
THE FEDERAL PROBATION service
came into being rather late in the history of
criminal justice. Within the scope of Ameri-
can history, probation had already been
established in at least 35 states and the Dis-
trict of Columbia by the time the federal
probation law was enacted in 1925.

1
(The his-

tory of parole in America goes back further.)
2

In the 50 years prior to the creation of the
federal probation service, as probation
evolved into a viable alternative to incarcer-
ation, America underwent an industrial
revolution, domestic turmoil, several small
military conflicts and one terrible world war.
As a reflection of its society, American cor-
rections confronts many of the same national
difficulties other institutions meet, but soci-
etal upheaval always raises particular
challenges unique to criminal justice.

3

This was the case for the federal probation
system. In its first decade of existence, feder-
al probation filled a need in federal
jurisprudence, but the growth needed to
respond to the demands upon it was con-
strained by the harsh economic realities of the
Great Depression.

4
Within 20 years of its cre-

ation, federal probation—like the rest of the
nation—grappled with the challenges of
another global conflict. The problems that
challenged federal probation and parole mir-
rored what other state and local community
corrections agencies were facing at the time.

5

In an article published in the June 2003
issue of this journal, I examined the history
of the federal probation service in the context
of the Second World War. Focusing on the
years between 1940 and 1945, I detailed how
federal probation officers expanded their

roles as advocates for offenders by working
with induction agencies, courts, parole boards
and various other agencies to secure military
service for men with criminal records. This
was just one of the specifically wartime duties
the federal probation service adopted in addi-
tion to their normal duties to the community
and the offender.

6
The earlier article also con-

sidered the impact offenders had on the war,
and highlighted how the war called upon the
services not only of offenders but also of fed-
eral probation officers, many of whom
interrupted their careers to become soldiers.
Finally, the article took a look at how the fed-
eral probation service became responsible for
a new class of offender, the military offender.

There were other correctional concerns
related to the war that federal probation had
to address. The Second World War presented
American corrections with challenges that
either hadn’t existed or had not previously
been given as much attention. As one Chief
U.S. Probation Officer from Ohio said in
1943, “the kinds of problems encountered
[today] are for the most part different from
those of several years ago.”

7
That same year,

Henry P. Chandler, director of the Adminis-
trative Office of the U.S. Courts, the agency
responsible for the federal probation service,
noted that “more and more the time of Fed-
eral probation officers, as of many other
persons, is being given to activities connect-
ed rather directly with the prosecution of the
war.”

8
This article will continue the examina-

tion of the federal probation service during
World War II by focusing on three supervi-
sion issues arguably peculiar to the war.

First, World War II provided America with

an employment boom, with manpower short-
ages leading to opportunities for
rehabilitation that probation and parole offi-
cers across the country would never have
thought possible. Less positively, prostitution
became a primary concern for governmental,
military and correctional personnel during
wartime. Finally, paralleling federal proba-
tion’s responsibility for military offenders
covered in my previous article, probation offi-
cers dealt with selective service violators and
the impact they had on the system. “We are
on new frontiers,” another Chief U.S. Proba-
tion Officer wrote in 1943, demonstrating the
commitment federal probation brought to
this time in American history. “[B]ut we have
all been on new frontiers before and know the
effectiveness of sincerity of purpose, persever-
ance, tact and courtesy together with a
definite knowledge of our work and what it
will accomplish.”

9

Employment
In his comprehensive survey of American his-
tory, George Brown Tindall stated that after
the attack on Pearl Harbor in 1941,“there was
no doubt that the war effort would require all
of America’s huge productive capacity and full
employment of the workforce” (emphasis
added).

10
This is an extraordinary idea, con-

sidering that America was still coming out of
the Great Depression; in 1940 eight million
people—six percent of the population—were
still without work.

11
Within only a couple of

years, there was such an “extraordinary
demand for labor” that unprecedented
opportunities arose for everyone, including
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women and minorities.
12

While a wartime
economy would require sacrifices no less sig-
nificant than those endured during the
Depression, in the end, most people sub-
scribed to the hope that peace and prosperity
would most certainly follow.

