred in this decision in April.

The Reporter discounted serious hostility towards COs as a

cause of this action. "Observers believe," it said, that the

economy drive in Congress "was more responsible for the cut

in funds than real opposition to conscientious objectors.,,38

Whatever their motivation, the legislators had assured that

the CO program would not even begin before July 1, 1952.

The denial of operating funds created more uncertainty

for those involved in setting up the program, but it did not

stop the momentum that was gradually developing as a result
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of their efforts. In the spring of 1952,' The' Reporter declared

that the NSBRO and agencies affiliated with it were receiving

a "stream of requests" from I-O registrants for information

on how to find jobs that were both suitable and available.

The NSB and its Consultative Council had already established

"Referral Services" to aid them in locating positions outside

of religious agencies. 39 Information about potential positions

was filtering in to NSBRO headquarters. The' Reporter stated

that,

A number of private non-profit agencies have
already expressed interest in the emploYment
of COs and are holding consultations of their
leaders regarding final policy in the matter.
Many denominational bodies are calling special
conferences or are holding inter-staff consul
tations in the process of making their decisions
• • . some non-denominational religious agencies
are doing likewise. Several social service agencies
have taken preliminary steps in this consideration.
Some coordinating agencies for institutions such
as old folks' homes, hospitals, and orphanages
are giving consideration to the emploYment of COs. 40

By June, the NSBRO could cite eighteen states that had indi-

cated their willingness to employ conscientious objectors in

their agencies. This hopeful prospect was diminished, however,

by the number of remaining states that had so far refused to

employ COs (twelve, including the Canal Zone and the Virgin

Islands) or had not committed themselves either way (twenty

two).41

Yet the NSBRO leadership was not discouraged by the

continuing uncertainty about the CO program. In fact, by

now they had committed themselves firmly to its development.

In the spring of 1952, Selective Service asked them to
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coordinate all information about job opportunities in private,

non-profit agencies at the NSB office. This task meant

contacting organizations across the country, both formally

and informally, about possible job openings and presenting

Selective Service with their findings. 42 By agreeing to the

assignment, the leaders did not make the NSBRO a servant

of the government again, but they certain.ly established the

organization as a cooperative partner in the government's

Korean War program for cas.

The Central Committee for Conscientious Objectors

remained vitally concerned about the fate of I-a registrants

but less involved in the mechanics of job-hunting for them

than the NSBRO. The CCCO's directors were, by conscious

intent, more concerned about objectors who ran afoul of the

law than about those who were eager to cooperate with it.

They served as the pacifists' watchdog, alert to any effort

by government officials to ignore or circumvent the law

regarding conscientious objectors. Soon after the alterna

tive service regulations were issued, for example, the CCCO

warned fellow pacifists that they should expect Selective

Service officials again to promote work camps for objectors

if the new program did not function smoothly.43 Two months

later they alerted their colleagues that some state officers

of Selective Service were sending forms to I-Os on which

they were to declare their job preferences -- a step apparently

designed to move cas in those officers' territory out of the

deferred category as quickly as possible. Such action was
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"entirely without authority," Selective Service headquarters

told the CCCO when it complained, and the state officers

were being advised to stop the practice. 44 I-O registrants

should not indicate their work choices on anything but a

form issued by the National Headquarters of Selective Service,

counseled the CCCO, and such a form had not yet been printed. 45

Meanwhile the organization was busy helping the COs caught in

legal tangles with Selective Service and the Justice Depart

ment, and those imprisoned for their lawbreaking.

For the American Friends Service Committee the way the

alternative service program was taking shape (in spite of

the delays in its implementation) raised issues that took

the Friends months to resolve. Their final conclusion, not

to participate in it, was an important development in the

history of conscientious objection. The differences in

attitudes among pacifists that surfaced particularly toward

the end of Civilian Public Service, when a number of COs

most of them Quakers -- refused to cooperate with the

government any longer and walked out of the camps, now

widened as the Friends parted company with their Brethren

and Mennonite associates over the proper role for a pacifist

agency in the new conscientious objector program.

AFSC leaders were careful not to portray their action

in such terms. They reminded each other and explained to

fellow Friends that their decision was not an implied criti

cism of the other peace agencies. For example, in an AFSC

Board Meeting in September, 1952, Clarence Pickett observed
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that,

The Mennonites have a different attitude
toward government: the powers that be are
ordained of God. It is the basic starting
point of their relations with government.
We don't expect God to step in that way~

We ought not to feel that the Mennonites
have violated a principle of their faith
[by cooperating with Selective Service in
the alternative service program].46

In a reply to a Quaker CO inquiring about the AFSC' s decision j,

George Loft, Coordinator of CO Services, emphasized that "we

do not criticize the position of other agencies which in

good conscience have gone ahead with Hershey. ,,47 They tried

directly to reassure NSBRO leaders that the AFSC was not

being critical of their decision to cooperate but only

reaching a conclusion about their own situation. In that

September Board Meeting they agreed to contribute $1,000 to

the NSBRO for the work it was doing on behalf of all COs.

"[IJn light of [our] decision," said one member, "it is

clear that more than ever, we want to assure the Mennonites

and Brethren that we are cooperating with them in this activity."48

If they succeeded in preventing some misunderstanding

and hard feelings among pacifist colleagues, the AFSC could

not minimize the impact of its pulling out of the CO service

program. The Board was acutely aware of what that effect

would be: on Selective Service which was once again depending

on peace organizations to make the program work, on the other

"historic peace churches" and their agencies that would now

have to carry the burden by themselves, and especially on

Quaker COs who would have to look elsewhere for meaningful
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jobs. They also recognized that it was a significant turning

point in their own thinking about the relationship between

the government and conscientious objectors, that their atti

tude toward conscription had stiffened since World War II

and their evaluation of CO service had enlarged. As some of

the Board members observed, it was for the AFSC a "very

momentous," "serious" decision which they came to only after

long and thoughtful deliberation. 49

The decision was all the more difficult because after

months of maintaining its distance from the CO program

(because it could not get satisfactory information from

Selective Service), the AFSC had finally decided that it

would participate. This conclusion was reached by the Board

on April 9, 1952, following a meeting in Evanston, Illinois

of representatives of over twenty Yearly Meetings, where

guidelines for employment had been established, and a meeting

with Hershey the same month during which the Board felt

assured that "the AFSC could offer employment to drafted men

while still retaining freedom and responsibility over our

program. ,,50 George Loft had informed Stauffer Curry on

April 15th that the AFSC was now prepared to_expand its

program of counseling, legal assistance, and financial help

to COs, it would proceed to organize a job referral service

for them, and it was ready to employ them in its own projects. 5l

The Board postponed a formal commitment to Selective

Service at that time, however, because General Hershey had

deferred the start of the CO progr~~ for lack of funds. The
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Friends, ever cautious, wanted to be sure what the set-up

would ultimately look like before they formally agreed to

take part in it. When it became clear in the early summer

of 1952 that the program would start on July 1,52 the AFSC

initiated several meetings with Selective Service to clarify

the procedures for their participation. During those meetings

-- particularly a long session with Hershey on July 29th

Friends discovered that there would be more restrictions on

their activities than they had earlier expected. 53 For example,

instead of the AFSC submitting general information to Selective

Service about projects where drafted COs would serve, Selective

Service intended to have each unit investigated and approved

by a State Director before assigning any COs to the project.

(That was no idle threat, Friends learned. By July, both

the Brethren Service Commission and the Mennonite Central

Committee had submi.tted their proposals to Selective Service.

Their foreign projects had been approved by National Head

quarters, but so far Directors in two of the largest states

[Texas and California] had rejected the BSC's domestic

projects. The MCC was anticipating similar treatment for

their domestic projects.)

Furthermore, Selective Service intended to retain

ultimate control over I-Ws, reserving the right to transfer

them whenever their presence created "public relations

problems." (AFSC members, who placed a higher priority on

creative social service than on public opinion, believed

such confrontations Offered opportunities for enlightenment
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and reconciliation between pacifists and non-pacifists that

should not necessarily be avoided, and that peremptory trans

fers indicated a lack of confidence in the AFSC's judgment

in such cases.) Most importantly, Hershey made it plain

that he considered any pacifist, group participating in the

CO service program to be an agent of Selective Service and

subject to its direction. Lewis Hoskins summarized the

Board's new understanding in a letter to the clerks of Friends

Meetings and Quaker draft counsellors in September. The

recent discussions with Selective Service, he said,

indicated that our original understanding
would have to be changed. It is now clear
that both our projects and the COs in them
would be subject to such screening and
control by Selective Service as to make us,
in fact, an administrative part of the
draft system rather than an independent
religious agency.54

At its meeting on September 17, 1952, the AFSC Board

reviewed its earlier decision to cooperate with the new

alternative service program. After "long and prayerful

searching," the Board

regretfully concluded that we could not
function under Selective Service's present
conditions without compromising our position
as a religious agency, and that, therefore,
we should not seek to employ COs under the
draft. 55

The AFSC would continue to assist COs by providing them with

information on available jobs in approved institutions, by

offering personal and legal counseling, and by interceding

for them in dealings with Selective Service. Contributing

these "independent services" would be "more significant for
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the conscientious objector," the Board said, than acting as

an employment agency.56

In a letter of explanation to Hershey about the Friends

Service Committee's new decision, Lewis Hoskins cited the

Friends' experience with alternative service in World War II

as the source of their present refusal to cooperate with

Selective Service.

Our experience in CPS showed us that it would
be impossible to maintain our philosophy of
service if we were again to assume an adminis
trative position under a draft agency.57

The Friends, even more than their Mennonite and Brethren

associates, had been disappointed by Civilian Public Service.

Frustrated by the lack of "meaningful" jobs for COs, angry

at the military control over essentially civilian functions,

embittered by the lack of autonomy for the sponsoring church

agencies and the semi-penal labor conditions, Quakers were

the most vocal critics of the program. Toward the end of

the war they resorted, in larger numbers than their pacifist

colleagues, to the ultimate form of opposition to the arrange-

ment -- they forthrightly walked out of the camps and accepted

the jail sentences that followed.

Yet, the CPS experience had not been totally disillusion-

ing for the Friends. There were Board members who still

believed that alternative service could be a reasonable way

for young Quakers to witness to their faith. 58 The difficulty

at present was simply that the government was once again

unwilling to give COs the freedom Friends thought they should

have. But there was also an indicati.on that some Board
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members had developed a more uncompromising attitude towards

alternative service in general. It was beginning to look

to them, their statements suggest, that participating in a

government-sponsored service pr~gram was cooperating with

conscription, that helping the government regulate conscien-

tious objectors was helping it also to make war. This view

was not well-defined or elaborated at that meeting, but it

is evident, for example, in Thomas Potts' comparison between

the APSe's position and that of their NSBRO colleagues:

The Mennonites and the Brethren attitude is
different from that of the Friends. They are
willing to work with any program that will allow
them to keep control of their own cas, and they
are willing to adhere to Selective Service regu
lations because of this. Our position is more
of opposition to conscription for, military pur
poses, and ,ofunwi'll'ingness"to be'a p'arty 't'othe
'success of the conscrtpt~'on 'operat'~on.Sg (The
emphas~s is m~ne.)

Actually the Brethren and Mennonites were giving up a

certain kind of control over cas (the right of individual

objectors to choose the work most meaningful to them and to

perform it without interference) in exchange for retaining

another kind of control -- spiritual control (the right of

the churches to send their draftees into religious projects

where the young men's faith could develop and the churches'

missions could be advanced.) This assertion does not deny

the fact that many cas might well find their most meaningful

service in church-related work. Nor does it suggest that

these churches were insensitive to their compromise with the

government. GO It simply highlights the fact that though all

three peace churches believed that their most important work
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during wartime (or in time of preparations for war) was

opposition to conscription and protection of the conscien

tious objectors' right to significant social service, the

Friends were coming to different conclusions than the Brethren

and Mennonites about how that work should be carried out -

conclusions that differed more widely in the 1950s than they

had in the 1940s. The Brethren and Mennonites, their attitude

towards conscientious objection basically unchanged, remained

optimistic about alternative service and ready (within some

boundaries) to cooperate with the government in its plans for

COs. The Friends, experiencing a profound change in attitude

towards cooperating with the government, moved gradually

from reluctance to resistance. By doing so, the Friends

raised new questions in the pacifist community about whether

alternative service could be an acceptable course for the

dedicated conscientious objector.
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are in this program with your eyes open, and we are
out of the program with our eyes open, that's all
we can ask of each other', and he agreed." (George
Loft to James Relyea, December 19, 1952, pp. 1-2~)

The person to whom George Loft referred must
have someone other than Stauffer Curry, unless
Curry later changed his mind. In October, 1952, he
defended the peace agencies' independence, arguing
in a letter to The Chris'tian' Cent'ury (which had
applauded the AFSC's decision not to cooperate with
the government) that there was an entirely new, and
less coercive relationship between Selective Service
and the peace groups than there had been in World
War II. He declared,

"I have been in many conferences with General Hershey
in the past few years and one fact he has repeated many
times is that the churches shall not be an administering
agent for the civilian work program • • • •

The churches are not expected by the government
to provide employment for their men, but are given
the opportunity to do so if they desire • • • • The
relationship of the churches to Selective Service
and to conscientious objectors is entirely different
from Civilian Public Service days •••• " (To The
Editors, The Christian century, from A. Stauffer
Curry, October 23, 1952, NSBRO files, SCPC, pp. 1-2.)

Curry was, I believe, understating the churches'
involvement with Selective Service in making the
alternative service program work. While the govern
ment did not expect them to provide employment for
COs, the churches and their agencies (the NSBRO, the
BSC, and the MCC) were well aware there might not
be any decent jobs for objectors if they did not
volunteer to place as many as they could in their
o,~ projects and to find positions for others in
non-religious institutions.
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Certainly the churches did not have the adminis
trative and disciplinary responsibilities that they
did in World War II. They supervised only those
objectors who worked in religious projects. The
staffs of hospitals and other secular institutions
had the primary administrative responsibilities for
COs during the Korean War.

Yet the churches and their agencies found most
of the jobs for COs and continued to negotiate with
employers, Selective Service, and conscientious
objectors to promote their satisfactory emploYment.
It surely was a different relationship than the
churches had had with the government before, but it
was a closer partnership than Curry seemed willing
to acknowledge. .
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CHAPTER X

I-Ws in Alternative Service

"I am thankful that our government has made it possible

for us to do some form of civilian work as alternative

service," said a conscientious objector during the Korean

War. "This [experience] gives us [an] opportunity to witness

for Christ and His kingdom and tell [people] of the way of

love."l For objectors such as this one, alternative service

proved to be a great spiritual adventure. Of course, not all

COs felt as grateful to the. government for offering the

program. But the large majority of young pacifists, including

Friends (despite the official change in Quaker policy), accepted

alternative service in preference to war or jail as they had

done in World War II. 2 Moreover, the service program proved

more successful from the point of view of both pacifists

and Selective Service officials than either side had antici-

pated in the early years of its development.

When the program began operating officially on July 1,

1952, it was still in the process of formation. Only the

question of financing had been settled. After its request

for additional operating funds was rebuffed by the House

Appropriations Committee, Selective Service discovered that

it could use its general funds for the program instead. 3 It

set the program in motion, therefore, and worked out most of

the details as it went along. As a result, the period from

July, 1952, to July, 1953, when the armistice was signed,

was an extremely active one in the history of conscientious
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objection, including the first functioning of the alternative

service program, its expansion and refinement, and finally,

its acceptance by pacifists and government officials as an

effective and constructive program for the country's "cooper

ative" COs.

Alternative service embraced different classes of

conscientious objectors performing a variety of work. COs

classified I-A-O performed noncombatant service in the armed

forces, usually in the Army Medical Corps. COs classified

I-O did strictly civilian work in numerous occupations. Since

there was a pattern of dissatisfaction with noncombatant

duty, I am deferring discussion of I-A-Os until the following

chapter where we will consider adverse reactions to alterna

tive service. We will focus in this chapter on the experien

ces of I-Os, a much larger group than the noncombatants, whose

assignments were both more varied and rewarding.

A small percentage of I-Os had unique opportunities

particularly suited to their talents and interestso For

example, a small number of farmers were assigned to agricul

tural work with the United States Department of Agriculture,

with the American Dairy Herd Improvement Association, and on

domestic and foreign experimental farms. A small contingent

of doctors was allowed to practice in public and private

hospitals. A few adventurous young pacifists were sent abroad

to work in poor and war-ravaged countries. 4 Their assignments

took them around the globe: Brethren Volunteers cared for

hospital patients while Mennonite I-Ws built homes for refugees
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in Europe;5 PAX* men improved farming techniques and built

sanitation systems in the Middle East and Latin America;6

Friends performed similar relief and rehabilitation in the

Near and Far East.? Finally, a few incredibly dedicated COs

were permitted to serve their draft time as "guinea pigs"

for medical research. Their story merits some elaboration.

Under arrangements made by the Brethren Service Commission

and the Mennonite Central Committee, about a dozen young men

were assigned to the National Institutes of Health at Bethesda,

Maryland, where they took part in studies of hormones and

body metabolism. Among their unique assignments was to eat

nothing but rice enriched with amino acids for six weeks,

an experiment designed to improve the nutritional value of

restricted diets for heart patients. 8 Another dozen COs

served at Fitzsimmons Army Hospital in Denver, Colorado,

where they ate food that had been exposed to atomic radiation

in tests to determine what effect the exposure had on both the

food and the human beings who consumed it. 9 Because of the

great potential danger of such experiments to the men involved,

The Christi·an century declared that the COs justly deserved

"to be ranked with Walter Reed and his little band who

exposed themselves to ••• yellow fever."lO

The great majority of I-Ws did not seek or receive such

special assignments. They accepted the low-level positions

that became available to COs in American health care institu-

tions. Because such a large proportion of them were assigned

*The overseas service branch of the Mennonite Central Committee
was called PAX.
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to these institutions, hospital work became nearly synonymous

with the term "I-W program." An examination of the "program"

in that sense reveals not quite so much drama and danger

as in special assignments, but a. good deal of satisfaction

and challenge for Korean conscientious objectors.

The development of the program moved in "spurts and lags"

as the NSBRO predicted it would. ll Objectors were given

work orders as jobs became available, and when the program

first began, the job market did not look favorable. Moreover,

there were a number of State Selective Service Directors who

were indifferent of openly hostile to finding employment for

COs.12 Additional obstacles appeared as job-hunting intensified

in the spring and summer of 1952. For example, what had been

initiated as an improvement for COs -- the promise of regular

wages -- became something of a handicap when a number of state

institutions with small budgets discovered they could not

afford to hire them. Jobs at other state institutions were

eliminated when COs discovered they would have to sign loyalty

oaths, which many of them conscientiously refused to do.