13
For federal

offenders, however, the promises of a recov-
ering economy and the rewards of full
employment would require assistance from,
and in some cases coercion by, federal proba-
tion officers.

“One of the first concerns of a probation
officer at any time,” the Director of the
Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts stat-
ed in 1943, “is to aid those who are under his
supervision in procuring employment.” From
national administrators to line officers, it was
firmly believed that a vital component of
offender supervision was aiding the offender
in finding work.

15
The importance of employ-

ment in general could not be overemphasized
in the literature of the time. “A job cannot be
measured solely in terms of wages and hours,”
wrote one researcher in 1940. “It must also be
considered from the standpoint of a person’s
interests, his personality traits and his realiza-
tion of opportunities for growth and
advancement.”

16
The warden of the federal

penitentiary in Atlanta, Georgia, stated in
1943 that “suitable, productive employment
is one of the greatest aids to rehabilitation.”

17

Thus, federal probation officers were
expected to network with employers and
employment agencies in their communities.
They were to foster the needed confidence
within their offenders and the community
and be versed in vocational guidance coun-
seling to the degree necessary to know where
job opportunities were.

18
Yet despite the reha-

bilitative model of corrections prevalent in
this era and what the literature aptly pointed
out was integral to an offender’s successful
reintegration with society, and in spite of the
ardent work of federal probation officers on
their behalf, federal offenders continued to
face frequent disappointment.

19
America’s

entry into the war against fascism might have
united the nation towards a common pur-
pose, but it certainly did not soften the
public’s intolerance of criminals, federal and
otherwise.

20
To remedy this, the government

became more active in educating employers
about the law. In doing so, a significant seg-
ment of the population contributed to the
war effort.

The massive industrial conversion experi-
enced during the Second World War provided
many employers with government contracts.
Within months of Pearl Harbor, “auto mak-

ers switched to producing tanks, makers of
shirts switched to mosquito netting, model
train plants to hardware and the makers of
refrigerators, stoves and cash registers to
munitions.”

21
To bolster production, govern-

ment contracts specifically contained
provisions prohibiting discrimination “on the
basis of race, color, creed or sex.”

22
However,

as previously stated, federal probation officers
found it difficult to convince employers to
hire offenders, even during a national labor
shortage. A criminal record proved to be a
sure path to a “cold reception” and “the
door.”

23
What federal probation officers

learned, however, was that one reason con-
tracted employers were reluctant to hire
offenders was because they misinterpreted
certain clauses of their contracts as prohibit-
ing employment of convicted offenders.

24

It was not only supposed contractual pro-
visions that barred federal offenders from
finding work. At the same time that the fed-
eral government was urging people to work,
long-standing civil service requirements
made it impossible for offenders to do pre-
cisely that. In the war economy of World War
II, the federal government controlled many
industries needed for defense through its War
Production Board.

25
Chandler recounts that

before the war, civil service requirements pro-
hibited any person from obtaining a job in
any factory producing war-related goods for
at least two years after their “release from
prison, parole or probation.”

26
This meant

that offenders on federal probation and
parole could not hope to find good-paying
jobs assembling aircraft and naval vessels. For
example, in the city of New York alone, at least
a half dozen naval shipyards needed tens of
thousands of employees to continuously work
“under emergency schedules.”

27

These concerns were eventually brought to
the attention of the Secretary of Treasury as
well as the Attorney General, who issued
simultaneous statements in 1942 clarifying
that the prohibition in contracts (which actu-
ally read:“the contractor shall not employ any
person undergoing sentence of imprisonment
at hard labor”) did not apply to probationers
and parolees.

28
Furthermore, a year later, the

U.S. Civil Service Commission amended its
rules to allow federal offenders on probation
or parole to work in government-contracted
positions, provided they received “favorable”
recommendations from federal wardens or
federal probation officers.

29

However, these actions on the part of the
government did not mean it was opening its
doors completely. The federal government

still wanted a measure of screening to be done
by employers as well as federal probation offi-
cers. The Director of Procurement within the
Treasury Department wrote that “persons
with tendencies toward arson or the malicious
destruction of property should not be admit-
ted to war production plants.”