Still other opportunities were lost when State Directors who

accepted the idea of CO employment turned down specific projects

because of adverse reactions from certain community groups.13

None of these complications made any difference to
I

Newsweek magazine which had a simple explanation for the lack

of jobs for Korean conscientious objectors. According to the

magazine, the behavior of "conchies" during World War II was

responsible for a present reluctance by employers to hire



220

them. cas, it said, had engaged in "work slow downs,"

"obstructionism," and "vandalism" in CPS camps. "No one

could believe that such people could exist outside of an

insane asylum," it quoted one camp commander. 14 These "dismal

episodes" had not been forgotten, it declared, implying that

they were the reason Selective Service was now "having trouble

getting local and Federal government agencies to offer jobs

to the conchies.,,15

It is impossible to tell how many, if any, Korean cas

were denied jobs because some of their predecessors had been

llunruly." Newsweek was obviously hostile towards conscientious

objectors, emphasizing the behavior of obstreperous and selfish

people in Civilian Public Service while giving only a passing

glance at the IIgreat number [of men in C.P.S. who] cooperated

peacefully, doing everything from fixing roads to volunteering

h " "f d" 1 "t ••• ,,16 W-ithas uman gu~nea p~gs or me ~ca exper~men s . •

a different attitude towards its subject,' Newsweek might have

discovered, as Selective Service and the peace agencies had,

that the preponderance of judgments about C.P.S. men was not

only favorable but laudatory. Both public institutions and

private employers requested more of the men for their jobs. l ?

NeWS\"leek certainly overlooked all those employers who had

happy recollections of CO workers. Or had the happy employers

forgotten and only the unhappy ones remembered?

Newsweek was also oblivious to the administrative com-

plexities of establishing a civilian work program. At least

the magazine was correct, however, in observing that many
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objectors would continue to stay at home as they had during

the period of deferment, a situation that made both pacifists

and Selective Service uneasy.

Yet at the very time'Newswe'ek was reporti~g a shortage

of jobs, the employment picture 'for COs began to change

dramatically. 18 In the late summer and early fall of 1952,

pacifist sources began reporting a sudden increase in job

opportunities for COs. In September, the NSBRO reported

that thirty states (including New York City, the District of

Columbia, and Puerto Rico) were now prepared to employ objec

tors. Selective Service had approved approximately 150 state

institutions for CO assignments, primarily tuberculosis

sanitoriums, mental institutions, and general hospitals, but

also schools, reformatories, and homes for the aged. It

had also approved three federal agencies -- the Public Health

Service, the veteran's Administration, and the Indian Service.

Moreover, in contrast to their earlier reception, the Brethren

Service Commission and the Mennonite Central Committee now

had about fifty approved projects both in the United States

and in foreign countries. The number of openings for COs,

said the NSBRO, was "increasing almost daily. ,,19

That increase continued through the fall, winter, and

spring of 1952-53. In October, the NSBRO anticipated the

imminent approval of several agencies affiliated with the

Methodist, Baptist, and Presbyterian Churches. 20 In November,

the NSBRO reported receiving a "wealth of details on job

openings and plans for civilian service" from "practically
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all state directors and from many institutions employing

objectors. "21 In January, the organization declared that

Selective Service had approved over 473 projects for employ

ment of COs and that a new list that would soon be issued

would "swell the number to nearly 600."22 In March, the

ceco reported that the number of projects approved by Selective

Service had been "growing rapidly" and that during recent

weeks I-O registrants were being assigned to civilian work

at an equally "rapid pace."23

The burgeoning of the civilian work program was clearly

visible in the increasing number of COs converted from the

I-O to the I-W classification. Official figures for August,

1952, reported by the NSBRO, showed 6,975 men in the I-O

category, about one-third of whom had been examined and found

acceptable for civilian work but who had not been given assign

ments. According to the same record, there were 58 men already

in the I-W program. Actually, there were "several hundred

men" in I-W by this time, said the NSB, which published these

figures in October. The Official records did not reflect

a number of volunteer placements within the last two months

and the assignment of a large group of COs to a Kansas

hospital. 24 In January, 1953, the NSBRO said the latest

Selective Service figures showed a total of 5,882 in the

I-O category, with more than half already examined and

accepted for I-W work. They also showed 385 men in the I-W

program. Again, the NSB knew of nat least 50 more in I-W,"

probably a total of "about 500."25 At the end of February,
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1953, there were 4,612 in I-O and 1,627 in I-W. 26 The ratio

between the unassigned and assigned had decreased so rapidly

Selective Service officials could not keep up with the

changes. They could only estimate that from December, 1952

through February, 1953, more than 1,000 conscientious

objectors received their work orders and entered civilian

service. 27

Well into the spring of 1953 the number of I-Ws continued

to increase as did the job openings for them. In March,

General Hershey told members of the NSBRO Board of Directorq

that approximately 1,800 were now assigned to jobs. At

the end of April, Selective Service reported 2,145 at work.

In early May, pacifists estimated there were 2,500 I-Ws,

possibly even 2,800. By that time, they added, at least

1,200 institutions and agencies had been approved for CO

employment. 28 But after that point the rapid increase in

I-Ws began to diminish. A substantial and sustained increase

occurred after the Korean War was over, but for the remainder

of 1953 the number of I-Os and I-Ws remained about the same:

approximately half, or 3,000, of the registered conscientious

objectors were in the civilian work program and half were

waiting to be assigned. 29

According to General Hershey, the slowdown in the

conversion of I-Os to I-Ws occurred because Selective Service

did not have enough funds to cover the cost of assigning more

men to civilian work. 30 One pacifist source suggested that

conversions declined because the surge of job openings had
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corne to an end. There will not be "too many more build-ups"

of I-W men, said the I-W Mirror in May, 1953, because "many

institutions are pretty well filled up."3l Yet the same

pUblication implied the following month that, in fact, there

was no shortage of jobs. Selective Service, the Mirror said,

was no longer interested in approving places for CO assign

ments because "there are not enough I-a men to supply the

needs of approved institutions.,,32 Thus there were more job

openings than there were cas to fill them. Whether there

was or was not an absolute shortage of jobs is difficult to

determine. Hershey's plea of no money could account for a

marked decline in assignments in spite of an abundance of

positions. Other evidence suggests that there was, indeed,

a shortage of jobs -- the kind that could explain the conflict

ing accounts in the T-W Mi'rr'or.

While it was true there were numerous opportunities

for objectors in some states, it was also true that there

were little or none in others. The problem was regional,

not strictly (if at all) numerical. For example, in December,

1952, The Reporter noted that Ohio, with "one of the highest

I-a populations in the country," had "not been too creative"

in developing a work program for COs. 33 Some work in private

hospitals was available but none in state institutions. The

peculiarities of Ohio's Civil Service law were evidently

responsible for the situation, though The' Rep'ort'er obviously

thought the state could do more to get around that obstacle.

Oklahoma was more than just "uncreative." It claimed that
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its laws prohibited any employment of conscientious objectors. 34

As of January, 1953, Idaho, Nevada, Montana, South Carolina,

South Dakota, and Tennessee had no work programs at all for

COs and no explanations for their absence. Florida, Georgia,

and Minnesota had made little effort and found places for

only a few I-Os.35

The lack of work for COs in these states might have

been nothing more than inconvenient if other states that

did have alternative service jobs had been willing to elnploy

out-of-state objectors. But most Directors of Selective

Service in states that had CO work programs refused to accept

outsiders. They did not want men from other states taking

jobs they (the Directors) might need for their own I-Os.

This policy left states that had large concentrations of

pacifists with a heavy burden of job-hunting. It also left

stranded the COs in states that had virtually no civilian

work program unless, of course, they could'find positions

in the few states where outsiders were welcome. Because

work opportunities were so uneven from state to state it is

understandable why pacifists could speak simultaneously of

an abundance and a shortage of jobs. More essential than

the absolute number of ~obs available was the COs' access to

them.

It is possible that anti-communist attitudes of the

period were partly responsible for the initial lack of jobs

for COs. The fact that the uncooperative State Directors

tended to come from southern and western states that are
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known for conservative political attitudes suggests that

fear of communist influence was part of their feelings

towards the young pacifists. Moreover, a little over a year

after the war ended,' Newsweek, which had found COs such

undesirable employees in 1952, had to admit that by then

(the summer of 1954) "hundreds of nonprofit agencies in 46

states were clamoring [to hire) them. ,,36 Thus opposition to

CO emploYment faded as the phenomenon of McCarthyism disappeared.

Without the political atmosphere of the time, then, the

program for conscientious objectors might have been implemented

more quickly and efficiently.

Although the inability to place more than one half of

the CO population in alternative service work was a serious

inadequacy in the program during the war years, the placement

of as many as 3,000 COs was a considerable accomplishment

after the gloomy employment scene fifteen months earlier.

What prompted the sudden appearance of so many jobs?

Apparently Selective Service had underestimated the

opportunities for COs in service institutions. Perhaps it

had not asked enough people the right questions, depending

too heavily at first on the government to provide most of

the jobs and then expecting State Directors (who usually were

not very interested in conscientious objectors) to conduct

thorough investigations of job possibilities in their areas.

Once peace agencies began an organized search, for jobs,

using sYmpathetic local groups to talk with State Directors

about hiring COs, alerting numerous church-related organizations
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to the availability of CO employees, jobs began to materialize. 37

The early 1950s was not a difficult time for most Americans

to find jobs. Employment levels were high and the economy

was booming. In fact, "the whole United States was one big

boom" during the Korean War, said the historian, Eric Goldman. 38

Hershey's assistants, Colonel Kosch and Victor Olsen, may

have been correct about the relatively abundant manpower at

the time, but they apparently did not have much insight

into the particular job market that pacifists were interested

in. By plumbing that market, discovering so many positions

for COs, peace agencies made it possible for the I-W program

to function. Just as in World War II, Congress and Selective

Service were indebted to pacifists whose hard and dedicated

work made the program the government established for conscien

tious objectors work.

The great majority of COs who found jobs found them in

hospitals in the united States. The Mennonite Central

Committee declared in 1954 that 82~ percent of Brethren and

Mennonite I-Ws were employed in general hospitals, mental

hospitals, and sanitoria. 39 (Members of these two religious

groups comprised about two-thirds of the I-W population.) 40

Though a number of I-Ws were clustered in small groups of

three to ten in institutions across the country, many others

were concentrated in certain locations where COs were welcome

as employees. For example, in April, 1953, there were over

150 I-Ws in several Denver, Colorado hospitals. About the

same number were employed in two Kansas hospitals, one of
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which, Topeka State had 100 COs employed. Another 150 served

in Cleveland, Ohio and about 125 in Indianapolis, Indiana.

About 30 to 50 I-Ws (in each location) were working in hospitals

in Ypsilanti, Michigan, Norristown, Pennsylvania, Newtown,

Connecticut, and Roseburg, Oregon. 4l

The men served primarily as attendants, nurses aides,

and orderlies. Some had fairly routine work as drivers and

mechanics, elevator and switchboard operators, laundrYmen

and kitchen workers, while others had more specialized

positions as medical records keepers, dietary aides, and

operating room technicians. A typical group of I-Ws were

those described by a fellow CO at Staten Island General

Hospital in New York.

Bud • • • and Roy are technicians in the
operating room. Their main job is 'scrubbing'
or passing instruments, setting up operations,
sterilizing instruments, etc. Danny, Clair,
Clyde, and Johnny are attendants. They attend
the ambulance calls and assist the emergency
room doctor and nurse wherever and whenever
needed. Amos works on the men's ward and has
more direct contact with patients than any of
us. Vernon is an operating room attendant and
brings the patients to and from surgery. He
is also an e~Dert linen folder and is our ace
'Mr. Fixit.,42

Duties for men at mental hospitals tended to be less varied,

requiring more patience than technical skill. Though not

confined to such chores, COs there spent hours coaxing

patients to eat, ge~ting them dressed and undressed, and

changing soiled bed linen.

It was not exactly the kind of service program some

pacifist leaders hoped for -- a careful matching of CO skills
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and interests with human welfare needs. Many cas were

thrust into entirely new vocations and en.vironments, plucked

from farms and rural communities and sent into health care

institutions that were often large, located in urban settings,

and that dealt with hunlan problems cas never knew existed.

Said the co at Staten Island Hospital,

• • • most of us I-Ws have made or are
making the greatest and most radical
occupational change of our lives • • • •

Nearly all of us here • • • are farm
boys who suddenly, and almost unexpectedly
were ushered into an entirely new way of
livelihood. 43

Said another I-W,

Working in a mental hospital has been a
new experience to all of us and it has
opened our eyes to the needs of the mentally
ill and to the sinful and lost condition of
the world. 44

Yet the abrupt and substantial change was not entirely

unwelcome. Some hospital assignees were so stimulated by

their experiences they decided to make a career in medicine. 45

Some became so committed to their work and particularly to

the patients they Ctc .~d for that they stayed at their posts

for weeks and months after their terms were over, waiting

until the hospitals found replacements for them, or until

they were ready to en-i:er a profession or to enroll in school. 46

A few liked the work so much they remained indefinitely.47

Others came away with a new sense of spiritual awareness and

commitment. A CO in Cleveland said that I-W service "has

given me a richer experience with my Lord. It has been a

rich experience to learn to live in fellowship with other
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Another said, "I have appreciated my two

years here [in a mental hospital] and have come to a new

realization of God's grace and the gifts of sound body and

mind •• ,,4 9 Still another declared,

Living in the city has shown me anew the
depths of sin which man revels in. This
presents a challenge to strive to show them
the better way. I shall leave this battle
field, as it were, with many sca;5 showing
the conflict of the soul • •

After their terms at a mental hospital were completed, yet

another I-W reported that a few men

are planning to become Bible Institute
students that they may better meet the
spiritual needs of the lost. After having
served in I-W service, we all have a greater
obligation to the physically, mentally, and
spiritually ill. May God help us not to allow
our service to stop on R [releasel-Day, but
to continue throughout the remainaer of our
lives.5~

For some deeply religious men not as close to release

as those making plans for the future, the spiritual challenge

was the job they were immediately engaged in. It was an

"opportunity to show the world the love of Christ," to "spread

the gospel in word and deed," to "witness" to their faith

among the helpless and the heathen. 52 To one such man alter-

native service was an occasion for good and evil to struggle

for men's souls. He warned his colleagues,

We as I-Ws ought to be careful that we do not
allow Satan to use the I-W program as another
of his tricks to mislead us -- and even to
take away from us those spiritual things we
had gained in years previous to our I-W service.
The I-W program was designed for the purpose
of glorifying our father in heaven. 53
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Not all COs had such favorable and intense reactions.

Some I-Ws were bored by the work itself and uninspired by

the spiritual challenge of it. An editor of The I-W Mirror

reported that,

Apparently a few I-Ws are rather indifferent
toward their work and the consequent witness
growing out of it. In one Midwestern mental
hospital a few of the fellows have been
caught sleeping on the job • • • • One man
has been warned five or six times • • • .
This fellow has been given one more chance,
and if caught [once morel, he goes ••••
rAJ I-W in another mentaI hos~!tal was
dismissed on the same charge.

Some I-Ws counted the days until their release just as prisoners

do. They "can't wait to leave," said the reporter from

Staten Island. 55 A few did leave in the midst of their terms,

and were promptly reclassified I-A by their draft boards. 56

Evidently some grumbled a good deal about their work, prompting

a special commentary in a CO newsletter about griping among

mid-term I-Ws. The writer exhorted his colleagues to be more

constructive.

Constantly complaining about our jobs
• will not make for a healthier attitude

toward us. How many fellows in the Army get
to choose their place of service, their type
of emploYment, and their place to live? • . •
we have a great deal more freedom also during
our off hours. I don't think we need to
complain. 57

I-Ws did have a lot of freedom off the job. Unlike most

of their predecessors in the 1940s who were restricted to

their camps except for occasional furloughs, Korean COs were

on their own at the end of the working day and week. Usually

they relaxed with their families. (Not only were wives
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allowed to join their husbands at their assigned locations,

some of them worked alongside their spouses in the hospitals.)58

But some I-Ws "moonlighted," making extra money at odd jobs.

For example, an Old Order Amish youth lived in an active I-W

group:

There are twelve of us here at this address.
Four married couples and four single boys. We
have rented a three-story house in town about
two miles from the hospital. We have [several
woodworking tools]. One of the boys has made
seven lawn chairs to sell. Others have made
inside window cornices, night stands, and desks.
My brother and I have jobs as lawn caretakers.
Two of the ladies do the housekeeping. The
other two have been doing [paid] housework. They
might work at the hospital in the near future. 59

Some of the most devout I-Ws used their free time to prosely-

tize. One group in Vermont was quite active.

Every Friday night three to four of the
fellows hand out tracts in Brattleboro and
usually in one or two of the neighboring commun
ities. Approximately six hundred tracts are
handed out every Friday night. GO

Whether or not they were ambitious for spiritual or

financial gain, many I-Ws sought each other's company in

their leisure time, forming religious and recreational groups

that helped to create a sense of solidarity in a strange

new world. Group functions were particularly well organized

in areas with large concentrations of I-Ws, such as Denver,

Topeka, and Cleveland where newsletters circulated among

I-Ws to keep them in touch with each other and informed

about their unit's activities.

The activities were as varied as the interests of the

I-Ws. There were usually Sunday schools and regular prayer
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meetings, often men's choruses and hobby groups.61 There

were retreats, picnics, and informal get-togethers among

pacifist families. Sports were the most popular, especially

baseball and basketball, and the competition was not casual.

Hospital teams were formed, leagues were established, and

tournaments held. Pacifist teams competed with each other

and with local teams in a round of games that occupied several

evenings a week during the spring and summer months. 62 The

amount of time spent on athletics disturbed some I-Ws who

felt that their colleagues were neglecting their religious

commitments. The problem was apparent in Denver, where one

CO wrote,

I have noticed . • • that our recreational
program has received primary emphasis even
above our obligations to our Church and our
government •••• To some, even Christians,
the fIrst and main purpose in life is to have
a good time. 63

Another scolded his fellow I-Ws for such a misplacement of

priorities.

Recreation definitely has its place. What
is really shocking is when basketball and
sports is landsliding the Christian's activity.
Even to the extent of taking the mid-week night
from the church • • • • who would have ever
thought that a Christian group would publicly
put God second?64

While some earnest I-Ws openly worried over their

associates' spiritual state, others complained about the

lack of participation by some of their colleagues in any

unit activities. These men did not contribute any of their

pay to the unit's fund, they ignored many of the recreational

opportunities, and never showed up at religious meetings.
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These disagreements were minor, however, and tangential

to the service program itself. The evidence is that the

great majority of I-W were satisfied with their jobs and

content -- even happy -- with the entire alternative service

arrangement program. I-W spokesmen described their colleagues'

attitudes. "I think I can speak for the majori't.y of the

fellows when I say we enjoy our work," said a reporter from

the Cleveland area. "Everyone seems well satisfied with

assigned work," said a member of the I-W unit at Dixon,

Illinois State Hospital. The "morale of the fellows is high,"

said a CO about his associates (over 100 of them) in Indiana

polis. 65 Other I-Ws expressed their own feelings. "I am so

glad that I had the opportunity and privilege to be a part

of the I-W unit in Cleveland •.• ," declared one young

pacifist. Said another Cleveland man,

I feel that these two years • • • will be long
remembered bX me as one of my most profitable
experience[sJ. Praise be to God for the oppor
tunities of I-W service that we have today.o6

I-Ws abroad echoed the same sentiments. "We are all enjoying

the work very much," said a co in Panayitsa, Greece. 67 State

ments such as these far outweighed the criticisms of the

program in I-W newsletters'.

There was more than personal testimonies to demonstrate

the COs' favorable attitudes. There was a strong record of

loyal performance of their duties. After the war was over,

Victor Olsen of Selective Service told the NSBRO Consultative

Council that out of a total of nearly 10,000 I-Ws from 1951

to 1955 only about twenty-five men were delinquent in their
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duties, that is, left their jobs without authorization. 68

Of that small number, twenty were Jehovah's Witnesses who had

special difficulties with conscription that other religious

objectors did not. 69 About 85% of the I-Os had volunteered

for assignments, he added, and the remaining 15% had accepted

whatever work their local boards had chosen for them. That

was "a marvelous record," Olsen was quoted as saying. 70 Surely

it could not have been accomplished if the COs had been

unhappy with their lot. Their satisfaction brought dividends

that Olsen could appreciate. It saved local draft boards

time and effort in making assignments and spared Selective

Service headquarters annoying disciplinary problems.