30
As well,

offenders displaying “mental or emotional
instability” were not to be hired. Notwith-
standing these prohibitions, such government
support eventually diminished resistance to
the hiring of federal offenders so that mid-
way through the war, most federal probation
officers were reporting to the Administrative
Office that the war industry was at last coop-
erating with their efforts to fill job vacancies.

31

In the meantime, the Civil Service Commis-
sion was looking to extend the privilege
granted federal offenders in community cor-
rections to offenders under state or local
jurisdictions.

32

As critical as employment was to the reha-
bilitative model of the time, federal probation
officers still encountered some offenders who
did not want to take advantage of full employ-
ment. Federal probation officers needed to be
aware that some offenders would have “diffi-
culty in adjusting” to wartime sacrifices. “In
this group,” wrote Milton Lessner, an adult
probation officer from Oakland, California,
“is the selfish, egocentric probationer with
individualistic and antisocial tendencies” who
will simply not work with others.

33
In addi-

tion to general offender obstinance, federal
probation officers had to keep in mind that
some maladjustment would arise from the
unfamiliar territory in which offenders were
finding themselves. Where finding work was
continuously difficult for some, full employ-
ment meant these hard-luck cases not only
had jobs but more money than ever before.

34

Consequently, securing an offender a job
became the first part of the federal probation
officer’s task.

35
They needed to remain

involved.
Federal probation officers kept in contact

with employers about the conduct of offend-
ers under their supervision and made sure
those offenders kept working. In some cases,
federal probation officers went so far as to
arrange for transportation to and from work
to reduce absenteeism. Others helped offend-
ers manage their finances by urging them to
buy war bonds or to start savings accounts or
to find proper investments for their excess
funds.

36
The types of problems federal proba-

tion officers encountered because of
employment were diverse. In addition to
financial matters, long work hours or reloca-
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tion caused strain in offenders’ lives and fed-
eral probation officers reported having to
provide “on-the-spot” counseling for harried
offenders, their spouses and their families.

37

Probation officers also had to make worktime
adjustments—longer work hours for more
offenders meant officers changed their own
work schedules to be accommodating.

A general philosophy adopted by many
correctional officers was not only to relate an
offender’s work to the war effort but to under-
stand that what they themselves were doing
for their offenders was helping win the war.

38

Beyond this general sense of patriotic duty,
how were these efforts measured? One
approach taken by the Administrative Office
was to regularly report how much federal
offenders were earning. In the first fiscal year
following Pearl Harbor, approximately 35,000
offenders were under federal probation
supervision. Of these, 17,500 reported they
were working and earned a total of $17.3 mil-
lion by July 1942. By 1944, federal offenders
had earned nearly $25 million. Chandler
qualifies these substantial figures by stating
that “[these] earnings cannot include the
value of compensation in other forms than
money for certain kinds of labor, such as the
living of farm workers, and undoubtedly
therefore fall short of the true total.”

39

The war created an employment boom,
but correctional officials at the time were real-
istic enough to know that it would not last
forever.

40
Subsequent economic demobiliza-

tion “brought sharp dislocations” which
translated into considerable unemployment.

41

In fact, within months of Japan’s formal sur-
render on September 2, 1945, practically
“every war contract [had] been canceled or
terminated.”

42

By the fall of 1945, there were serious fears
that millions would once again find them-
selves without work. There were also concerns
about decreased wages and lowered standards
of living.

43
Things looked bleak for federal

offenders and once again it would be their pro-
bation officers who would have to help them
through this time. Fortunately for everyone,
the federal government had instituted what
Tindall called economic “shock-absorbers”
such as “unemployment pay and other Social
Security benefits” to prevent America from
slumping into a postwar depression.

44

Prostitution
During the Second World War, the quarterly
correctional journal Federal Probation contin-
ued to provide corrections professionals with

timely articles concerning such important
issues as juvenile delinquency and drug
abuse.