The percentage of volunteers seems especially significant.

I-Ws might well have stayed with assignments they did not

like for the prescribed period in preference to going to jail.

Many COs did in World War II and some did in the Korean War.

But for so many men to volunteer during the Korean period

indicates that they were not just accepting the program

because they felt they had to, but actively, even eagerly,

participating in it.

Their positive response is not surprising. Many of the

jobs were interesting and/or challenging. A number of the

I-Ws were able to learn valuable technical skills and to

participate in sophisticated medical procedures. One fellow,

for example, was considered particularly accomplished for

having assisted in a four and one half hour brain operation. 7l

Others were able to work closely with people who greatly
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needed their support and attention, a delicate, sometimes

difficult, but often rewarding situatiun --'something only

a few CPS men experienced in their work. Moreover, in contrast

to Civilian Public Service, the program for Korean COs took

place in a more normal human setting. The objectors were not

confined to spartan barracks in isolated rural areas perform-

ing work that hardly anyone else knew or cared about. They

worked alongside other civilians in valuable and relatively

visible occupations, went home at night to their families

and friends, and generally moved about their new communities

with the same freedom that other non-military people did. 72

They were sUfficiently indistinguishable from other people

that neighbors, fellow workers, and hospital patients often

did not know (or did not discover for several months) that

the men were pacifists fulfilling their alternative service

requirement.

Paul Tschetter, assistant administrator of St. Luke's

Hospital in Denver, who had earlier directed a CPS camp,

commented upon these differences between the Korean and the

World War II settings for conscientious objectors. In the

Korean program, he said,

[tJhe men have a normal home life and after
the usually brief getting settled period,
they seem to swing into the routine of the
hospital very readily. When I compare this
fact with the very unsettled and unnatural
conditions which existed in the average C.P.S.
camp, I realize that the uprooting processes
which the I-W men undergo are comparatively
small. 73

The presence of I-W wives seemed particularly beneficial to
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him -- a great contrast to the "lack of the feminine touch"

in isolated CPS camps. Because of them, he said, "the I-W

program is a more natural situation and a more happy arrange

ment.,,74

Women may have been helpful antidotes for CO discontent,

but probably a more important reason for the I-Ws' satisfaction

with the service program was the fact that they received

wages for their work. In most cases, the pay was not very

high because the majority of jobs available to COs -- as

hospital attendants -- did not normally pay very well. Accord

ing to Stauffer Curry hospital attendants received about

$100 to $125 a month. "This is much below the pay of an

army private, " he reminded General Hershey when corresponding

with him about CO wages. 75 Moreover, some states initiated

a special pay category for CO workers that reduced their

salaries even further. We will examine in the following

chapter the problems COs encountered over differential wages.

What was most significant was that I-Ws'~ remunerated for

their service. That eliminated the "slave labor" aspect of

previous CO work. It conferred a certain dignity upon the

jobs they held and allowed the men a measure of self-respect.

More important to many COs, it relieved them of anxiety about

their families' economic welfare. Unlike those in World War

II, young men who felt compelled to reject military service

during the Korean War did not have to watch helplessly while

their families struggled, often desperately, to make ends

meet. Thus whether they really enjoyed their work or not,
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whether their wives accompanied them to their assignments or

not, Korean COs were more contented with their alternative

service duties than their World War II predecessors simply

because they could take care of those they loved just as

other draftees could.

For most Korean I-Ws, then, alternative service was not

just a tolerable but even a satisfying experience. It met

their basic needs and inspired their best efforts. It

allowed them to do what most of them wanted to do: serve

God through humanitarian acts. This opportunity had been

made available only grudgingly to a few in Civilian Public

Service who were assigned to wha"t was then called "detached

service." It is a measure of the progress made in the treat

ment of conscientious objectors that what had been available

as "detached service" to only a handful in World War II

was in the Korean War open to all classified conscientious

objectors.
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FOOTNOTES

to Reflect the
Mennon~te Central
1953, p. 4.

2. Wittner, Rebels Ag'a'ins't' War, p. 225.

3. Several pacifist publications referred to Selective
Service's turn to its general funds for the I-W
program when its special request was denied. One
was Fe'l'lowship, July, 1952, p. 24.

4. Cos working in foreign countries were assigned either to
service projects of their own churches or to relief
and development projects sponsored by the federal
government, particularly Point Four programs, which
the churches had contracted with the government to
help staff. It was the first time that COs had been
allowed to do their alternative service abroad.
They had been denied the option in World War II
because Congress, according to Peter Brock, was
afraid that "these activities might help to glamorize
the conscientious objector." (Brock, Twentieth
Century Pacifism, p. 188.) There is not ev~dence

from the Korean War period of any such result. Rather,
sending COs abroad helped reduce their visibility
to the American public. Selective Service officials
were well aware of this advantage, Stauffer Curry
believed. "I think in t.heir minds," he said in 1952,
"this [overseas work for I-WsJ solves the problem of
local public relations • • • • The further the
conscientious objector is away from home the better
the situation from their point of view." (A. Stauffer
Curry to Rev. Robert Tobias, December 11, 1952,
NSBRO files, SCPC, p. 1.)

5. The Brethren had an Evangelical Hospital at Bremen and a
relief center at Kassel, Germany. The Mennonites'
most substantial reconstruction was at Backnang,
Germany, where, in the fall of 1953, a group 6f
twenty-four men had nearly completed ten houses and
were soon to begin work on a church. (Among several
articles on the work at Backnang were those in the
I-W Mirror, February 25, 1953, p. 1, and October 7,
1953, p. 3.) A I-W in Brethren Volunteer Service
described his hospital work in' From P'il'l'arto post
[Elgin, Illinois, Brethren Service commission],
March, 1954, p. 5. Work at Kassel was briefly
described in an article on the actor, Don ["BUS stop'']
Murray, who served as a I-W there in 1953. [Reprint
from Redbook Mag'azine, April, 1957, NSBRO files, SCPC.])
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There may have been other European projects staffed
by I-Ws during the Korean War but I have little
information about them. There were such several
such projects in the late 1950s and 1960s.

6. Mennonites worked in connection with the International
Voluntary Service in Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, and
Paraguay. (I-W Mirror, August 12, 1953, and July,
1954, p. 2.)

7. Memo'randum to Executive Board, CO Committee, From George
Willoughby & Robert Lyon, June, 1954, AFSC files,
Haverford College. I do not have much information
about the AFSC's overseas projects. I believe that
I-Ws attached to theAFSC served in Korea, Mexico,
and El Salvador during the Korean War. I do not
know whether their service in India, Japan, Jordan,
and Israel began during or just after the armistice,
but from the date of the' memo'randum i'i.:. could not
have begun too long afterwards. For that reason I
have included that service in my discussion.

8. Articles on the work of conscientious objector "guinea
pigs" appeared in The' Reporter, June, 1954, pp. 1-2,
and September, 1954, pp. 1-2, and in Time, Vol. LXIV,
No. 13 (September 27,1954), p. 57. ~September

issue of The' Reporter included a report from the
Des Moines (Iowa)' TrIbune on one CO who "'permitted
a sc~entist to slice a 4-inch strip of muscle from
his thigh to aid the study of muscular dystrophy. 'II
(p. 2.) A doctor who had used COs in his research
at NIH was quoted in the Time article, IIThings are a
lot tougher for these boys than for many in the Army.
Considering the kinds of things they go through,
they really have to be conscientious objectors to
take it." ("Conscientious Guinea Pigs,1I p. 57.)

9. The Reporter, September, 1954, p. 2. Although the reports
on these CO guinea pigs appeared well after the war
was over, they are part of the story of conscientious
objection during the Korean period. The BSC and the
MCC had to get Selective Service approval (as they
did with their other projects) for the Army and NIH
to serve as employers of COs under the new alternative
service program. They also had to work out satis
factory contracts with the two employers. The first
indication that the necessary arrangements had been
completed came in February, 1954, when Stauffer
Curry informed several associates that some of the
six men and women IIwho have now been placed by the
Brethren Service Commission with the National Institutes
of Health for experimental purposes ll were I-Ws.
(A. Stauffer Curry to O. Huston, Daniel Graber [MCC],
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Irving Ladimer [NIH], and Victor Olsen, February 26,
1954, NSBRO files, SCPC.) Thus though COs may not
actually have been assigned to "gainea pig" duty
until after the hostilities ended, the project was
initiated during the war and was another extension
of the kind of work performed under the Korean
service program. As in World War II, it was the CO
work most readily accepted, even admired, by Selective
Service and the public. Time, for example, did not
call these men "conchies.-n--victor Olsen said, "this
was one of the best programs in the entire field
[of I -W service]." (Curry to O. Huston, et. al.,
February 26, 1954.)

10. "C.O.'s Offer Selves for Atomic Experiments," The Christian
century, Vol. LXXI, No. 42 (October 20,1954), p. 1261.

11. The" Report"er, July, 1952, p. 3.

12. In the early spring of 1952" The" Reporter published the
findings of peace church offic~als, led by members
of the Mennonite Central Committee, who had made
contact with State Directors of Selective Service
throughout the country to discuss the CO work
program. While they found "several Dir3ctors" who
had laid "very a~ticulate plans for helping the
conscientious objector to find work in significant
vocations," they discovered other Directors who "did
not show any interest in the problem of conscience"
or who exhibited a "punitive attitude towards
conscientious objectors." Some Directors "flatly
stated that they will not have COs render service
in their state."(The Report"er, March-April, 1952,
p. 6.)

13. The problem occurred during the process of approval that
Selective Service required for all I-W positions.
When the national office of Selective Service
received a list of projects open for CO employment
with national (often religious) agencies, it immediately
notified the state directors, asked them to investigate
at the local level, and to indicate whether they
would approve the proposals. If they would not,
Selective Service usually followed their advice.
Stauffer Curry explained to one correspondent what
sometimes happened.

"Both the Brethren and Baptists had a few experiences
in which the state director went into a local
project, discussed the matter of the employment of
objectors • • • and discovered to [his] amazement
• • • that the local director of the project had no
knowledge of the submitting of the project to the
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National Selective Service Director for approval,
and was • • • not in favor of the employment of
conscientious objectors." (A. Stauffer Curry to
Dr. Clifford Earle, December 9, 1952, NSBRO files,
SCPC, p. 1.)

Naturally the state directors were not persuaded to
endorse those projects.

Curry emphasized to national agencies the
importance of "immediate follow through with the
directors of your local projects so that they can
be prepared to 'defend' or 'sell' these projects
to the state [Selective Service] director •.•. "
(Curry to Earle, p. 1.) Equally important, he
argued, was working with state directors of Selective
Service to inform them about the nature and purpose
of the I-W program in general. He told a worker for
the National Council of Churches,

"Agencies such as the MCC and BSC have discovered
the importance of laying the groundwork with state
directors out of sad experience • • • • Before BSC,
in particular, had a chance to do orientation work
with the state director, the state director visited
the [proposed] projects quite 'cold' to the entire
mean~ng of the CO program. In a number of cases he
turned down a project after such personB as the
chiefs of the local veterans' organizations, the
heads of local service clubs, the chairmen of the
draft board and others told him that they do not
want COs in the community." (A. Stauffer Curry to
Miss Edith E. Lowry, Executive Secretary, Division of
Home Missions, September 24, 1952, NSBRO files,
SCPC, p. 2.)

In contrast, the MCC was able to visit many state
directors prior to their investigations, and got
valuable results. "Instead of being 'sold' a point
of view [about the projects~ by the local community,
the state director himself sold' to the community
the projects." (Curry to Edith Lowry, p. 2.)
Pacifists had learned a lesson in "community relations,"
Curry suggested.

If the lesson was hard won it was not because
peace workers were obtuse in their relationships
with Selective Service Officials or with local
employers. On the contrary, the NSBRO staff and
leaders of its constituent bodies appear to have
been scrupulously polite and generously understanding
of others' points of view. It just took pacifist
leaders time to adjust to the particular features
of a new alternative service program. It was no
longer sUfficient, as it had been in World War II,
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to make accommodation with a few men in Washington.
The Korean program was so decentralized, pacifists
had to work with "a great host of officials," as
Stauffer Curry put it, "to say nothing of community
persons they contact •••• 11 All of them had to be
"oriented on some of the fundamentals of the meaning
of conscientious objection" in order to gain their
cooperation in employing COso (A. St&uffer Curry
to Julian Griggs, November 10, 1952, NSBRO files,
SCPC.) state Selective Service Directors were the
prime target of pacifist persuasion. Working through
them, Curry said, "is quite firmly established for
the current program." (A. Stauffer Curry to Ora
Huston, W. Harold Row, and William Snyder, August
1, 1952, NSBRO files, SCPC, p. 2.)

14. "Calling Up COs," Newswe'ek, Vol. XL, No.5 (August 4, 1952),
p. 78.

15. "Calling Up COs," p. 78.

16. "Calling Up COs," p. 78.

17. For a discussion of the responses of employer3 to the
work of C. P. S. men, see Sibley and Jacob,' con'scr'i1ti'on
of Con'science, Chapter VII, especially pp. 149-15 .

18. In its effort to explain how bad matters were for COs,
Newsweek stated that Selective Service had "scraped
together" only 2,500 jobs, not nearly enough to go
around. While it is true that number could not
accommodate more than one half of the waiting COs,
it constituted a striking improvement in CO emploYment
opportunities. Pacifist sources suggest the 2,500
figure was not reached until later in the war, thus
Newsweek was probably overestimating the "few"
jobs available. That the magazine thought its figure
was discouraging is further evidence that it was
out of touch with what was really happening to Korean
conscientious objectors. '

19. The Reporter, September, 1952, pp. 1-2, and News Notes,
Septeiriber, 1952, p. 4.

20. The Reporter, October, 1952, p. 1. The approval was
forthcoming.

21. The Reporter, November, 1952, p. 1. The NSBRO Board of
Directors Minutes of December 3 referred to "An
avalanche of over 200 communications from states,
institutions, and private agencies within the last
several weeks" regarding job openings for conscien
tious objectors. (p. 3.)
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22. The Reporter, January, 1953, p. 3.

23. News Notes, March, 1953, p. 3.

24. The Reporter, October, 1952, p. 4.

25. The Reporter, January, 1953, p. 3.

26. The Reporter, April, 1953, p. 4.

27. News· Notes, March, 1953, p. 3.

28. NSBRO Board of Directors-Consultative Council Minutes,
March 4, 1953, addendum e, SCPC, p. 2, and The T-W
Mirror, May 6, 1953, SCPC, p. 3 •. The Mirror observed
that the "Washington figure [the number of r-wsJ
never represents a final one as it takes some t~me

before all [r-w] records reach Washington headquarters."
(p. 3.)

29. For example, in September, 1953, Selective Service reported
approximately 3,000 COs at work in the I-W program
and almost the same number eligible for assignment.
(News Notes, September, 1953, p. 3.)

30. NSBRO Directors-Consultative Council Minutes, March 4,
1953, addendum e, Notes on Board of Directors Meeting
with General Hershey, SCPC, p. 2.

31. r-w Mirror, May 6, 1953, SCPC, p. 3.

32. r-w Mirror, July 17, 1953, SCPC, p. 6.

33. The Reporter, December, 1952, p. 4.

34. The Reporter, December, 1952, p. 4. The editors added that
even ~f Oklahoma did permit COs to work in state
agencies, objectors would not be able to accept the
offer because the state also had a loyalty oath
attached to all public positions that included a
pledge to bear arms.

There is no telling how many jobs COs were
denied because loyalty oaths were required. Some
objectors encountered them after they were alteady
on the job, when the institutions for which they
worked sUddenly decided such pledges were necessary.
Some oaths used the general phrase "defend" the
United States rather than the more specific language,
"bear arms" on its behalf. Because COs were uncertain
whether they could, in good conscience, sign the
more general pledges, the Peace Section of the
Mennonite Central Committee did SOffii9 research and
determined that the term "defend" did not legally
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imply the use of weapons or acceptance of military
service. '(The T-W Mirror, July 29, 1953, p. 1.)
Once informed of that interpretation, COs readily
agreed to sign the more general oaths. In those
instances, of course, they did not lose out on
any jobs.

The COs' reluctance to sign loyalty oaths
may have caused more concern among government
officials than among pacifists trying to find them
emploYment. In January, 1953, Stauffer Curry had
to explain in detail to Victor Olsen of Selective
Service wh~t COs balked at such oaths and to assure
him that,

"conscientious objectors are 100% loyal to the
government of the united States and in no sense of
the word are subversive nor are they Communist or
any way Communist-minded." (A. Stauffer Curry to
Victor Olsen, January 15, 1953, NSBRO files, SCPC.)

35. The information on job opportunities in Florida, Georgia,
and Idaho appeared in The Report'er, December, 1952.
The information on Minnesota, Montana, and Nevada
appeared in The' Reporter, December, 1952. The issue
of January, 1953, completed the NSBRO's survey of
state programs. Since no changes were noted in
states earlier cited as having few or no job openings,
it seemed safe to assert that the information was '
valid for all states as of January, 1953.

36. "Conchies' Reform," Newsweek, Vol. XLIV, No.5 (August
2, 1954), p. 74.

37. About those discussions the NSBRO reported:

"Because state directors are largely responsible
for administration of the CO program, many counsellors
and delegations of church officials have visited
state directors across the country. Over half the
states have been visited, some of them several times,
to interpret the beliefs and attitudes of COs to
them. II (The Rep'orter, March, 1953, p. 2.)

38. Eric F • Goldman, The' Crucl'a1 Decad'e- And After:' America,
1945-1960 (New York, V~ntage Books, 1960), p. 182.

39. Published in' The I-W'Mirror, July 28, 1954, NSBRO files,
SCPC, p. 2. Although the MCC's statistics were
completed more than a year after the end of the war
I have included them in the interest of greater
precision. The I-W program did not stop when the
fighting stopped, and significant evaluations of it
were made in 1954 and 1955. I will include these
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evaluations when they are helpful in illuminating
patterns that were established well before the
armistice.

40. In the January, 1954, issue of The Re'eort'er, the NSBRO
provided a breakdown of the reli9~ouS affiliations
of I-W men. Out of a total of 3,028 whose affiliat
ions were known, Mennonite (including Amish) and
Church of the Brethren comprised 2,336. Smaller
Brethren sects added another 140 to that total. The
only other groups with 100 or more I-Ws were the
Friends (101) and the Jehovah's Witnesses (100).
Most of the religious groups had ten or fewer repre
sentatives.

41. These figures were published in The Reporter, April, 1953,
p. 4, with the exception of the figures for Cleveland,
Ohio and Indianapolis, Indiana. The Reporter stated
there were "25 or more I-Ws" in Cleveland; three
months later theI-W Mirror reported that there were
approximately 150 I-Ws. The numerous activities
described in a I-W newsletter '(The Cleveland Chimes)
suggest that the larger figure is the more accurate
one. The Mirror also provided the figure for Indian
apolis.

42. The CO'astal Compass, published in Middletown, Connecticut,
for I-Ws in New York, Connecticut, and Pennsylvania,
NSBRO files, SCPC, June, 1955, p. 1.