45
However, there was another crime that

concerned those within criminal justice as
much as it worried military, medical and social
services. Prostitution and the transmission of
venereal disease during the war were recog-
nized early on as problems not confined to the
military and criminal justice agencies but
bearing significance for the general commu-
nity.

46
In the spring of 1943, Federal Probation

devoted an entire issue to these related topics.
The editorial preface to the issue stated that
prostitution and venereal disease were “cost-
ing the country millions of hours of service on
both the war and industrial fronts. Large
amounts were being paid by the taxpayer for
the treatment of those infected. But the great-
est cost of all was the breakdown in health,
happiness, and self-respect of those who are
victims” of these problems.

47

During the First World War, it was report-
ed that 338,746 U.S. service men were treated
for venereal disease—100,000 more than
those killed and wounded in combat. With
these many men infected, it was calculated
that over seven million “man-days” of service
were lost during that conflict.

48
To avoid a

repeat of such a calamity, local, state and fed-
eral agencies responded during World War II
with a variety of tactics to combat prostitu-
tion. A few that impacted federal probation
will be reviewed here. First and foremost, the
federal probation service was directly
involved with the war on prostitution with the
passage of Public Law 76-163 on July 11,
1941.

49
Commonly referred to as the “May

Act,” the law granted the Secretaries of War
and of the Navy authority to designate specif-
ic military installations as locations where the
Act would be in force. Upon doing so, it
became a federal offense punishable by
imprisonment to engage, solicit in or aid and
abet prostitution. Furthermore, the Army and
Navy were directed by Congress to actively
suppress prostitution by seeking assistance
from local and state authorities.

50
This meant

federal probation officers would have to pre-
pare presentence reports on any violators and
subsequently supervise any offender given a
suspended sentence and probation or released
on parole.

In the space of two years, over five hun-
dred people had been convicted of violating
the May Act.

51
This number included not only

prostitutes but “panderers, madams, taxicab
drivers and property owners who made pros-
titution possible.”

52
Of the total number

arrested, over a hundred women had been

incarcerated within 24 months of the law’s
passage.

53
These are astonishing figures given

that by 1943 only two military bases had
invoked the provisions of the May Act: Fort
Bragg in North Carolina and Camp Forrest in
Tennessee. The Director of the FBI, J. Edgar
Hoover, reported that in one town alone, 25
of 27 people charged with violating the May
Act were infected with venereal disease.

54

When details were gathered about these vio-
lators, particularly about the prostitutes
themselves, even Hoover seemed surprised by
what was found.

55

In one survey of the first 100 women
imprisoned under the May Act at the Federal
Reformatory for Women in Alderson, West
Virginia, federal probation officers learned
that most of these women were younger than
25, had less than an eighth grade education
and many had less than an I.Q. of 70. In keep-
ing with the location of the military bases,
federal probation officers were told that all but
nine of the first 100 prisoners grew up in rural
areas and came from poor families “replete
with recitals of domestic difficulties.”

56
The

survey also revealed high rates of divorce and
numerous children born out of wedlock. Fur-
thermore, 64 out of the 100 women studied
had been previously arrested. More surprising
to researchers was that of the women incar-
cerated for prostitution, a majority were not
involved in prostitution prior to the war.

57
It

was this last finding that guided federal agen-
cies in developing strategies in combating
prostitution and venereal disease.

Experts in disease control were very con-
scious during the war of the futility of trying
to eliminate prostitution altogether.

58
One

researcher put it succinctly in 1943: “No one
will contend that sexual promiscuity and vice
are produced by . . . war. They were here with
us before Pearl Harbor; they will remain with
us after the peace is signed.”

59
Instead, victo-

ry would be declared in decreasing the
incident rates of venereal disease among men
and women.

60
Federal probation officers were

instructed to view prostitution as a “social dis-
ease” which required a multi-lateral approach
and the assistance of public health organiza-
tions at every level of government.

61
More

important, the literature of the period argued
that to effectively reduce prostitution, and
consequently venereal disease, attention had
to be given to more than just the prostitute.
Law enforcement and correctional strategies
had to focus on the solicitor and the “facilita-
tor” or “pimp.”

62

In 1941, the Office of Defense Health and
Welfare Services created the Social Protection
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Section, whose wartime director was none
other than former organized crime-fighter
Eliot Ness. Ness noted the Social Protection
Section was “concerned with promoting legal
repression of prostitution by local authorities,
and with attendant problems of prevention
and redirection.”

63
Combining the May Act

with the Mann Act (which prohibited the
“interstate and international traffic of
women”), as well as with the Bennett Act
(which prohibited the “importation of aliens
for prostitution”), the federal government
provided local governments additional
resources to become more aggressive in fight-
ing organized prostitution.

64

The Army’s Venereal Disease Control
Branch concurred with Ness. Lieutenant
Colonel Thomas Turner, who was the Branch
Chief, stated that to severely curtail prostitu-
tion, concerted efforts had to be made against
the profiteer of this crime.

65
Eliot Ness called

for a crackdown on “commercialized prosti-
tution” by clamping down on “dance halls and
taverns, cheap hotels, taxicabs, and other
‘third party channels of assistance for prosti-
tution activities.’”

66
Meanwhile, there was

strong community activism for local ordi-
nances barring “red-light” districts. Of all the
different suggested programs for prostitution
repression, community involvement attracted
the greatest consensus as the strongest
weapon.

67
“Citizens must be convinced,” Wal-

ter Clarke of the American Social Hygiene
Association wrote, “that it is desirable at all
times, in peace as well as in war, to reduce
prostitution to a minimum and keep it
there.”

68
By the end of the war, police admin-

istrators were adopting early styles of
community-oriented approaches in dealing
with the problem of organized prostitution.

69

As for the individual prostitutes who found
themselves under presentence investigation by
federal probation officers for violating the
May Act, sociologist Walter Reckless ventured
to guess in the special 1943 issue of Federal
Probation that prostitutes were women “with
previous sex experience who lack resources
and respond to prostitution as a vocational
opportunity by way of suggestion or help of
[other] prostitutes.”

70
Sixty years of subse-

quent research may paint this impression as
simplistic and sexist, but Reckless defends his
position by claiming that “in the absence of a
body of reliable information on prostitutes, it
might be pardonable to make [such] observa-
tions.”

71
Prior to the Second World War,

Reckless asserted that the rehabilitation of
prostitutes was particularly difficult because
“American social work [had] paid little atten-

tion” to prostitution.
72

Furthermore, there
were simply fewer “rehabilitative resources” at
the time that supposedly could convince a
prostitute to end her career.

73

We have already looked at suitable
employment as an important strategy in
rehabilitation and the federal government
advocated that probation and parole agents
stress this strategy in supervising prostitutes
in the community.

74
In fact, general rehabili-

tative treatment approaches used with other
criminal offenders were extended to prosti-
tutes.

75
A “complete program of prevention”

normally included educating prostitutes
about sexuality and health, finding prosti-
tutes adequate housing, “suitable and
wholesome recreation,” and addressing such
psychological issues as self-esteem.

76
For

rehabilitation to succeed with women con-
victed of violating the May Act, federal
probation officers were also urged to involve
“the school, the family, the church, industry,
commerce and [the] government.”

77

Likewise, federal probation officers were
required to be sensitive to what issues men
convicted of the May Act brought with them.
Police captain Rhoda Milliken of the DC
Metro Police Women’s Bureau reminded cor-
rectional professionals that prior efforts to
curb prostitution often accomplished little
more than to “persecute” women, “forgetful
of the great network of which their activities
are a part.”

78
During the war, the Army made

it an important strategy “to keep the number
of extramarital sexual exposures to a mini-
mum by emphasizing the importance of
adhering to the established moral code and
practicability of continence.”

79
This was to be

accomplished by “hard work, athletics, enter-
tainment, and other recreational facilities,
and by supporting such measures as will
decrease the availability of sexually promiscu-
ous women.”

80
The Army also stressed the use

of condoms and regular medical testing for
those who engaged in sex.

81
Education was the

key factor stressed in preventing men from
soliciting prostitutes.