43. The Coastal Compa'ss, June, 1955, p. 1.

44. Letter from Merrill Detweiler to' The' Coa'staT compass,
July, 1955, p. 2.

Ray45. Horst said two of his colleagues had "chosen medicine
as [theirJ life's profession" as a result of their
I-W exper~ence. A letter to The Coasta'l Compass
the following month from a I-W serving in a mental
hospital told of one colleague who "is planning to
begin pre-medical studies in September." (Merrill
Detweiler to' The' Co·a·s·tal compass, July, 1955, p. 2.)

46. A report on COs in Cleveland hospitals, for example, state
that "quite a few stayed several months longer than
they were required to stay. That is an indication
that their jobs were well liked." .(The Cl'eveland
Chimes, NSBRO files, SCPC, June, 1955, p. 2.)

47. One who apparently remained was Norman Nisly. His I-W
term ended in November, said a Cleveland reporter,
"but Norm stayed on to become deeply engrossed in
X-Ray Technology."(Cleve·l·and Chimes, March, 1955,
p. 4.)
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48. Clevel'and Chimes, November, 1954, p. 3.

49. Cleveland Chimes, October, 1954, p. 4.

50. Cleveland Chimes, November, 1954, p. 3.

51. Merrill Detweiler to The' CO'a'st'a'l 'Comp'ass, July, 1955, p. 2.

52. The I-W Mirror, June 3, 1953, p. 4, and July 1, 1953, p. 4.

53. The' Coas't'al 'Compass, September, 1955, p. 1.

54. The I-W Mirror, July 1, 1953, p. 6.

55. Roy Horst to The Coasta'l' Compass, June, 1955, p. 1.

56. For example, The' Reporter described the case of six men
assigned to a state hospital in East Moline, Illinois,
who resigned

"because of tensions within their job assignments.
All have been placed into I-A by their local boards.
Appeals have been taken, with two of the men being
retained in I-A and denied Presidential Appeal.
Two other men have again had hearings but as yet
the appeal boards' determinations have not been
made. Status of the last two men is presently un
known." (November, 1953, p. 3.)

The I-W Mirror indicated that the "tensions" included
"Several incidents of open violence between I-W
men and regular employees." (March 25, 1953, p. 5.)
Without elaborating, the Mirror suggested that some
of the COs involved were not typical religious
objectors and "contributed to the tensions." It
was not strictly an anti-CO incident. Four other
I-Ws remained on their jobs at the hospital. They
completely satisfied hospital authorities with their
work and felt they were well accepted by most of
the other employees. (p. 5.)

57. The D'enver Post-Mortem: ' To D'isS'ect And D'iagnose The
Denver I-W Un~t, pUbl~shed by the Mennonite I-W Unit,
May 3, 1955, p. 2. In apparent reference to the
problem of griping, another CO saw the alternatives
very simply. Every CO "can be made more aware of
how 'well off' we are," he said, "when we consider
that if we hadn't rclaimed religious scruples against
war] we would all be in the armed services of this
country." (Cleve'l'and 'Chimes, November, 1954, p. 3.

The I-W Mirror, December 16, 1953, p. 2.

59. The Reporter, August, 1953, p. 4. There was no indication
what hospital this group was assigned to.
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60. The Lantern, published by the Mennonite Board of Missions
and Charities, Elkhart, Indiana, September 16, 1954,
p. 4.

61. A men's chorus was established in Cleveland, for example.
"This chorus is open to all I-W men in the city,"
said the reporter. "While the men sing, those
wives who come converse in an adjoining room."
(I-W Mirror, July 1, 1953, p. 2.)

62. For example, a report from the I-W unit in Cleveland stated,

"With the coming of spring, softball has occupied
the evenings to a large degree. Several hospitals
have organized teams -- partly for competition and
mainly for the fellowship and recreation." (I-W
Mirror, July 1, 1953, p. 2.) ---

At the Topeka State Hospital I-Ws with some sense
of humor about their work with mental patients
organized four basketball teams: the Catatonics,
Schizos, Alcoholics, and Paranoids. (I~W Mirror,
January 28, 1953, p. 1.)

63. Denver Post-Mortem, February 9, 1954, p. 4.

64. Denver Post-Mortem, February 9, 1954, p. 6. Evidence
in the newsletter suggests that the Denver I-W
unit was composed largely of Mennonites.

65. I-W Mirror, J'uly 1, 1953, pp. 3, 4, March 25, 1953, pp. 1, 4.

66. Cleveland Chimes, November, 1954, p. 3, and May, 1954, p. 3.

67. I-W Mirror, June 17, 1953, p. 5.

68. A written report by Victor Olsen says there were "less
than 25" desertions since the inception of the
conscientious objector work program. .(Conscientious
Objector Work Program, by Victor Olsen, n.d., NSBRO
f11es, SCPC, p. 2.)

69. Jehovah's Witnesses occupy a unique position in the history
of conscientious objection to war. They "can hardly
be classified as pacifists in the usual sense of
the term • • • ," A. J. Muste once said. (Of Holy
Disobedience, p. 11.) Yet they have proclaimed
conscient1ous scruples against war by the stat.e and,
in their determined effort to gain recognition
through the courts for their· particular form of
resistance to war, they have advanced the interests
of traditional pacifists as well.

The Witnesses have refused to fight in secular
conflicts between nations but have reserved the right
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to fight in God's eventual holy war. As a result,
draft boards have had to decide whether men who
would fight at Armageddon but not in Germany or
Korea were legitimate conscientious objectors. In
many instances, boards could avoid the issue because
the majority of witnesses have claimed the IV-D,
or ministerial classification, on the grounds that
every member of their church was a minister and spent
a portion of his time proselytizing. Because the
young Witnesses were not formally ordained and did
not practice the ministry as a full-time profession,
draft boards have taken the position that they were
not, in fact, ministers and have denied the witnesses'
claims. As a result, Jehovah's Witnesses, more often
than other conscientious objectors to war, they have
ended up in jail. Near the Korean armistice, there
were 99 JWs in prison -- nearly half again as many
as other conscientious objectors imprisoned at one
time during the Korean period -- and approximately
100 Witnesses facing prosecution for draft violations.
(These figures were reported by the Witnesses'
general counsel, Hayden Covington, in News' Notes,
May, 1953, p. 2.)

Some JWs have claimed the regular conscientious
objector classification, have been accepted as COs
by draft boards, and have performed alternative
service. About 130 served in the I-W program during
the Korean War. .(The Repo'rter, May, 1954, p. 4.)

In the interests of completing what is already
a lengthy discussion of conscientious objectors under
the Selective Service Act of 1948, I have chosen to
omit further examination of Jehovah's Witnesses on
the grounds that they are not part of the pacifist
community as it is usually defined, while recognizing
that a complete discussion of conscientious objection
during the Korean War would include ·the Witnesses.
Lest anyone underestimate the pertinence of their
long legal struggle to the larger causes of pacifism
and civil rights, Lyle Tatum reminded his colleagues
in 1951, "Most of the legal work on the problems of
conscience has been done by the Jehovah's Witnesses,
and results obtained by them have been of tremendous
benefit to all COs." (Tatum to Lewis Hoskins, May
23, 1951, APSC files, Haverford College, p. 1.)

70. Mr. Olsen reported these figures to the Consultative
Council at a luncheon in the spring of 1955 which
was attended by other Selective Service officials
including General Hershey. (NSBRO Consultative
Council Minutes, March 31, 1955, addendum h, NSBRO
files, SCPC, p. 2.)

71. r-w Mirror, April 8, 1953, p. 4.
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72. Some COs were assigned to jobs within driving distance
of their families' homes and farms. They made
regular visits there on weekends, sometimes simply
for companionship but often to help with harvesting
and other farm chores. They went home so frequently,
in fact, that Selective Service -- both State Directors'
offices and National Headquarters -- received some
complaints about the trips. (Reports abou'l; these
complaints appeared in the CleV'e'land Chimes, June,
1954, p. 3.) Apparently these COs returned to their
hospital assignments too tired to perform them ade
quately, and hospital administrators thought Selective
Service should take steps to restrict their traveling.
It was not a large problem in the I-W program, but
it was further evidence of the considerable freedom
Korean COs had to do what they wanted to with their
free time -- a l~~ury denied their predecessors in
C.P.S.

73. Paul G. Tschetter, "C.P.S. And I-W Are They Twins?"
I-W Mirror, April 8, 1953, p. 1.

74. Paul Tschetter, T-W Mirror, April 8, 1953, pp. 1, 4.

75. A. Stauffer Curry to Major General Lewis B. Hershey,
December 18, 1952, NSBRO files, SCPC. Curry apparently
based his calculation not only on Jlrect wages but
on additional benefits as well. "According to the
estimates of many military men," he said to Hershey,
an army private receives "the equivalent of 2800
to 3000 dollars per month."
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CHAPTER XI

Problems in the Administration of Alternative Service

If alternative service was a happier experience for more

conscientious objectors than in any previous war, it had its

limitations and frustrations. Some of these difficulties

occurred in the process of assignment, when draft boards

responded arbitrarily, even illegally, to applications for

CO status and to requests for alternative servi.ce placements.

Others occurred after assignments had been made and COs

discovered that what they expected to happen in alternative

service did not. Noncombatant work, for example, turned out

to be not very noncombatant. Fair wages, now permitted for

COs, sometimes were not paid. In this chapter we will examine

these problems and the efforts made to resolve them.

The tendency of draft boards to make unjust and illegal

decisions about young draftees is long-standing and well

documented. 1 We have seen something of this phenomenon in

the 1940s and early 1950s in the boards' dependence upon

membership in an "historic peace church" as proof of sincerity,

though such membership was not required by law. It was also

evident in other decisions made about young pacifists during

the Korean period.

For example, many local boards (and some F.B.I. Hearing

Officers and a few judges) took the position that applicants

for CO status were insincere about their rejection of war

if they did not reject all kinds of Ilinunoral ll behavior.

News Notes reported in June, 1952, that some CO applicants
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were being ruled insincere because of their "worldly" habits. 2

These included smoking, drinking, gambling, and driving too

fast. That such indulgence could be viewed as evidence of

insincerity was partly the result of the boards' original

misconception that sincere conscientious objection should be

measured by membership in an "historic peace church." Since

(board members thought) the "peace churches" did not permit

such behavior, any young member who engaged in it was obviously

not a true pacifist. Yet that conclusion involved still

another misconception about the "peace churches" -- that all

of them had special strictures against "worldly" habits.

But they did not, explained the NSBRO. The problem was so

prevalent, the agency reported in October, 1953, that the

Mennonite Central Committee had recently found it necessary

to defend the Amish (who were particularly victimized by the

double misapprehensions of draft officials) by presenting

General Hershey with a memorandum about the sect's varied,

sometimes liberal, practices regarding liquor and tobacco

and "interpreting" that memo to him in person. 3

The Committee could only hope, of course, that the

information it gave Hershey would eventually reach local

draft boards and improve their decision-making about young

pacifists. The decentralization of the Selective Service

System was so great and the lines of communication between

the various levels of Officials were so tenuous, peace agencies

were under no illusions about the likely impact of their

efforts. 4 But they never gave up in their attempts to educate
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others about the meaning and purpose of conscientious objection

to war.

Pacifists also had to contend with the draft boards' use

of incorrect criteria for determining a man's aversion to

violence. According to many local draft officials, a man

was insincere about his rejection of war if he did not also

reject all forms of coercive force. For example, he could

not support the use of force by civilian police, nor agree

that it might be necessary to protect his family (especially

his wife, mother, sister from rape) or himself in case of

self-defense, and still be a consistent pacifist. A would-be

CO challenged the latter point in court and in 1953 judges

of the 10th Circuit Court of Appeals declared in his favor.

The fact that he would fight to defend his own life, said

the court, "does not mean that he did not have good faith

religious scruples based upon the teachings of his church

against the command of his country to go to war and kill

therein. "5 Yet fifteen years later an observer of pacifist

struggles with conscription stated that draft boards still

"tended to suppose that opposition to all uses of force is

a prerequisite for sincerity as a conscientious objector. 116

Pacifists also needed the courts' help to see that

Selective Service boards followed specific procedures required

by the Draft Act and by Selective Service regulations because

it was not uncommon for the boards to ignore certain steps

in the processing of CO applications. For example, in 1951

a Montana judge acquitted a Hutterite for refusing induction
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on the grounds that his local board had classified him before

sending him any cl~ssification forms. A "flagrant case of

injustice," said the CCCO. 7 The same year a California

objector was acquitted of refusing to be inducted on the

grounds that the local board failed to reclassify him after

a personal appearance before the Board. Selective Service

regulations prescribed reclassification under such circum

stances, the judge reminded the government prosecutors. 8

In 1952, a Pennsylvania objector was acquitted of the same

charge because his local board had not processed his appeal

of its decision not to reopen the case. The plaintiff was

clearly entitled to such an appeal, the judge held. 9 In

the summer of 1953, the conviction of another pacifist was

overturned by a Circuit Court in part because his local

board had used information not contained in his file as

the basis for denying him the CO classification. Another

violation of required procedures, said the Court. lO

The frequency with which peace agencies heard reports

from young pacifists who were never sent the proper forms on

which to register their objections to war, whose completed

forms were misplaced, who were dispatched into the I-A classi

fication without the barest of formalities reveals a pattern

of carelessness and hostility towards CO claims. ll Perhaps

the most telling evidence of this attitude towards conscien

tious objectors was the refusal of some boards to grant

conscientious objector status to anyone. On their own initia

tive they just removed that classification from their consider-
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ation. The CCCO reported in February, 1951, that local boards

in Oklahoma, Indiana, and Montana were refusing to classify

anyone IV-E and had publically admitted their policy.12 Some

officials resisted the use of the IV-E category particularly

because it had no service obligation attached. When new

regulations on conscientious objectors were promulgated and

the I-O category included alternative service, this kind of

resistance should have disappeared. But the practice of

excluding the conscientious objector class apparently con

tinued. Edgar Metzler, Associate Secretary of the NSBRO,

complained in 1954, that, "Despite the clear-cut provisions

of the law, there are still some local boards which adamantly

refuse to grant the I-O classification."13

Some local boards were equally ready to ignore the

provisions of the law regarding choices of service assignments.

Instead of allowing I-Os to submit three job preferences and

negotiating with them if the boards disapproved of the select

ions, boards would cut the process short at various points

and hustle the objectors off to spots the boards preferred,

like I-A. For example, one man reported to the NSBRO that

his board put him into I-A "after he did not immediately

accept their suggestion for a job."14 Another reported that

his board insisted he work for a specific agency although

that agency had refused to employ him. still another said

that his board had rejected his three choices for assignment

though all were on the approved list. 15 A local board in

Kansas did not wait to receive any job requests from the
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first group of I-Os it processed. It dispatched them imme

diately to Topeka state Hospital. After a complaint to

Hershey's office, the Kansas COs were allowed to submit

assignments of their own choosing.16

perhaps a few of these errors could be attributed to

unfamiliarity with all the requirements of a new program.

Everyone involved -- Congressmen, Selective Service officials,

and pacifists -- were feeling their way as the I-W program

was developed and implemented. But the majority occurred

because draft boards did not like conscientious objectors

and wanted either to get rid of them as quickly as possible

or to punish them for their "mistaken" beliefs. Many other,

including non-pacifist, observers of the Selective Service

Systel~ have commented on the generally unfriendly attitude of

local draft boards towards COs.l? Two of the most recent

scholars of the System's operations, James Davis, Jr., and

Kenneth Dolbeare, said in their study, L"i"tt'le" Grollpsof

Neighbors, that members of draft boards

do not look with favor on the ubjector
deferments from military service , and
their distaste is fed by the inordinate
amount of time each individual case consumes
in personal appearance and appeals. 18

While we can understand the problems that draft boards faced

in jUdging people's sincerity on the basis of an imprecise

law and often vague regulations, we can also appreciate the

exasperaT.ion of a peace worker who said soon after the Korean

War,

One might think that after fifteen
consecutive years of compulsory conscription
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in the United states the CO position and
CO regulations might be understood to the
extent that registrants would have little
difficulty securing the desired classifica
tion. Such is clearly not the case. A host
of problems still arise at all levels of
proceedings. 19

One of the most persistent problems in classification

occurred with those conscientious objectors assigned to I-A-O,

or noncombatant, status. For some, their presence there was

the result of a procedural error by local boards. Those

boards that were unwilling to accept the IV-E or I-O classifi-

cation would often plac~ obviously sincere pacifists into

the I-A-O category as a kind of accommodation between their

views towards military service and the COs' views. The

board members, said Edgar Metzler, took the position that

"I-A-O is some sort of compromise between I-A and I-O."

Thus, he explained,

if a local board has strong feelings against
conscientious objectors but has no derogatory
information against a registrant claiming
objection • • • , the local board will give
him the I-A-O classification which recognizes
his conscientious objection while at the same
time getting him into the armed forces. 20

This practice denied pacifist registrants their legal

right -- once they had been judged sincere -- to the CO

classification of their choice. General Hershey agreed with

peace agency representatives that it was wrong. Draft boards,

he told them, should determine only a man's sincerity. Once

that had been established, "a man should be given what he

requested, be it I-O or I-A-O." 2l But individual boards

continued to make erroneous assignments and unless the incidents
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came to the attention of peace agencies in time for them to

get reversals from national headquarters of Selective Service,

young men went into noncombatant service against their wills.

There they either succumbed, in varying degrees, to military

orders at great psychological cost to themselves, or they

steadfastly refused to perform the duties that violated

their consciences and became general nuisances to the officers

in charge. This reaction was also present among objectors

who had willingly accepted the I-A-O classification but dis

covered that noncombatant service was not what they had expected

it to be. We should examine briefly what that service entailed.

Men assigned to noncombatant status were considered

members of the Armed Forces and usually served in the Medical

Corps. The majority were sent to the Medical Replacement

Training Cent~r, first located at Fort Meade, Maryland, and

then after mid-1952, at Camp Pickett, Virginia, for their

training as medical corpsmen. The rest were initially sent

to Fort Knox, Kentucky, Fort Ord, California, or Fort Riley,

Kansas -- whichever was nearest to their homes -- and then

to the Training Center at Brooke Army Medical Center, Fort

Sam Houston, Texas, for the completion of their training. 22

From these Centers they went to the front lines in Korea.

According to regulations issued by the Department of

Defense on June 18, 1951, noncombatant training meant "any

training which is not concerned with the study, use, or

handling of arms or weapons." Noncombatant service was

service "which is unarmed at all times . • • in the medical
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department of any of the armed forces," or any assignment

that "does not require the use of arms in combat. ,,23 The

staffs of the peace agencies believed there was a wide dis

crepancy between those regulations and what was actually

practiced. Stauffer Curry wrote to Harold Row in the spring

of 1951,

we have had numerous reports of men in
Korea who repeatedly made claims that their
conscientious objector position as non
combatants has not been recognized. It
is • • • very difficult for a non-combatant
conscientious objector to persuade a tough
sergeant or corporal that his claims must
be recognized, even though there are regu
lations to cover that situation. 24

The CCCO and the AFSC had also heard frequent rumors

about violations of the rights of I-A-Os and decided to

investigate. In the fall of 1951, Lyle Tatum of the Central

Committee and George Loft of the Friends Service Committee

went twice to Fort Meade to inspect the conditions for cas

there. Between their visits they talked with an official

in the Department of Defense. In their report on those

meetings, they confirmed that violations had occurred, mostly

during basic training. During that period, they found, cas

were instructed in how to use and deploy weapons, how to

lay mines and rig booby traps, and how to infiltrate enemy

lines. They were required to watch movies on how to be an

aggressive, effective killer, to serve as telephone relayers

at the rifle range, and in one instance, to clean the guns

of the regular trainees. 25

Protests against these practices were to little avail.
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According to Tatum and Stauffer Curry, officers on the scene

frequently did not know about the special regulations covering

conscientious objectors. 26 Even if the officers knew, they

usually could ignore the regulations with impunity because

COs in the Armed Forces did not receive the amount of attention

and support from peace and church agencies that men i.n civi

lian service did. 27 I-A-Os were largely on their own in

confrontations with military co~~anders, many of whom "are

completely unsYmpathetic with this degree of objection.,,28

If they pressed their objections too far, I~A-Os risked the

probability of imprisonment and the possibility of a court

martial.

When peace agencies did protest, they found that the

Defense Department did not deny that its directives were being

violated. But it felt there were adequate military channels

for objectors to make their complaints (the risk of doing so

did not, apparently, strike the Department as excessive>,29

and it believed it was responding fairly, for the most part,

to the wide range of objectors' feelings. Both sides agreed

that it was difficult to know in advance where a particular

I-A-O would draw the line at participation in military activi

ties. One would be willing to learn how to handle weapons

and would use them in self-defense. Another would not touch

a weapon under any circumstances nor assist in the training

of anyone who did. The Army's position, as described to Tatum

and Loft, was "to let the men go as far as they wish in the

matter of training with weapons. "30 At a later meeting
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between pacifists and Army representatives, two high-ranking

officers wondered if I-A-Os really needed protection against

weapons training. It was their experience that COs wanted

arms as soon as they saw what real fighting was like, and that

to send them into battle unprepared was to send them to their

deaths. "COs on the Korean front want arms after five days

of combat," said the Army Major. 31

The Army men were not altogether wrong. Some noncombatants

did change their minds about killing others when faced with

being killed themselves. Moreover, discontent among I-A-Os

was not a large problem for the officers. The great majority

of noncombatants were content with their assignments and

performed their duties we11. 32 The largest number of I-A-Os

(seventy-five per cent, according to figures given to the

NSBRO by the Defense Department) 33 were Seventh Day Adventists

who eagerly accepted all aspects of noncombatant duty.

"Conscientious cooperators," they described themse1ves. 34 For

them, noncombatant status was a fine accommodation between

their two essential tenets -- that they must be loyal to

the state and that they must not kill. They were not as

reluctant as other conscientious objectors to participate in

a system that promoted and conducted warfare. As long as

they themselves did not take a life, they could perform in

good conscience any task assigned them by their government.

Indeed, they served in the armed forces with enthusiasm and

dedication. First they attended training camps set up by

their church where they were drilled in military procedures
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and taught basic medical skills. Then they went directly

into the Medical Corps where, according to' Newsweek magazine,

they were accepted without question and performed their

service admirably. Newsweek said that Army doctors had

nothing but praise for the Adventist I-A-Os. "'They are

decidedly superior to the avera.ge draftee \"le get,'" one doctor

was quoted. "'We could use more. ,"35

But peace agencies were disturbed over the number of

letters they received from noncombatants who were acutely

unhappy. These letters, said the NSBRO, "reveal some of the

intense conflicts experienced by Christian youth in the

Armed services.,,36 For example, one noncombatant wrote,

I don't belong in the army. As a
Christian I cannot continue [as a medic],
and I shall not continue no matter what
the cost •.•• I don't believe that if
ra man] puts himself in the position where
ne must patch the [soldier] up should he
get hurt, he is any less guilty than the
man who does the actual killing • • . •
I'm passing neither the ammunition nor the
health to any man so he may kill. May God
help me. 37

Another, who had relented under pressure after refusing to

wear a military uniform, wrote,

As soon as I compromised I was informed
that on Monday • • . I would begin Basic
Training. This was more than I could bear.
I had already been in such a nervous state
that my weight reduced rover twenty pounds]
in 3 weeks so I nervousIy collapsed and was
admitted to the hospital ward. 3E

Still another viewed his situation more calmly but with the

same awareness that his position was morally untenable. He

would soon be sent on patrols, he said.
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I will go but expect to do so unarmed.
I will do so realizing fully how I am
compromising the Peace Testimony. These
are difficult problems and they lead me
to say that a pacifist who comes into this
is making a grave error. He becomes part
of the conflict which he hopes to reconcile.
He enters full force into the mainstream of
a process that his religious convictions have
led him to oppose. I see this more clearly
than ever up here. 39

Lyle Tatum and George Loft saw this man's plight as

typical of that of other non-Adventist I-A-Os. They did not

know what noncombatant service was like until they experienced

it, and then it was often too late to escape the situation.

After visiting Fort Meade Tatum concluded that, "Except for

the Seventh Day Adventists, most of the I-A-Os .•. had

little idea of what they were gettin.g into.,,40 Ignorance

was mixed with naivete. The two investigators observed,

Some men are actually inducted into the
Medical Corps thinking that the medics are
instruments of mercy apart from the army and
its primary objectives. 41

But saving lives and easing sUffering have nothing to do

with a medic's duties, they pointed out. The Army Field

Manual stated clearly that the mission of the medical service

was to contribute to the success of the military effort --

in other words, to win battles. "Not humanitarian concern,"

said Loft and Tatum, "but the goal of quick recovery to fight

again motivates the treatment of injured soldiers.,,42

Once these I-A-Os discovered that fact they had few

alternatives. They could only hope that their requests to

be discharged from the armed forces would be granted, or that

their commanding officers would be willing to accommodate
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their views. Their chances wit.h either possibility were slim.

There were no regulations providing for discharge on grounds

of conscience. Sometimes the discontented I-A-Os could find

other grounds that were acceptable to the Army and be discharged

on them. Otherwise the men had to fight their cases through

the military courts, which were not likely to respond favor

ably to their appeals. Elmer Neufeld reported in October,

1953, that

·the difficulty of securing discharge from
the armed forces on the general ground of
conscientious objection is becoming increas
ingly difficult. The last inductee with whom
we were in contact who received discharge from
the Army because of his religious convictions
was granted such discharge only after three
court martials. Others are experiencing
similar difficulties. 43

Some fortunate men had commanders who took a pragmatic

attitude towards their resistant behavior. Rather than

generate a contest of wills, the commander would try to find

work the objector could accept. Tatum and Curry explained

why that tactic often worked:

• • • the armed forces would obviously
rather have an effective noncombatant
rather than an ineffective man classified
as a combatant. Because of this the
objector and his commander can frequently
work out a satisfactory solution to the
man's duties without an official change
being made in the records. 44

When neither of these possibilities worked out, the

I-A~O had to relax his principles or go to prison. To help

young men avoid those painful choices, peace organizations

must do more to inform them what to expect as noncombatants,

said Lyle Tatum. persuading the Army to follow its own
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regulations was not enough because some men "would find the

I-A-O position unsatisfactory even if the directives were

explicitly fo110wed.,,45 The only solution was the education

of pacifists.

As the peace agencies considered how to improve their

own information services to young COs, they also pondered

what to do about the fact that a number of I-Ws were not

receiving the fair wages they had been promised. What peace

leaders thought had been resolved when alternative service

arrangements were made turned out to be the most serious

problem of the Korean CO program. It troubled some church

leaders and some deeply committed I-Ws that the amount of

pay COs received concerned the men so much. One I-W suggested

that "All of us should feel that it is in giving oi our time

and effort in the spirit of Christ that we receive most,

rather than whether or not we receive prevailing wages. ,,46

Another I-W agreed that their service "cannot and should not

be measured on a monetary scale," but he was sensitive to

the practical difficulties other men faced. "If I and my

family were in want because of receiving a cut in salary, it

would undoubtedly have a bearing on my attitude. ,,47 Inadequate

wages were, in part, responsible for the active "moonlighting"

among Korean I-Ws.48 They were also the source of the most

persistent and vocal complaints.

Peace agencies received those complaints from various

parts of the country. In December, 1952, the NSBRO cited

six states where conscientious objectors were being denied
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equal pay with other workers: Alabama, Delaware, Illinois,

Iowa, Kansas, and Utah. In most cases, the NSBRO discovered,

it was State Selective Service Directors, rather than the

employing institutions, that were responsible for the wage

differentials. For example, in Illinois, the State Selective

Service office had reached an agreement with the Department

of Public Welfare and the State Civil Service Commission

whereby COs would be classified as "welfare trainees" and

paid much less than regular beginni~g employees. 49 The NSBRO

Directors resolved at that time to confront government

officials with these inequities and to work on employing

institutions and agencies at the local level to persuade them

that equal pay for conscientious objectors was the only fair

procedure. Without it, they argued, the Korean service program

would reintroduce a punitive feature of Civilian Public Service.

The Directors drew up a memorandum on the wage situation

which it "interpreted" to the Manpower Policy Commissi.on. 50

In conjunction with the AFSC, the Board urged General Hershey

to use his influence with State Selective Service Directors

to correct the inequities. But the issue was not quickly

resolved. The draft law was silent on the question of wages

for conscientious objectors. Pacifists had nothing more than

verbal support for the idea of equal pay from Selective

Service officials and from Congressmen at the beginning of

the service program. Though the promise was being fulfilled

in most CO jobs, pacifists were uncertain how far Hershey

was prepared to go to assure that it was universally carried
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out. While reaffirming to them his own belief that objectors

should receive the prevailing wages, he argued that in some

cases what appeared to be unequal wages was simply "a differ

ential resulting from board and room charges. IIS1 He also

claimed that he had no authority to tell state governments

and agencies what to do. S2 Pacifists noted that Hershey

could withold or withdraw his approval from specific jobs

or entire states where COs were discriminated against. But

there is no evidence that he ever exercised that right on

those grounds. Moreover, one pacifist leader implied that

Hershey never leaned on State Directors as hard as he could.

Stauffer Curry observed, "I have always felt, and still do,

that the state directors of Kansas and Illinois could change

the wage system whenever they want to." S3 A year after the

war was over pacifists were still complaining about unequal

wages, particularly in Illinois, Idaho, and Kansas t and still

getting the same response from Selective Service. S4

The pacifists' concern for equal wages for COs was not

simply a desire to assure their economic well-being, though

that was certainly uppermost in their minds. They also

feared that unequal wages would arouse labor unions to oppose

the emploYment of COs on the grounds of unfair competition.

The issue would be especially troublesome if jobs were scarce

in any areas. Fortunately, during the Korean War, they were

not. {Even when some unemplOYment appeared a year after the

war, openings for I-Ws were not affected because few people

in the work force were interested in the kinds of jobs COs
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accepted.) 55 But some hostility from unions did surface

during the war, prompted by fears that I-Ws would displace

other workers.

The hostility was directed at both the employers and

the employees that were being discriminated against. For

example, in the fall of 1952, several affiliates of the CIO

passed resolutions protesting the low pay for conscientious

objectors. One union declared,

The CO will be expected to do the same work
as the regular employee [but at a lower
salary]. It doesn't require much imagination
to picture the wholesale demotions or discharges
of regular employees to benefit by that differential

56. .
Another union asserted,

This situation is a serious threat to our
fellow unionists. It is a weapon against
unions being applied with the approval of the
government. It reflects no credit on our demo
cracy when we tell conscientious objectors that
we recognize their freedom of conscience and then
force them to serve as bludgeons against other
citizens. 57 .

In the winter of 1953, a Kansas union protested to Selective

Service that the low wages were "unfair competition" but went

on to castigate the I-Ws for the inequity.

These men, if .they do not want to fight for
their country, should be placed in a concen
tration camp ••••58

It was feelings such as these that pacifists hoped to contain. 59

Luckily for the COs and for the success of the alternative

service program, discriminatory wage policies operated only

in a few areas. Most Korean I-Ws received equal pay for their

labor. For that reason, the uage inequities never co.used the
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kind of wholesale resentment among COs that poisoned the

atmosphere of Civilian Public Service. Though they consti

tuted the major problem of the Korean I-W program, they did

not seriously diminish the program's overall success. Alter

native service during the Korean War was such a substantial

and satisfactory improvement over the service program in

World War II (not only from the COs point of view, as we shall

see in the following chapter) that in spite of all the diffi

culties conscientious objectors encountered, they raised

comparatively few complaints about their lot.
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"When boards can read what they want to into a
directive they may be more agreeable and less likely



271

to resist it." (pp. 41-42.)
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CHAPTER XII

The Impact of the Alternative Service Program

"'Why do you do so much for me?'" an old man asked a

CO who was caring for him in a hospital in Bremen, Germany.

"'I have nothing and will never be well again •••• You are

an American, but here you are doing the unpleasantest of

unpleasant work for the smallest amount of money. Why are

you doing it?,,,l The young man was doing it because he cared

about human life, because his church had established relief

missions to help the victims of the Second World War, and

because his government had permitted him to go abroad to help

save people rather than to kill them. We know that the great

majority of Korean COs were more than satisfied with the

civilian work program. Gratitude was the response most often

heard from young pacifists; they were very grateful that the

government had given them the opportunity to perform constructive

service in keeping with their religious faith. But the

benefits of the I-W program went well beyond the COs involved

to the patients they cared for, to the churches many of them

represented, and to the government that reluctantly accommo

dated them.

We have examined at some length the effect on COs them

selves of the government's responses to their objections to

conscription and the Korean War. We will now look briefly

at the impact COs had on the people and institutions the

I-W program brought them into contact with. We will also

examine overall assessments of the I-W program by persons
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other than COs who were in a position at the time to make

observations and judgments about it.

Next to the objectors themselves, no, group of people

was more directly affected by the civilian work program than

the people I-Ws were assigned to serve. The record of their

interaction is sparse and the evidence is, for the most

part, filtered through pacifist perceptions. Yet it is possi

ble to conclude that more than a few COs made a profound

impression upon those they cared for.

To European refugees, young Americans who built and

staffed hospitals, and who rebuilt homes and churches, were

like saviors. The old man in Bremen was not the only one to

wonder at such selfless workers, but the Europeans showed

their appreciation by inviting COs to share their family and

community life with them. An interpreter for the PAX program

in Greece reminisced years later about the improvements that

I-Ws had made in several Greek towns and villages: "'They

were fine boys,' he said ••.• We are glad they came. We

wished they could have stayed. ,,,2

To hospital patients, conscientious objectors were

unusual people, sometimes merely idiosyncratic (when they did

not smoke or swear) but often generously kind and helpful.

One patient said he had been frightened about entering a

mental hospital because he had read "lurid exposes" about

the treatment people received in mental institutions. "[TJo

say that I entered a mental hospital with a feeling of horror

is to state it mildly," he explained•. But to his surprise,
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he was treated "with courtesy, tolerance and consideration

at all times.,,3 He attributed this fact to the predominance

of I-Ws on the staff, and considered himself fortunate that

they 'N'ere there when he had to be hospitalized. "Thank

God," he said, "that since I have to be here it is while

[these] boys are doing so much to raise institutional standards

to such a high level.,,4

A young woman confined to an iron lung wrote to the

NSBRO about a I-W who had taken it upon himself to give her

special concern and attention.

without his care and assistance, I know
I would be cast again into the losing
battle with death and hopelessness • • • •
Only the person who has been imprisoned
in an iron lung and completely dependent
for survival upon the dedicated hands of
someone who cares will be able to fully
appreciate and comprehend the length and
breadth and height and depth of the beliefs
and convictions of [her I-W aideJ.5

COs tended to treat everyone gently and thoughtfully

and were often able to handle difficult situations. As a

result, they stood out in comparison with other hospital

attendants. One I-W reported that a patient had approached

him one day and tearfully apologized for his former unpleasant-

ness toward him. " 'I'm sorry, '" he quoted the man, II' I

thought you were just like the rest of the aides, but you're

d::"fferent.'116 The leader of the I-W unit in Denver described

how the good relations COs had established with mental

patients at a Colorado hospital had enabled them to quell

a serious disturbance. Patients there especially disliked

a particular attendant, he said, and they decided one day
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"to do away with him.,,7 The incident developed into a riot

in the ward. Two I-Ws, bravely entering the brawl,

dragging out the wounded attendant and
warding off with chairs the blows of
bottles and clubs, succeeded in talking
the patients into terms of peace. This
was accomplished only by having earlier
established a friendly relationship with
the patients. 8

Hospital authorities credited the I-Ws, -- the only staff

allowed into the ward during the riot -- with saving one

life and preventing injury to others.

To those who supervised their work, cas were unique

employees who performed their assigned tasks skillfully and

reliably. Employers across the country sent a "steady stream

of letters" to the NSBRO praisiJ:lg the I-Ws' performan~e.9

In December, 1953, the agency published excerpts from these

letters. For example, a representative of a hospital with

three I-W employees wrote that their work was highly satis-

factory.

They are conscientious in the fulfillment
of their respective duties and anxious
to please those with whom they work and
are supervised by. We plan on hiring
[conscientious objectorsl as often as
we have positions available. 10

The superintendant of another hospital said simply but

emphatically, "'We now have five boys (I-Ws) working for

us who are splendid ••• I can't say eno~gh for them. ,,,11

The personnel director of a hospital with nine I-Ws on its

staff state more formally,

" ••• I am very happy to report that
their services are very effective and
we feel that the program of employment of
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conscientious objectors is a benefit to
this hospital.12

To some extent the observers were commenting on the

I-Ws' technical proficiency. Like the man who became skilled

enough to assist in brain operations, other COs displayed an

aptitude for learning and achievement in their various assign

ments. Two farm boys so impressed a specialist with the

Dairy Herd Improvement Association in Ohio that he asked the

I-W office in Akron if "10 to 12 boys of the same calibre"

could be assigned to his project. 13 The personnel director

of a Denver hospital suggested that the I-Ws there developed

so much medical expertise they became nearly indistinguishable

from new doctors. "Before these men came I had difficulty

distinguishing the orderlies from the patients," the director

said. "Now I have difficulty distinguishing these men from

our interns.,,14 Supervisors of a Kansas hospital were so

pleased with the performance of one of their I-Ws they

promoted him to increasingly responsible positions. The

local newspaper described the man's professional progress:

"'With no previous medical training [he] joined the hospital

staff in January as a ward attendant. Now [July] he is

second in charge of the entire men's senile division. ,illS

In many instances, however, observers were talking

about qualities of temperament and behavior that caused COs

to stand out even from other good employees. One hospital

spokesman touched on these qualities when he or she said

that I-Ws "'make a contribution to the patient care.,"lG

A Kansas newspaper editor described that contribution more
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precisely. Mennonite youths, he said, II seem to possess to an

unusual degree the patience, gentleness, and devotion so

necessary in nursing the mentally ill. Ill? A nurse believed

that I-Ws had II 'changed the atmosphere of the hospital'lI

where she worked. II 'Before COs came,'" she stated, lI'some

of the orderlies used to come to work half drunk and on the

job they would sometimes be dishonest. ,1118 The decent,

clean-living COs had had a salutory impact on everyone around

them, she implied. Thus supervisors also noticed what the

patients had discovered: that conscientious objectors were

special people with a philosophy and lifestyle that smoothed

and warmed human relationships.

They even got along with most of their fellow employees.