82

When all was said and done, rehabilitation
for the federal offender involved in prostitu-
tion was based on inclusion rather than
isolation.

83
It is certainly a valid argument that

prostitution will continue to plague society,
but correctional professionals during World
War II were urged to educate and inform the
public in “reasonable and practical”
approaches in repressing prostitution. As
prostitution and venereal disease ultimately
reduced the military’s ability to fight the war
and industry’s efforts to support it, the feder-

al government’s overall philosophy was to
urge “law enforcement agencies to repress the
facilitator [of prostitution], and let the health
and welfare workers take care of the girl.”

84

Selective Service Violators
Prostitution on or near a military installation
was one of among many war-related crimes
that required the involvement of the federal
probation service during World War II. Oth-
ers included “espionage, sabotage, failure to
register as an alien, violation of selective serv-
ice, violation of OPA (Office of Price
Administration) regulations, theft of govern-
ment property [and] illegal wearing of
uniforms.”

85
In fact, the Chief U.S. Probation

Officer of the Eastern District of New York cal-
culated in 1943 that investigating offenders of
these specific offenses increased workloads by
at least 25 percent in the preceding year.

86
We

will conclude this review of federal probation’s
activities during World War II by looking at
violators of the Selective Service Act and the
impact they had on the service.

Public Law 76-783 was enacted on Sep-
tember 16, 1940, only days before Japan
formalized its alliance with Germany and
Italy.

87
The act specifically provided for the

build-up of the country’s military personnel,
noting that “in a free society the obligations
and privileges of military training and serv-
ice should be shared generally in accordance
with a fair and just system of selective com-
pulsory military training and service.”

88

Before America entered the war, its army
stood at 1.4 million. As a result of mobiliza-
tion efforts, including the Selective Service
Act of 1940, the U.S. Army grew to 8 million
by the end of the war.

89
Among the many 

provisions the Act covered were age limita-
tions and quotas for induction, fitness
requirements, notification procedures, pay,
promotions, deferments, conscientious
objectors, job retention and restoration, and
the organization and structure of the nation-
al, state and local registration boards.

90

Section 11 of the Selective Service Act of
1940 provided, in part, that those who failed
to register or report for induction could be
imprisoned for up to five years or fined up to
$10,000.00.

91
The law specifically directed that

any violations thereof were to be tried in U.S.
district courts “unless such person has been
actually inducted,” in which case the person
was tried by a military court.

92
Nonetheless,

compulsory service has always met with some
resistance. In fact, one author contends that
“draft resistance is one of the largest, longest
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and most successful campaigns of civil dis-
obedience in American history.”

93
On the

other hand, the importance of ensuring that
eligible men complied with the law was taken
very seriously during World War II. With as
many as 36 million men subject to registra-
tion and 10 million actually inducted
throughout the war, “there was too much at
stake to countenance violation.”

94

Whenever a local selective board believed
an individual was delinquent in his respon-
sibilities to either register or report for
induction, detailed regulations dictated what
had to be done, including notification to U.S.
district attorneys.

95
While enforcement was

taken seriously, the Selective Service System
promoted a philosophy of “persuasion”
rather than “penalizing.”

96
It was the official

position of the Selective Service System to
take every possible measure to convince a
willful violator to enlist rather than face pros-
ecution and conviction; and this tact was
urged upon the numerous U.S. attorneys
offices across the country.

97
A foundation of

this philosophy is found in the Selective Ser-
vice Act of 1940, as amended. In addition to
compulsory service, it provided alternatives
to military duty, such as specialized work
camps, for legitimate conscientious objec-
tors, and contained other provisions for
deferments, exceptions and emergencies.

98

Nevertheless, in some cases prosecution
became necessary. A circular prepared by the
Department of Justice on January 9, 1942,
advised all U.S. attorneys that “while every
effort should be made to secure compliance
with the provisions of the law and to main-
tain intact the availability of service for those
persons having obligations to discharge, will-
ful violators should, of course, be vigorously
prosecuted.” Whenever cases were prosecut-
ed, the U.S. district courts and the federal
probation service as a component thereof
supported the general philosophy espoused
by the Selective Service, that “every effort” be
made “to persuade such offenders to accept
their duty of military service rather than con-
vict them and send them to prison.”