Since COs often made other employees look inferior or at the

very least, they formed a small, separate, and curious band

of their own, it is significant that here, too, they could

establish cordial relations. The befriending process usually

took time. A I-W reporting on conditions at various insti

tutions in Indianapolis said fellow workers IIhave accepted

us very well though they ask many questions because many of

them have never met C.O.'s before. 1I19 Another I-W at a

pennsylvania state hospital explained that IIfellow employees

find it difficult to understand and appreciate our moral

standards which differ considerably from theirs. 1120 But COs

were often able to deflect potential antagonism by patient

explanation of their views. The Indianapolis CO said that

I-Ws and regular employees in his area reached an accord
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through "many friendly discussions.,,21 We know that "friendly

discussions" did not always work. Talk could not cure "the

backbiting of the fellow dairy worker whose record suddenly

looks poor beside the diligent work of the conscientious

objector. ,,22 Nor could it help the particular CO who was

confronted by a fellow employee threatening to pullout his

(the CO's) beard with a pair of pliers. 23 But the relatively

few instances of such unpleasantness, and assertions by

religious leaders that the I-W program was a. great opportunity

for spreading their faith (we will examine those statements

later in the chapter), suggest that discussions between I-Ws

and their fellow workers did enable the pacifists to win

tolerance, and even respect, from the majority of their

associates.

The fact that I-Ws and the people they worked for were

mutually satisfied with the alternative service arrangement

helped to assure that government officials would be happy

with it too. Selective Service heads worried about the

mechanics of it -- whether there would continue to be enough

jobs, whether disputes with unions could be amicably resolved,

for example -- but by 1953 they were beginning to conclude

that the program was a success. At a conference with I-W

leaders in Washington, D.C. in early February, Col. Kosch

was quoted as saying that n'the program is working reasonably

well -- a lot better than we thought it would.,n24 Victor

Olsen expressed similar satisfaction at the same meeting. 25

A month later, General Hershey expressed less sanguine views
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than his colleagues. He told a meeting of pacifist represen

tatives that he was "not satisfied but not hopeless about

the work program. 1l26 His restrained endorsement can be

explained by his concern at the time that only a small pro

portion of objectors had been assigned to civilian work. He

had recently testified about this problem before the House

Appropriations Committee, partly blaming lack of funds -

funds the Committee had earlier denied him -- for the situa

tion. 27 But the Committee was not especially troubled about

Hershey's information,28 and the rapid increase in job open

ings over the succeeding months alleviated Hershey's concern.

By October of that year Hershey told pacifist leaders that

though he felt the program had been implemented too late, it

was "'going well under the circumstances. ,,,29 Eventually

(1955) he expressed an opinion quite similar to Kosch's -

that his office was "satisfied that more has been accomplished

with the I-W program than had been anticipated. ,,30

If Congressmen did not become alarmed over Hershey's

testimony it was because they too had reason to believe that

the I-W program was operating reasonably well so far. Repre

sentatives of peace agencies had already told key legislators,

among them Senator John Sparkman (D - Ala.), Representatives

Paul Kilday (D - Tex.) and Dewey Short (D - Mo.), and "others

with whom we have maintained constant contact," that the

civilian work program 't-las "working out quite satisfactorily. ,,31

More importantly, Congress had not heard many serious complaints

about it from the pUblic. 32 As long as the public did not
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put heavy pressure on them to alter the arrangement, Congress

men were content to leave it alone, or, perhaps more precisely,

to ignore it.

The absence of many serious complaints (those that might

force Congress to take action) did not mean there was no

public criticism of the program at all. The American Legion

never did accept the idea of civilian work for COs and passed

resolutions condemning the arrangement. For example, at its

national convention in August, 1952, the Legion resolved

that the civilian work program be ended and that all objectors

be required to perform noncombatant service in the armed

forces. 33 Similar statements were made by local chapters,

especially in areas with concentrations of pacifists. 34 In

addition, Selective Service received complaints from indivi

dual citizens who thought the I-W program was too liberal,

too "soft" on COs. Victor Olsen told pacifists that his

office had IImany letters ll complaining that IIC.O's are being

treated too generously. 1I 35 Some writers thought that COs

should be in work camps serving the government without pay.

Some were especially annoyed to see COs home on the weekends,

assisting with family chores, while they (the non-pacifist

families) coped as best they could without the help of a

distant son who might be killed in combat at any time.

The issue of COs going home a. great deal was just the

sort of public relations problem Hershey wanted to avoid by

sending I-Ws far from their own communities for alternative

service work. But the great need to get jobs for COs took
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precedence over the desire to place them far away, and the

refusal of some state Selective Service Directors to accept

outsiders forced local boards to assign a fair number of I-Ws

to work within driving distance of their homes. Naturally,

I-Ws took advantage of the proximity, making "frequent trips

home," as a I-W remarked, "to check the wheat crop.,,36

When pacifists learned about the public criticism of

their "homing instinct" as one eo put it, the most devout

ones began some soul-searching on the subject. A I-W said

he had heard that a weekly visit home was not unusual. "Any

one can realize that for the good of the home community, the

church and other I-W workers, that is· too often."37 Once

every four to six weeks would be sUfficient, he thought.

Another took a similar view and chastised his colle~gues.

"Where is the backbone, stamina and faith of the Mennonite

church, if our young men must go home one day a week to cry

on mother's shoulder • ?" 38 Twice a year would be plenty,

in his opinion. At least one dis~greed. He did not see "any

harmful effects for the I-W pr~gram" of going home often. 39

But he was outnumbered by those I-Ws who were sensitive to

the repercussions their behavior might have. The twice-a-year

man warned, "The same congressmen who voted us this lenient

program can also repeal or change it, and they are liable to

do just that if actions and attitudes of some e.o.'s aren't

changed. ,,40

Perhaps conscientious objectors did cut down on their

travels home and thereby helped to reduce the possibility
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of Congressional intervention. But the evidence indicates

that some unfavorable reactions from the pUblic were far less

significant in determining Co~gressional attitudes than general

public indifference toward the program. The very nature of

I-W work and the objectors' satisfaction with it made them

obscure and, as a result, few people (outside of other paci-

fists and Selective Service officials) paid much attention to

them. There was SOIne favorable public comment about the

program just as there was some criticism. For example, local

newspapers and national magazines carried complimentary

stories about guinea pig work and the overseas projects. 41

But for the most part, I-W work was routine, unspectacular,

and invisible. COs were but a small portion of any hospital

staff. They moved quietly into, and out of, the institutions

where they were assigned. They. gave few people any cause for

complaint and voiced few complaints of their own. As Stauffer

Curry recently observed, the alternative service program "made

COs inconspicuous" and consequently the public raised few

objections to it. 42 Paul Tschetter, who worked with COs both

in World War II and Korea, commented on the public's more

favorable reaction in the 1950s. I-Ws, he said, "are having

less difficulty in being accepted by the community than men

in C.p.S."43 perhaps that was because a good share of "the

community" in the 1950s did not know the COs were there.

Yet the Korean COs' obscurity did not result simply from

the location of their work. In theory, men confined to rustic

and remote CPS camps should have been less noticeable than



289

I-Ws who moved freely about in cities and towns. A more sig

nificant reason for the invisibility of cas during the Korean

War was the stricter religious requirement of the 1948 Draft

Act. That requirement screened out quasi- and non-religious

objectors who received the co classification under the 1940

law. As a result, the proportion of classified conscientious

objectors from historic peace churches was much greater during

the Korean War' than during World War II. Selective Service

called attention to this phenomenon. In his report on the

co work program which covered the period June, 1951, to Jan-

uary, 1955, Victor Olsen said,

it has been definitely confirmed that
practically all [I-ol registrants came from
the farming areas an~ not from the manufac
turing centers. The terminology used during
World War II, that these registrants came from
the 'historic peace church bible belt' can, with
more certainty, be used in the present operation
because of the fact that only those with sincere
religious convictions can be considered in this
operation. 44

Olsen saw a direct correlation between the high proportion

of formally religious objectors and the low number of job

desertions during the Korean service program. It confirmed

an earlier impression Selective Service had that disciplinary

problems in Civilian Public Service had been caused by a

distinct element within the CO population. "In comparing this

[the Korea:u] situation with that of the World War II operation,"

Olsen said, "there is no doubt now that all of our disciplinary

problems of the World War II period were caused by the political

objectors. ,,45 But his conclusion missed the mark. There was

no absolute distinction, as he suggested, between a "political"
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objector who caused trouble and an objector from an "historic

peace church" who did not. After all, some of the COs who

engaged in protests -- from work strikes to leaving the camps

-- and thus surely qualified as "troublemakers" were Friends

and Brethren, members of two of the historically pacifist

churches.

But he was correct in describing the distinctive features

of Korean COs when he pointed to their rural, "bible belt"

backgrounds. Not only were they more religious as a group

than their predecessors, they carne from the more conservative

religious communities. That was because such a large propor

tion of them were Mennonites. The NSBRO reported in 1947

that 40% of the men in Civilian Public Service were Mennonites. 46

Olsen's figures showed that 67% of the men in I-W service

were Mennonites. The only other group to register more than

4% of the total were members of the Church of the Brethren

(at 9%), many of whom were also from farming backgrounds. 47

At the same time there was a decrease in the proportion of

Friends, a number of whom belong to eastern communities that

are urban and intellectual in their orientation. The drop

from 7% in CPS to 4% in the I-W program probably reflects the

impact of the decision in Philadelphia not to participate in

alternative service. 48 Thus the stricter provisions of the

1948 Draft Act, accompanied by the withdrawal of support from

the Quakers, combined during the Korean War to produce a

population of classified conscientious objectors who were more

heavily rural and conservatively religious than they had been
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in previous wars.

It was this fact that accounted for the invisibility of

Korean War COs. Because they were largely from simple, un

sophisticated religious backgrounds, I-W participants tended

to be dutiful, dedicated people who accepted the rationale

for the work they were required to do. Mennonites, especially,

viewed their service as a just exchange with the government

for recognition of their religious beliefs, a kind of quid

pro quo arrangement in which the government suspended its

power to order its subjects to war, in return for obedient

performance of other national tasks. 49 They were the "non

verbal tYI'~S" of the pacifist community, as Stauffer Curry

described them, the kind who never challenged or upset govern

ment policies. 50

Thus Korean I-Ws were predisposed to cooperate with al'ter

native service, an inclination that was enhanced by the greater

opportunities in this war for humane and socially constructive

work. Once these particular pacifists got into the work

program they did what they were asked to do (and more, as we

have seen), they made relatively few and certainly not very

loud complaints about their situation, and they stayed loyally

with their jobs until the end of the prescribed period.

Because so few were delinquent in their duties, Selective

Service had few disciplinary problems. Without disciplinary

problems among COs to draw the attention of the press, the

reading public did not gain as unfavorable impressions of COs

as they did during World War II. That is the primary reason
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why Korean COs were hidden from public view. They did their

work quietly and they did it well. It was a nearly perfect

formula for obscurity.

Similarly, the virtual absence of disciplinary problems

with COs in the prisons can be traced to the predominance of

deeply religious men among draft law violators. In October,

1953, Elmer Neufeld related the observation of the Superin

tendant of Classification at Springfield (Missouri) Medical

Center that "they have fewer 'intellectuals' [among pacifist

prisoners] and more conservative religious objectors than

during World War II. ,,51 Six months earlier Stauffer Curry

reported after visiting several institutions in the east

that the majority of objectors then in prison had not resisted

the draft but had been denied the I-O classification they

sought. "Most of the men are deeply religious," he added,

"and seem to be adjusting to prison quite well.,,52

In an earlier chapter (VI), it was argued that the unu

sually amicable relations between pacifist prisoners and

their keepers during the Korean period resulted from lessons

learned from dealing with objectors during World War II.

Those relations may also have been due to the greater tendency

among Korean CO prisoners toward obedience and submission to

established authority. Prison officials may, to some extent,

have simply been lucky. As they had become more sophisticated

in handling conscientious objectors, the objectors themselves

had become a less fractious and independent group of people.

Once again, conditions favored quiescence and obscurity in
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the life of Korean objectors to war.

If the alternative service program was uncontroversia1

and nearly invisible to the general public, it was a source

of great interest to and activity within the pacifist commu

nity. The amount of time and energy put forth on the COs'

behalf cannot, of course, compare with what peace agencies

expended when they were responsible for administering CPS

camps. But their efforts were ultimately more rewarding and

more productive. The I-W program was successful from their

point of view too, and it stimulated a budding movement

within pacifist ranks toward new and creative applications

of religious faith.

The satisfaction that peace leaders expressed to Congress

men in March, 1953, was confirmed in other discussions they

had about the alternative service program. Their words

reveal both gratification and relief, feelings that are under

standable when we consider that some pacifists had been

greatly fearful just two years earlier that the next service

program would be so unpalatable that conscientious objectors

"might look back on 'the golden age of CPS. ,,,53 But there

was no nostalgia for CPS in 1953. At a meeting of the NSBRO

Consultative Council in October of that year, Stauffer Curry

declared, "Generally speaking, the civilian work program can

be regarded successful, and most observers agree it is a

great improvement over the CPS program of World War II. For

this we can be duly gratefu1." 54

Naturally, NSBRO Council members were most satisfied that
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the COs had been permitted to do meaningful work. But they

were also pleased to have avoided the onerous burden of ad

ministering the program which had brought church and peace

agency leaders into conflict with the government, unhappy

COs, and each other. Curry commented on the different atmos

phere in pacifist ranks during the early 1950s:

One observes the disappearance, to some
extent at least, of tensions between various
church and peace agency groups which seemed
to exist during the latter part of, and
following, World War II. The fact that the
churches were not called upon to administer
a CPS program, and the fact that the churches
serve purely in an advisory capacity at the
present time, seem to have removed the source
of possible tensions. 55

A good example of Curry's statement was the relationship

between the Friends Service Committee and the NSBRO. Although

their philosophical differences carried over into the Korean

period, the two agencies developed much friendlier relations

because they were no longer in direct conflict over policies

and problems pertaining to COs. It also appears that the

AFSC began to soften its view toward the I-W program after

the Committee saw it in operation for awhile. In January,

1953, George Loft told Roger Jones of the United States Bureau

of the Budget that "the current program represents considerable

improvement over CPS. We are hopeful that the good aspects

may be confirmed and some weaknesses be corrected. ,,56

The enthusiasm that the Mennonite Central Committee and

the Brethren Service Commission felt for the program was

tempered somewhat by their concern for the spiritual condition
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of I-W men. At the same time that he praised the program,

Stauffer Curry observed that "the dispersal of men to iso

lated corners of the country and even to isolated spots

within areas where there are concentrations of I-W men"

made it difficult for "spiritual leaders • to keep in

touch with the men."S7 with COs scattered in many places,

it was "a real problem to render an effective ministry

to them."S8 In this respect alone, he suggested, the I-W

program was less desirable than Civilian Public Service.

"No longer can a visiting pastor go. into a camp and see all

the men in a unit in a short time."S9

This was a significant handicap in light of the I-Ws'

greater exposure in this war to secular thoughts and sinful

behavior. Even when they were confined to CPS camps, con-

servative religious leaders worried that their young men were

being influenced by less devout COs to neglect the rituals

of their faith and to question its premises. Now that I-Ws

were thrust into the midst of cosmopolitan life where tempta-

tions to stray were far greater, it was still more difficult,

even impossible, to reach them all with spiritual reinforce-

mente Paul Tschetter, whose comparisons of the two service

programs are particularly useful, expressed this new concern.

There was a great need, he thought, for "spiritual guidance"

among Korean COs.

The very fact that not all men have
Sunday as their day off could easily
become an excuse for avoiding public
worship . • • • [In addition,] men
coming into non-Mennonite communities
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may find themselves lured to situations
which would not be too conducive to a
positive Christian witness. 60

The church, he concluded, would have to make a larger effort

to keep in constant touch with its members in order to offset

the secular influences.

Yet Mennonite and Brethren leaders began to realize

that the very features of the alternative service program

that threatened the solidarity of their religious community

also offered them an unprecedented opportunity to advance its

aims. If their young men were being challenged by worldly

exposure, they were simultaneously rubbing shoulders with

people who had not heard their message of peace and love, or

had not seen it in practice, but who might, by good example,

be persuaded of its truth. Boyd Nelson of the Mennonite Board

of Missions observed,

I-W men have suddenly become our front-line
soldiers in the battle for the faith. They
have become, so to speak, frontier outposts
of the geographical concentrations of our
church. [ThUS we] find ourselves with an
organized witness in many locations where we
had none before. 61

It was an opportunity, Tschetter added, that our young people

"have never had in the history of our Church. ,,62

Religious leaders, therefore, exhorted I-Ws to seize the

occasion to set that good example. One laid a heavy burden

on them. Remember, he admonished, that "You are under constant

scrutiny. There is never a minute when you are not being

watched •••• Your service is a 'living sacrifice;' make it

such.,,63 Others stressed the adventurous aspect of the work,
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portraying COs as pioneers of the faith. I-Ws were "mission-

aries in new areas," suggested Boyd Nelson, Rev. Albert

Gaeddert agreed.

You are the extension of the church into
Norristown, Cleveland, East Moline, Ypsilanti,
Pueblo, Ne'wton, and out into Jordan, Greece,
and Germany! You re~iesent the church wherever
your work takes you.

Gaeddert saw even further implications for the I-Ws' missionary

role. Not only could COs be the "eyes and ears" for their
<1

home church, they could "help the home church see its 'mission'

right in its own 10cale.,,65

I-Ws picked up the message and began describing their

work in similar terms. Sometimes they referred to having

been "called" into alternative service as a pastor is "called"

to a new church. 66 Sometimes they, too, talked about their

work as a "missionary out-reach in our own land ,,67

Often they spoke enthusiastically about this "great opportunity

to spread the gospel in word and deed,,,68 about civilian

service as "one of the greatest opportunities in Mennonite

history to accomplish our Christian task as we stress it.,,69

The evangelical purpose of the I-W program was felt so strongly

among some Mennonite COs that they acted as if they had not

fulfilled their proper duties in the I-W program unless they

had converted others to their faith. A Denver I-W, examining

the value and purpose of the program, asked his colleagues,

Can we say that we are more like Christ
. than we were a year or two ago? Has our
Christian life been strengthened by our
stay here? Most of all, how many souls
have we led to Christ during the last year?70
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To some extent, these expressions, especially those by

Mennonite leaders, were probably designed to impress COs

with the seriousness of their alternative service work, to

persuade them to share the writers' sense of its glorious

purpose, and to enlist them in the holy cause. Two years of

required sacrificial labor provided as many occasions to

press home the Christian pacifist message to young church

members as it did to proselytize for new ones. Col. Kosch,

who had helped to supervise the civilian work program in two

wars, believed this kind of persuasion was going on within

the pacifist community. The NSBRO staff quoted him as assert-

ing that "Mennonites sometimes tend to use Selective Service

as a means of converting their young men. 1171

Thus the concerns of the agencies involved in the I-W

program differed widely. While General Hershey was fretting

over the impact that sending COs out into Ameri.can communities

would have -- his "public relations problems" -- the churches,

especially the Mennonite Church, were preoccupied with the

impact of the service program on their members and their faith.

A Mennonite pUblication urgently inquired in 1953,

Will some of the positive results come from
this [service programl as came out of C.P.S.?
Will we develop church leadership for the
future as the C.P.S. program helped to do?
Will we give a forward thrust to awaken interest
in Biblical nonresistance as C.P.S. helped to do?72

Yet civilian service for conscientious objectors was far

from a mere church membership drive. When religious leaders

talked about the valuable opportunity to "witness for peace,"
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or about the importance of the "peace witness," they were

not talking about proselytizing as much as they were talking

about social revolution -- about setting an example for

others of how life could be lived with love and harmony,

instead of hatred and war. When they referred to themselves

as "missionaries" they were not so much talking about purveyors

of a theological doctrine as they were about messengers of

a different lifestyle, in which reverence for human life,

kindness, and humble service were the primary motivations.

There was a feeling among religious pacifists in the

1950s that never before had they been able to exhibit so

widely the positive side of their beliefs. One pacifist

observed that to average Americans a conscientious objector

was someone,

who because of ignorance, radical religious
beliefs, selfishness or cowardice refuses
to fight for his count~y. Too few persons
even in the church are acquainted with the
positive, dynamic aspects of pacifism.?3

Another commentator noted that most p(~ople during wartime are

"inclined to agree with the anonYmous wit who said that he

didn't know much about C.O.s' will power, 'but they certainly

have an awful lot of won't power! ,,,,/4 The Korean alternative

service program made it possible for pacifists to counteract

that impression by showing that nonviolence was not negation,

not passivism, but dynamic social concern. It was the pacifist

community's best opportunity yet to demonstrate what love in

action could accomplish in human relations.

In some measure, the Mennonites' talk about witnessing
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for peace through acts of social service was an expression

of new perceptions on their own part. They were conversing

with themselves, as it were, sharing new insights into the

performance of good deeds, as opposed to simply holding

their faith, as the most important way to carry out their

Christian commitment. Urie Bender, in his history of the

Mennonites in PAX service, S'o'ldi'e'r's' 'o'f' compassion (1969),

explained that these new perceptions originated in COs'

experiences in "extension service" during the 1940s. For

many, he said, "the years of voluntary servit\i~de in CPS

opened up new vocational horizons and service opportunities. ,,75

Mennonite young men, particularly those who worked in mental

hospitals, discovered people who desperately needed their

kind and selfless aid. MCC leaders who administered the

program "became acutely aware of both great human needs and

untapped resources [to meet them] hidden in the church.,,76

The necessities of relief and rehabilitation after the World

War stimulated the Mennonite community to think further

about voluntary social service as an expression of their

faith. Bender observed,

Not only CPS men but an entire church
began to see this kind of positive action
as a truer reflection of Christian love
than dogmatic doctrinal position on the
passive holding of policies so representa
tive of much peace church res20nse in
previous periods of conf1ict.?7

By 1952, when the I-W program began, the Mannonite

Church had established PAX, and a number of its young members

were already at work on various projects overseas. With this
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new and venturesome experiment going, it is understandable

that the Mennonites would strongly urge Selective Service

to give Mennonite COs alternative service credit for their

work abroad. The church did not want to lose its most

dedicated young men to some other kind of conscripted service

just when they were needed in this important church program.

PAX did seem uniquely suited to attract the most committed

in their following. Bender quoted a typical PAX man:

I thought of alternative service at home.
But nothing appealed to me. I wondered if
there was any sacrifice required if one just
stayed around home or at least in familiar
surroundings, with a job, reasonably good
pay, a car and all that.

I decided I really wanted to help people
-- somebody needy. I wanted to sacrifice
something.?8

For those with such a profound desire to serve others l PAX

was more than just a tour of duty during wartime. "In PAX, II

said Bender, limen found a structure within which they could

escape the negativism of refusal and contribute positively

to reconciliation and peace. 1179

According to Bender, PAX and its forerunner, CPS, revolu-

tionized the church's attitude toward the world. They brought

Mennonites out of centuries of ethnic isolation into concerned

involvement in human affairs. PAX grew quickly into an organ

ization with volunteers in countries allover the globe.

Looking back to its small beginnings in April, 1951, when the

first PAX unit arrived in Europe, Bender marvelled, liAs they

stepped ashore, unknown to them, the first PAXmen carried

with them the seed of a flower that has bloomed around the
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world."BO

Bender's assessment of PAX, and indirectly of the Mennonites'

social service work in the entire I-W program, suggests that

Paul Tschetter was correc't when he predicted that the Mennonite

Church would "profit from this experience" just as it had

gained from its experience with Civilian Public Service. BI

Having for years pressed their demands on the government for

better treatment of conscientious objectors, the Mennonites

found the government's cooperation making it possible for them

to reach levels of spiritual understanding and involvement

with the world that they had never anticipated. It was a

mutually rewarding, if mutually reluctant, partnership.

So indeed had been the CO program during the Korean War

-- a reluctant partnership between the government and religious

groups that turned out happily for both sides. Whereas CPS

had spawned bitterness and recriminations between pacifists

and Selective Service, and among pacifists themselves, the

I-W program created a sense of satisfaction and accommodation

among its participants. It was not the solution for the

absolutist on the one hand, nor the American Legionnaire on

the other. But it was an arrangement that a democratic govern

ment and religious dissidents could live with comfortably

during wartime.
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CHAPTER XIII

The Treatment of Conscientious Objectors, 1948-1953:
Long-Range Implications

Now that we have examined the treatment of those opposed

to war from 1948 to 1953, we need to look briefly at the

overall significance of it, particularly in comparison with

the handling of conscientious objectors in World War II.

In some areas, such as the practices of local draft boards

and the disposition of war resisters, we see little change

from one period to the next. In another area, the alternative

service program, we see major innovations in the Korean War

period. We need to examine the importance of these policies,

old and new, in the history of objection to war and, more

generally, in the history of civil liberties in this country.

In addition, we should look briefly at changes in the thinking

of some pacifists about their relationship with a state that

makes war. Those changes from the 1940s to the 1950s may

suggest some implications for this country's most active

period of resistance to war in the 1960s.

The continuation of discriminatory treatment of CO

applicants by local draft boards meant that yet another

generation of pacifists had to fight for their legal rights

and sometimes lost. The mistreatment of young pacifists,

however, was one aspect of a much larger problem of incon-

sistency and disregard for individual rights practiced by

a widely decentralized bureaucracy. The decentralization

of the Selective Service System was "an expression of grass
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roots democracy," one author observed, the product of a

political notion that is highly prized in this country. But

it resulted, he argued, in "grass roots bumbling, prejudice,

and confusion ••• ,,,1 and these conditions affected every

draftee. Every eligible draftee in this country was reviewed

by a group of people, according to another critic of Selective

Service, who looked upon military service as a "rite de

passage," as a "manhood ritual all should go through," as a

source of "valuable training," and, most importantly, as a

"service one owed his country.,,2 with that kind of intellectual

and emotional investment in a system, it is understandable

that those who operated it would tend to be contemptuous of

anyone who questioned their policies.

It is also understandable that Americans in general

would be reluctant to examine the system's faults. It is only

since the 1960s that Selective Service has been subject to

searching critical analyses. Those analyses, and examinations

of COs in wartime such as Sibley's and Jacob's and this one,

suggest that we have accepted for too long an unduly narrow

perception of who are the violators of u.S. Selective Service

laws. They have not only been the young men who were subject

to the draft, they have been the old men who administered it.

In the jUdgment of one critic, those old men continued their

violations into the present decade. After citing a variety

of legal errors in the procedures of local draft boards in

the 1960s and early 1970s, the late Marvin M. Karpatkin,

general counsel of the American Civil Liberties Union, con-
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eluded:

A huge amount of draft-law evasion and
violation was committed by the draft boards
and the administrators of the Selective
Service System. 3

Thus the story of how conscientious objectors were treated

by local draft boards in the Korean War period is but one

chapter in a larger history of how certain agents of the

United States Government have consistently and with virtual

impunity violated the laws of this country. In assessing

the amount of crime in America, future investigators might

consider that a good source of information in addition to

police files is the records of Selective Service boards.

If the handling of COs by draft boards involved a

good deal of bureaucratic incompetence that could have been

corrected, the treatment of war resisters involved fundamental

philosophical differences that no administrativ~ remedies

could resolve. Some improvements could and did occur in the

Korean period in relations between the resisters and law

enforcement officials, such as the Justice Department's

efforts at automatic registration and the wardens' practical

accommodations with pacifist prisoners. But basically the

conflict between the two sides was inevitable and irreconcilable.

Absolutists were bound to angar law enforcement officials

because they not only broke the law, they defied it. Indeed,

Ruth Rue Rittenhouse argued that it was their defiance that

most irritated other people. The gravity of the resisters'

crime, she asserted,
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lies not so much in their failure to
conform to a particular law, but rather
in their questionning the social decision.
Draft dodgers commit the same crime but are not
really challenging the basic rules of the game.
They just do not personally want any part of
it • • • • The shirker in our society is
reproved: the protester is detested. 4

By opposing the conscription law, therefore, radical pacifists

appeared to be a more serious social threat than those who

casually violated it. Thus it was inevitable that they

would provoke those responsible for upholding the law, indeed

for defending the social order, to apply the legal penalties

more severely against them than against other kinds of dr~ft

offenders.

Moreover, there was no way that law enforcers and war

resisters could be reconciled on the issue of the draft.

Government officials, judges especially, had to demand adherence

to the law and absolutists would accept nothing less than its

termination. E. Raymond Wilson wrote in 1948, "I have always

said, and believe it just as strongly, that there is no real

solution for the problem of conscience other than the abolition

of conscription." S He was right. The confrontation between

resisters and justice officials never ended: it was simply

renewed with each new draft act. Judges gave lectures to

d~aft refusers in the 19S0s that were almost verbatim versions

of those judges delivered in the 1940s (and 1960s?). But

neither talk nor lengthy prison terms had any effect on the

objectors' position, unless perhaps to strengthen it. Nor

did the pacifists' arguments usually change the minds of
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jUdges or Hearing Officers. In at least this area of

government-pacifist relations there was little progress

that could be made. Only an end to the draft, and perhaps

war itself, would end the confrontation.

In contrast to its rather disappointing record in classi

fying and prosecuting war objectors, the government scored

a major victory in the Korean War period with its alternative

service program. To a large extent that was because it bowed

to the pacifists' demands for meaningful work and allowed

peace agencies and employers a fairly free hand to work out

a mutually satisfactory arrangement. But factors other than

the service arrangement itself helped to make the program a

success. For example, the men who were drafted during the

Korean War were younger on the whole than World War II

draftees. (The age limit for induction in the Korean period

was 26; in World War II it was 45.) As a result, the I-W

program was not burdened as heavily as CPS was with chronic

medical cases who could not perform the required work and

whose problems dampened the morale of entire camp units.

Nor was it burdened with as many men whose careers were dis

rupted by wartime service. Most I-Ws went into civilian

work before having settled into a permanent profession.

Therefore they were less apt to view civilian service as an

untimely interruption in their lives. Thus Korean COs were

to begin with a generally healthier and happier lot than

their World War II counterparts.

Moreover, once in alternative service Korean COs had to
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serve only two years, whereas CPS men were enrolled "for the

duration" of the war. Actually, the last camp was not closed

until March, 1947. 6 Thus most CPS men served much longer

than two years. Surely the I-W program benefited from the

biennial turnover of its participants. No one, no matter

how satisfied with his work, had to stay very long. In

World War II, everyone, including the seriously malcontent,

were trapped in Civilian Public Service indefinitely.

The I-W program, then, was the result of good planning

and good luck. It gave classified conscientious objectors

wider latitude to follow their convictions than they had had

in any previous war. It answered the public's demand that

COs perform some service during wartime while avoiding a

costly and unwieldy government operation. 7 In fact, the

I-W program so aptly met the desires of religious pacifists

on the one hand, and the pUblic and government officials

on the other, that the basic structure of the program remained

in effect until the d~aft system was abolished in 1973.

Thus what the peace agencies, Selective Service, and Congress

created in the 1950s turned out to be the most successful

service program for conscientious objectors in the country's

history.

It is interesting that such an innovative program for

a group of political dissidents could develop and prosper

during the early 1950s when the political climate in the

United States was so hostile to deviant ideas and behavior.

In spite of the baneful influence of militant anti-communism
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on so many areas of American pUblic life, there is no direct

evidence that this prevalent attitude had a measurable

effect on the treatment of conscientious objectors. Here

again, the small number of COs and their inconspicuousness

at the time were probably responsible. Their exclusively

religious character in this war may also have been important,

for militant anti-communism was certainly not at odds with

the notion of religious freedom on which these pacifists

based their conscientious claims.

Moreover, in spite of its experimental nature, alterna

tive service during the Korean War was an outgrowth of earlier

experiences in the history of American pacifism and of

national emergencies. The I-W program developed most imme

diately out of Civilian Public Service. But CPS, Sibley

and Jacob have argued, evolved historically out of the

Mennonites' service under Russian conscription in the 19th

and early 20th centuries, the modest program of alternative

service for American COs during World War I, the voluntary

work camps to aid in the reconstruction of Europe between

the World Wars, and finally, the Civilian Conservation Corps

established during the Depression. 8 Thus the idea of national

social service for war objectors was well established by the

1950s. There was little public debate on the subject and

no reason to associate the idea with a foreign, godless

ideology. Although many citizens were on the lookout then

for communist infiltration and influence, they apparently

did not expect to find them among a small band of religious
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groups doing good deeds for the old and the sick. Perhaps

this was an indication that Americans had matured since the

early decade of the twentieth century when pacifists, no

matter what the source of their convictions, were viewed

by many people as dangerous traitors and subversives.

If Americans had lost some of their old fears about

pacifists, they had not necessarily given up their desire

to confine the philosophy to a small percentage of the popu

lation. Those who vigorously disagreed with it have long

been fearful that if the qualifications for conscientious

objector status were too broad, and if the alternative service

requirement was too lenient, the ranks of COs would swell

with men who were more lazy and cowardly than they were

opposed to war. They have also worried that if con~~ientious

objectors were allowed much leeway to interact with civilians

during wartime, they would infect others with their. "s~range

notions." Therefore, as the treatment of COs has been

liberalized during each war, anti-pacifists have been as

interested as pacifists in determining whether the number

of conscientious objectors has increased. It is important

to try to answer that question. The conclusion may not

enable us to measure the impact of more liberal laws -~

other conditions do persuade people to develop conscientious

scruples against war -- but it will give us some impression

of the extent of pacifist commitment in this country.

Information about the number of conscientious objectors

comes from Selective Service records and the comments of
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Selective Service officials on the one hand, and the notes,

comments, and pUblished reports from the pacifist community

on the other. Both sources operate from different premises

and use different figures in compiling their statistics.

Therefore, we must interpret this material cautiously,

recognizing that both sides had an interest in reaching

conclusions congenial with their own positions on the conduct

of war.

In 1955, Victor Olsen responded to frequent questions

about whether conscientious objection had increased during

the Korean "operation." Noting that "we have approximately

8,500 conscientious objectors who are either at work or will

be assigned, out of a total of 16,153,861 living registrants,"

he concluded that the percentage of classified COs, which he

expressed in decimal terms as .0005, was the same as in

World War II. 9 "[p]ercentage-wise," he said, "we have about

the same number of conscientious objectors in comparison with

the t.otal registration." 10 Elsewhere in the same report,

however, Olsen said that "Between June, 1951, and January 1,

1955, there was a total of 9,740 Class I-O, I-W, and I-W

ReI. registrants."ll (I-W ReI. refers to COs who had completed

two years of civilian work and had been released from alter

native service.) Had he used that total when comparing

figures for the 1940s and 1950s, he would have come out with

a decimal figure of .0006. Evidently he left out the COs

who had been released when reaching his conclusion about the

total number of classified conscientious objectors. In fact,
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official figures from Selective Service show that the number

of classified COs had already reached the .0006 point in

1954 before any I-Ws had been released. 12 Thus we begin

with the assumption that Olsen's conclusion about the number

of COs in Korea and World War II was incorrect. The number

of classified conscientious objectors from 1951 to 1955 was

a slightly larger percentage of living registrants than from

1941 to 1945. This conclusion supports at least for the

Korean period Arlo Tatum's assertion in 1967 that "the

known percentage of eo's has steadily risen during each of

the drafts since 1940.,,13

But for a more complete picture of conscientious objection

during the Korean War period (1948-l953), we need to look

not only at the number of classified objectors under alterna

tive service but also at the total number of persons in that

period whom we can determine with reasonable accuracy, or,

where accuracy is impossible, estimate declared conscientious

scruples against war when they confronted the Selective

Service System.

We have a reasonably reliable figure provided by the

NSBRO for the number of IV-Es from June, 1948 to September,

1950: 12,272. 14 The NSBRO also reported that the total

number of men possessing conscientious scruples against war,

inclUding I-Os, I-Ws, and pacifists placed in lower classi

fications, on June 30, 1952, was 13,948. 15 If we assume

that this rate of increase in the number of people with

conscientious objections {1,700 additions to this group in
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twenty-one months) was reasonably constant, and that this

rate continued from June, 1952 through June, 1953, we can

estimate that there was a total of about 15,000 classified

COs (excluding noncombatants) and objectors in non-pacifist

classifications in the Korean War period.

The number of noncombatants is harder to determine.

The NSBRO had no figures on this group and Selective Service

records lump together those in I-A and those in I-A-O. To

estimate the number of persons in I-A-O, then, we have to

use various pieces of indirect evidence. (Not all of these

pieces of evidence refer to the same time, but they appear

to be the best pieces of evidence available.) The first is

the Minutes of the NSBRO Directors-Consultative Council for

October 14, 1954, which tell us that 75% of all I-A-O's at

that time were Seventh Day Adventists. 16 Much earlier,

Newsweek for July 2, 1951, in its story on Seventh Day Adventists,

reported that some 3,000 Adventists were at the time studying

the work of the Medical Corps -- the principal duty performed

by I-A-Os when they entered military service. 17 These two

figures would put the number of noncombatants in 1951 at

about 4,000. If we assume that this figure was more or less

constant until mid-1953, we can estimate that some 6,000

persons held the classification I-A-O during the Korean War

period. {If it took two years to reach 4,000, then we assume

another two thousand were added to the next year's total.)18

We have relatively exact counts of the number of persons

who went to prison rather than participate in conscription.
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Reports from the Bureau of Prisons show that 33 persons were

"received from the courts" by prisons (i.e., went to prison)

in the year ended June, 1949; 13 in the year ended June, 1950;

38 in the year ended June, 1951; 65 in the year ended June,

1952; and 57 in the year ended June, 1953; for a total of

206 pacifists sent to prison in the Korean period. 19

Totaling the four groups of objectors: IV-Es; I-Os,

I-Ws, and pacifists in lower classifications; I-A-Os; and

persons who went to prison; we can say that between June,

1948, and June, 1953, there were about 21,000 draft-age young

men with conscientious scruples against war. This represents

about .009 or 9/10 of 1 percent of the persons in military

service at that time, and .001, or 1/10 of 1 percent of the

number of living registrants at that time. 20

It is interesting that during a period when pacifist

organizations lost many of their members, the peace movement

was moribund, and the definition of conscientious objection

was more restrictive than it had been in the last war, there

should be this evidence of increased strength in the ranks of

pacifists. Perhaps the appearance of decline in American

pacifism between 1948 and 1953 was just that -- an appearance

that was as deceptive on its surface as the small number of

conscientious objectors. Stauffer Curry believes that "no

pacifist ceased to be a pacifist" during the McCarthy era. 2l

Were peace people really holding their own during these

difficult years, or possibly increasing in number? perhaps
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another investigator can resolve the question.