99
As

opposed to other federal offenses, however,
federal probation officers were reminded that
violators of the Selective Service Act were “not
ordinary criminals.” Many had “never com-
mitted a criminal offense before” their
violation.

100
This common factor functioned

as leverage in coopting compliance. The per-
sonal opinion of the Director of the

Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts was
echoed by many federal probation officers:
“The country gains a soldier and the man is
saved from a criminal record” when a viola-
tor is persuaded to register or report for
induction.

101

During the war years, federal probation
officers were more involved in investigating
Selective Service violators than in supervising
them.

102
Federal probation officers entered the

judicial process shortly after the district U.S.
attorney was informed of the crime.

103
Feder-

al probation officers assisted by conducting
background investigations of the defendants
and provided the U.S. attorneys and district
courts with courses of action. In one “metro-
politan district” during 1943, there were as
many as 150 Selective Service violation cases
a month.

104
In this particular district, federal

probation officers investigated “more than
half” of those cases. Fortunately, the majori-
ty of these violators often agreed to serve in
the military and have their charges dis-
missed.

105
A year after America entered the

war, federal probation officers had completed
2,839 presentence and 791 postsentence
investigations of Selective Service cases across
the country.

106
By the end of the war, the Selec-

tive Service System reported that there were
nearly 16,000 convictions under the Selective
Service Act of 1940.

107

The investigations made by federal proba-
tion officers also benefitted the military by
pointing out which Selective Service violators
were actually unfit for service.

108
Early in the

war, the federal probation service aided the
Federal Bureau of Prisons in determining that
many Selective Service violators “were of such
mental makeup that they could not be cared
for by the regular institutional authorities.”

109

This made the information contained in pre-
sentence reports very important and required
federal probation officers to make extra
efforts to obtain any and all “medical and 
psychiatric information” available on an indi-
vidual violator.

110
For those who truly had

mental health problems, charges were often
dismissed and the individuals released to state
hospitals or other local agencies.

111
Midway

through the war, almost 300 Selective Service
violators required psychological evaluation
and approximately one in four was actually
impaired to the point that he could not serve.

112

Aftermath
The war ended as dramatically as it had begun
for America and offenders and federal proba-
tion officers alike eventually returned home.

113

Some of the war’s aftereffects on the federal
probation service were discussed in my pre-
vious article, particularly the pardoning of
federal offenders who served in the war. Pub-
lic and criminal justice professionals,
however, shared a real concern that the war’s
end would spell disaster for American socie-
ty. Prominent researchers predicted that
“trigger-happy” soldiers would come home
and lead displaced workers in an unparalleled
crime wave to compensate for a crumbling
economy.

114
Others, like James V. Bennett,

Director of the Federal Bureau of Prisons dur-
ing the war, dismissed such claims as
“mirage[s] created by a few sensational crimes
and a hysterical press.”

115
Bennett hoped the

war would lead people to realize what they
could accomplish for themselves and their
society.

116
The hope of the Director of the

Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts was
that through the activities of federal proba-
tion officers, society would “come to realize
that men with criminal records are not all bad;
[and] that many of them given a chance can
correct their mistakes.”

117

The Second World War gave federal pro-
bation an opportunity to demonstrate how
well a probation agency could accomplish its
mission of protecting society and rehabilitat-
ing offenders during times of historic
challenges. With federal probation’s 25th
anniversary approaching in 1950, post-war
America would pose internal challenges for
federal probation and corrections in general.

118

Federal probation standards were still not
what its advocates had hoped for after 
20 years, and caseloads were still viewed as
being too high.

119
In fact, the end of the war

would see caseloads building still higher. Nev-
ertheless, the reputation of the federal
probation service had been significantly
strengthened through the work of individual
federal probation officers with induction
boards, employers, the military, treatment
agencies and the community, and would
become the standard by which other commu-
nity corrections agencies would be judged for
decades to come.

120
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