It is also interesting that at a time when the great

majority of pacifists were happily cooperating with government

policies on conscientious objectors there was a growing

attitude of resistance among pacifists to the entire system

of conscription. In a period of general quiescence and

accommodation, more pacifists were turning toward the very

unaccommodating, absolutist position. There is no statistical

evidence readily available to support this contention. The

number of objectors who went to prison -- a figure that should

reflect the increase in absolutist sentiment -- is a smaller

percentage of the total CO population in Korea than it was

in World War II. Our comparison must be based on projected

figures, but if we use the Selective Service System's estimate

of the number of registrants claiming conscientious objection

between 1940 and 1947, 72, 354, and the total number of

conscientious objectors received from the courts into Federal

Institutions from 1941 to 1947, 1, 216, we find that about

1.6% of the objectors in World War II went to prison. 22 In

contrast, 206 prisoners out of an estimated 21,000 conscien

tious objectors during the Korean War period means that only

1% of the COs were incarcerated during the later period. 23

But despite the fewer prisoners in the late 1940s and early

1950s, there is evidence, though it is imprecise, that

attitudes towards conscription among pacifists were hardening.

The formation of the Central Committee for Conscientious

Objectors is one such piece of evidence. It was established
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in 1948 expressly to meet the ne~ds of what its founders

believed was a growing number of young men who would not

cooperate with the draft. The phenomenon of former CPS

men refusing to register for the 1948 Draft is another.

Whereas they had registered and performed alternative service

in the early 1940s, they refused even to register in the

late 1940s. We do not know how many World War II veterans

experienced such a stiffening in their position, but we did

see some of its impact in our discussion of the cat-and-mouse

treatment by the Justice Department. 24 Obviously the decision

of the Friends not to participate in the I-W program was still

another expression of the growing spirit of noncooperation.

In addition, we have statements by observers on the

scene that this transformation was taking place. Ora Huston

of the NSBRO was quoted in 1948 as saying that pacifist

elements within larger religious denominations, such as the

Episcopal and the Lutheran, IIhave moved farther toward the

absolutist position in conscientious objection than previous1y.1I 25

Caleb Foote of the CCCO told the Christ'i'an Sci'ence Monitor

in the spring of 1950 that lithe proportion of 'absolutists'

among COs appears to be increasing ll in the United States. 26

I do not have further evidence on this development

during the Korean War period. It probably was occurring

most noticeably among pacifists who had experience with

conscription in earlier wars. Most of them were too old for

the 1948 Draft and those who were still eligible were among

the resisters we discussed in Chapter VI. It may be recalled
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that Department of Justice Circular #4063 significantly

reduced the number of people prosecuted for nonregistration.

The increase in absolutist sentiment we might have measured

in such prosecutions may be buried somewhere in that reduction.

Meanwhile the number of young converts to absolutism may

have been too small between the spring of 1950 (when the

Circular was issued) and the summer of 1953 to make much of

an impression.

The growth of absolutist sentiment among pacifists in

the late 1940s and early 1950s undoubtedly bears upon the

tremendous increase in acts of protest and defiance against

conscription that we saw in the 1960s. The amount of resis

tance to the Vietnam War and the open, social-action type

of protest against it were not just responses to that parti

cular war, I believe, but further progress along the road

that American pacifism took, beginning in the mid-1940s.

CPS and the I-W program taught a number of pacifists that it

was impossible to cooperate with conscription without fatally

compromising their convictions. They discovered that pacifists

were being co-opted by alternative service programs which,

while bowing to the American principle of religious freedom,

neatly tucked dissidents into an obscure corner, leaving the

government to conduct its war-making unobstructed by determined

and morally inspired opponents. If the Korean period is

notable for its creative and successful civilian work program

for conscientious objectors, it should also be remembered

for encouraging more pacifists to say 'No' to conscription. 27
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For these reasons, the Korean War period is far more

significant in the history of American pacifism than has

previously been appreciated. In yet another time of inter

national tension and war, conscientious objectors faithfully

carried on the historic witness for peace. In a period when

Americans were embittered and distrustful toward each other,

COs developed new and more humane methods of serving their

country in place of killing or imprisonment. In addition,

pacifists established new relationships between peace churches

and the government, extending the notion of religious freedom

further than it had ever gone during wartime. And some among

them pointed the way toward a future when accommodation

between warmakers and pacifists would not be possible. Thus

the experience of pacifists from 1948 to 1953 is of incalculable

importance in understanding the development of war resistance

and civil liberties in this co,mtry.

Finally, what does ,this analysis of the role of conscien

tious objectors in the Korean period say about Americans'

response to dissent in time of war? Not much that is encourag

ing. Despite the success of the alternative service program,

and despite evidence that those objectors who participated

in the program won the praise of those for whom they worked,

we have little evidence, though there is some, to suggest

that the ability of Americans to tolerate and respect dis

agreement in time of crisis had improved. Audible criticism

of conscientious objectors was less noticeable during this

period, and the pressures on Congress to restrict their
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opportunities for alternative service were less severe than

in the earlier World Wars. But these changes accompanied,

and may have resulted from, the brevity of intense warfare

and the smaller number of both draftees and casualties

during the period, and, in addition, from the diminished

visibility of objectors to the American public.

What we miss in this study, then, is positive evidence

that the positions of the COs were more widely understood

and tolerated than they had been before. The history of

conscientious objection from 1948 to 1953 reveals some improve

ment in the treatment of dissenters in this country. But

serious public consideration of their rights in time of war

would have to wait until a later decade.
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CPS (the other was too young to be classified at
the time). Donald Mott and Roy Knight were facing
a second prosecution in 1950 when the Des Moines
(Iowa) Reg"ister described their position. "Both
Mott and Knight have embraced a stronger pacifistic
viewpoint since World War II •••• " the newspaper
said. Mott had been disillusioned by Civilian
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EXHIBIT A

Selective Service Act of 1948

Deferment and Exemptions

Section 6(j):

Nothing contained in this title shall be construed
to require any person to be subject to combatant training
and service in the armed forces of the United States who,
by reason of religious training and belief, is conscien
tiously opposed to participation in war in any form.
Religious training and belief in this connection means
an individual's belief in a relation to a Supreme Being
involving duties superior to those arising from any
human relation, but does not include essentially political,
sociological, or philosophical views or a merely personal
moral code. Any person claiming exemption from combatant
training and service because of such conscientious
objections whose claim is sustained by the local board
shall, if he is inducted into the armed forces under
this title, be assigned to noncombatant service as
defined by the President, or shall, if he is found to
be conscientiously opposed to participation in such
noncombatant service, be deferred. Any person claiming
exemption from combatant training and service because of
such conscientious objections shall, if such claim is
not sustained by fue local board, be entitled to an
appeal to the appropriate appeal board. Upon the filing
of such appeal, the appeal board shall refer any such
claim to the Department of Justice for inquiry and hearing.
The Department of Justice, after appropriate inquiry,
shall hold a hearing with respect to the character and
good faith of the objections of the person concerned,
and such person shall be notified of the time and place
of such hearing. The Department of Justice shall, after
such hearing, if the objections are found to be sustained,
recommend to the appeal board that (1) if the objector
is inducted into the armed forces under this title, he
shall be assigned to noncombatant service as defined by
the president, or (2) if the objector is found to be
conscientiously opposed to participation in such noncombatant
service, he shall be deferred. If after such hearing the
Department of Justice finds that his objections are not
sustained, it shall recommend to the appeal board that
such objections be not sustained. The appeal board
shall, in making its decision, give consideration to,
but shall not be bound to follow, the recommendation of
the Department of Justice together with the record on
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appeal from the local board. Each person whose claim
for exemption from combatant training and service
because ~f conscientious objections if sustained shall
be listed by the local board on a register of conscientious
objectors.
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EXHIBIT B

EXECUTIVE ORDER
10202

PRESCRIBING OR AMENDING PORTIONS OF THE
SELECTIVE SERVICE REGULATIONS

The order of classifications was changed in an Executive
Order signed January 12, 1951, Part 1623, (d) (1) Section
1623.2, Classific"ation Procedure:

"••. the registrant shall be classified in
the lowest class for which he is determined to
be eligible with Class I-A considered the
highest class and Class V-A considered the
lowest class according to the following table:
(Order of classifications is the same as in
the I new order I column [below].) "

New Order

I-A
I-A-O
IV-E
I-D
II-A
II-C
III-A
IV-A
IV-B
IV-C
IV-D
IV-F
V-A

" Former Ord"er

I-A (Available for military service)
I-A-O(CO available for noncombatant service)
I-D (Reserve/or military student)
II-A (Civilian emploYment deferment)
II-C (Agricultural deferment)
III-A(Dependency deferment)
IV-A (Completed service; sole surviving son)
IV-B (Official)
IV-C (Alien)
IV-D (Ministerial deferment)
IV-E (Conscientious objector)
IV-F (physically, mentally, morally unfit)
V-A (Overage)

Code of Federal Regulations, Title 3--The President, 1949-1953
Compilation~ Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1958, pp. 381-386.
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EXHIBIT C

EXECUTIVE ORDER
10328

PRESCRIBING A PORTION OF THE
SELECTIVE SERVICE REGULATIONS

By virtue of the authority vested in me by Title 1 of
the Universal Military Training and Service Act (62 Stat. 604),
as amended, I hereby prescribe the following portion of the
regulations governing the administration of Title I of said
Act, as amended, which shall constitute a portion of Part 1660
of Chapter XVI of Title 32 of the Code of Federal Regulations,
and a portion of the Selective Service Regulations:

PART 1660 -- CIVILIAN WORK IN LIEU OF INDUCTION

Sec.
1660.1
1660.10
1660.20

1660.21

1660.30

1660.31

Definition of appropriate civilian work.
Volunteering for civilian work.
Determination of type of civilian work to be performed

and order by the local board to perform such work.
General provisions relating to orders by the local

board to perform civilian work and performance of
civilian work.

Failure or neglect to obey order to perform civilian
work.

Administration of registrants while performing civilian
work.

1660.1 Definition of ·appropriate· civi·1ian· wo·rk. (a) The
types of employment whicn-may be cons~dered under-tKe prov~s~ons

of section 6(j) of title I of the Universal Military Training
and Service Act, as amended, to be civilian work contributing
to the maintenance of the national health, safety, or interest,
and appropriate to be performed in lieu of induction into
the armed forces by registrants who have been classified in
Class I-O shall be limited to the following:

(1) Employment by the United States Government, or
by a State, Territory, or possession of the United States
or by a political subdivision thereof, or by the District
of Columbia.

(2) Employment by a nonprofit organization, association,
or corporation which is primarily engaged either in a
charitable activity conducted for the benefit of the
general pUblic or in carrying out a program for the
improvement of the public health or welfare, including
educational and scientific activities in support thereof,
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when such activity or program is not principally for
the benefit of the members of such organization,
association, or corporation, or for increasing the
membership thereof.

(b) Except as provided in subparagraph (2) of paragraph
(a) of this section, work in private employment shall not
be considered to be appropriate civilian work to be performed
in lieu of induction into the armed forces by registrants
who have been classified in Class I-a.

1660.10 Volunteering for civi"l'i'an wO'rk. Any registrant
who is between the ages of ~and 26 and~ has been classi
fied in Class I-a, or who claims eligibility for classification
in Class I-a, may volunteer at his local board for civilian
work contributing to the maintenance of the national health,
safety, or interest in lieu of induction. The local board
shall promptly classify any such volunteer who claims eligi
bility for Class I-a. Each such volunteer who is in Class
I-a and who has been found acceptable for service after his
armed forces physical examination shall be processed in the
same manner as a volunteer for induction except that, in
lieu of induction, he shall be ordered by the local board to
perform civilian work contributing to the maintenance of the
national health, safety, or 'interest as defined in section
1660.1.

1660.20 Determin'ati'on' of type of civilian work to be
performed and 'order hythe' "l'ocar-15()"a'roto' p'er'fo'rii\S'Ucnwork.
(a) when a registran~in Class I-a is fOUnd acceptaDIe for
service after his armed forces physical examination or when
such a registrant has failed to report for or to submit to
armed forces physical examination, he shall, within ten days
after notice of acceptability is mailed to him by the local
board or within ten days after he has failed to report for
or submit to armed forces physical examination, submit to
the local board three types of civilian work contributing
to the maintenance of the national health, safety, or interest
as defined in section 1660.1, which he is qualified to do
and which he offers to perform in lieu of induction into
the armed forces. If the local board deems anyone of these
types of work to be appropriate, it will order the registrant
to perform such work, but such order shall not be issued
prior to the time that the registrant would have been ordered
to report for induction if he had not been classified in
Class I-a, unless he has volunteered for such work.

(b) If the registrant fails to submit to the local board
types of work which he offers to perform, or if the local
board finds that none of the types of work submitted by the
registrant is appropriate, the local board shall submit to
the registrant by letter three types of civilian work contri
buting to the maintenance of the national health, safety, or
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interest as defined in section 1660.1 which it deems appro
priate for the registrant to perform in lieu of induction.
The registrant, within ten days after such letter is mailed
to him by the local board, shall file with the board a
statement that he either offers to perform one of the types
of work submitted by the board, or that he does not offer
to perform any of such types of work. If the registrant
offers to perform anyone of the three types of work, he
shall be ordered by the local board to perform such work in
lieu of induction, but such order shall not be issued prior
to the time that the registrant would have been ordered to
report for induction if he had not been classified in Class
I-O, unless he has volunteered for such work.

(c) If the local board and the registrant are unable to
agree upon a type of civilian work which should be performed
by the registrant in lieu of induction, the State Director
of Selective Service for the State in which the local board
is located, or the representative of such State Director,
appointed by him for the purpose, shall meet with the local
board and the registrant and offer his assistance in reach
ing an agreement. The local board shall mail to the regis
trant a notice of the time and place of this meeting at
least 10 days before the date of the meeting. If agreement
is reached at this meeting, the registrant shall be ordered
by the local board to perform work in lieu of induction in
accordance with such agreement, but such order shall not be
issued prior to the time that the registrant would have been
ordered to report for induction if he had not been classified
in Class I-O, unless he has volunteered for such work.

(d) If, after the meeting referred to in paragraph (c)
of this section, the local board and the registrant are still
unable to agree upon a type of civilian work which should be
performed by th~ registrant in lieu of induction, the local
board, with the ~pproval of the Director of Selective Service,
shall order the registrant to report for civilian work con
tributing to the maintenance of the national health, safety,
or interest as defined in section 1660.1 which it deems
appropriate, but such order shall not be issued prior to the
time that the registrant would have been ordered to report
for induction if he had not been classified in Class I-O,
unless he has volunteered for such work.

1660.21 Gener'al' pr'ovi'si'onsre'lat'i'ng 'to 'orders by the
local boa'rd to perform 'OJ.viltan wO'rkand performrtnceof-
cJ.vJ.li'an worK:" (a) No registrantsllaIII)e ordered by~e

local boara-to perform civilian work in lieu of induction
in the community in which he resides unless in a particular
case the local board deems the performance by the registrant
of such work in the registrant's home community to be desirable
in the national interest.
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(b) Whenever necessary, travel tickets or transportation
requests and meal and lodging requests shall be issued to
the registrant in the manner prescribed by the Director of
Selective Service for the travel of the registrant from the
office of the local board to the place of performance of
the work to which he is ordered, for his return travel from
such place to the office of the local board upon his satis
factorily completing his period of work, and for his travel
from one place of employment to another when his employment
is 'transferred under the provisions of paragraph (c) of this
section. .

(c) Whenever at any time before the registrant has
performed for a period of twenty-four consecutive months the
work to which he has been ordered by the local board such
work ceases to be available for performance by the registrant
for any reason not due to the fault of the registrant such
as, but not limited to, the cessation of the work or the
termination of his employment by his employer, the registrant
shall be ordered to perform the same type of work with
another employer. If the registrant complies with this order,
such transfer of employment shall not constitute a break in
his required period of twenty-four consecutive months of
performance of work.

(d) The Director of Selective Service is authorized to
release, or to provide for the release of, any registrant
from civilian work in lieu of induction at any time before
the registrant has performed such work for a period of
twenty-four consecutive months, whenever the Director of
Selective Service deems such release to be necessary by
reason of the physical or mental incapacity of the registrant
or by reason of undue hardship to a person dependent upon
the registrant.

1660.30 Fai·lure or negl·ect· ·toobey order to· perform
civiTian work. Any registrant whoknowTngly faITs or neglects
to obey an order from his local board to perform civilian
work contributing to the maintenance of the national health,
safety, or interest in lieu of induction shall be deemed to
have knowingly failed or neglected to perform a duty required
of him under title I of the Universal Military Training and
Service Act, as amended. When any registrant fails or neglects
to obey any such order, his Cover Sheet (SSS Form No. 101)
and contents shall be forwarded to the Director of Selective
Service for a determination as to whether or not the regis
trant shall be reported to the Department of Justice for
prosecution.

1660.31 Administ·rat·ion of registrants' while performing
civilian work. (a) After a registrant who has been class~f~ed

1n Class 1-0 reports in response to an order from his local
board for civilian work in lieu of induction and he has been
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classified in Class I-W, his Cover Sheet (SSS Form No. 10!)
and contents shall be forwarded to the State Director of
Selective Service for the State in which the work is being
performed. It shall be the responsibility of such State
Director of Selective Service to see that the registrant
performs the work to which he has been ordered by the local
board for a period of twenty-four consecutive months, unless
sooner released under the provisions of section 1660.21.
When the registrant has satisfactorily completed this work,
the State Director of Selective Service shall return the
registrant's cover sheet to the local board together with a
letter stating that the registrant has satisfactorily com
pleted his work. If the registrant should fail to perform
such work, or should otherwise fail to perform his duties
under title I of the Universal Military Training and Service
Act, as amended, during the time that his cover sheet is in
the custody of the State Director of Selective Service, the
State Director of Selective Service shall forward the cover
sheet to the Director of Selective Service for a determination
as to whether or not the registrant shall be reported to the
Department of Justice for prosecution.

(b) When the civilian work to which a registrant is
ordered by the. local board in lieu of induction is to be
performed at any place outside of the continental limits of
the United States, the Territories of Alaska and Hawaii,
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, and the Canal Zone,
and the registrant has reported for such work, the local
board, after classifying the registrant in Class I-W, shall
forward the registrant's Cover Sheet (SSS Form No. 101) and
contents to the Director of Selective Service. It shall be
the responsibility of the Director of Selective Service to
see that the registrant performs the work to which he has
been ordered by the local board for a period of twenty-four
consecutive months, unless sooner released under the provisions
of section 1660.21. When the registrant has satisfactorily
completed this work, the Director of Selective Service shall
return the registrant's cover sheet to the local board
together with a letter stating that the registrant has
satisfactorily completed his' work. If the registrant should
fail to perform such work, or should otherwise fail to perform
his d~ties under title I of the Universal Military Training
and Service Act, as amended, during the time that his cover
sheet is in the custody of the Director of Selective Service,
the Director of Selective Service shall determine whether or
not the registrant shall be reported to the Department of
Justice for prosecution.

(c) When the local board receives the cover sheet of the
registrant together with the letter stating that he has satis
factorily completed his period of civilian work from the
Director of Selective Service or the State Director of Selective
Service, the local board shall mail the registrant a certificate
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evidencing his satisfactory completion of and release from
civilian work and shall retain him in Class I-Wand identify
him on all records by following his classification with the
abbreviation "R" until such time as he attains an age beyond
the maximum age of liability for military service.

THE WHITE HOUSE

February 20, 1952

15430
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