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Abstract

This study challenges the primacy of consent in the history of human experimentation and
argues that privileging the cultural frameworks adds nuance to our understanding of the
construction of the volunteer in the period 1945 to 1970. Historians and bio-ethicists have
argued that medical ethics codes have marked out the parameters of using people as subjects
In medical scientific research and that the consent of the subjects was fundamental to their
status as volunteers. However, the temporality of the creation of medical ethics codes means
that they need to be understood within their historical context. That medical ethics codes
arose from a specific historical context rather than a concerted and conscious determination
to safeguard the well-being of subjects needs to be acknowledged. The British context of
human experimentation i1s under-researched and there has been even less focus on the cultural
frameworks within which experiments took place. This study demonstrates, through a close
analysis of the Medical Research Council’s Common Cold Research Unit (CCRU) and the
government’s military research facility, the Chemical Defence Experimental Establishment,
Porton Down (Porton), that the ‘volunteer’ in human experiments was a subjective entity
whose identity was specific to the institution which recruited and made use of the subject. By
examining representations of volunteers in the British press, the rhetoric of the government’s
collectivist agenda becomes evident and this fed into the institutional construction of the
volunteer at the CCRU. In contrast, discussions between Porton scientists, staff members,
and government officials demonstrate that the use of military personnel in secret chemical
warfare experiments was far more complex. Conflicting interests of the military, the
government and the scientific imperative affected how the military volunteer was perceived.

Vil



Chapter 1: Introduction

While human experimentation remains a controversial practice, perceived multifariously,
the procedure of consent to such experiments has become black-boxed as a formality such
that it is no longer considered worthy of discussion. Indeed, consent as a formality of
practice 1s well-established today. However, when these two topics (consent and human
experimentation) are viewed historically, they turn out to have a complex and interwoven
past. The nature of consent turns out not to be a timeless norm, but one deeply embedded in

the practice of the experiments themselves.

The purpose of this study is to explore how volunteering was understood within different
cultural frameworks in the UK between 1945 and 1970. By deliberately focusing on the
role of volunteers and perceptions of volunteering, a clearer understanding of the processes
of consent comes to light. The primary research questions were: How were volunteers
perceived 1n society? What influence did the role of science in society have on
volunteering? What were the institutional perceptions of volunteering? How did these
factors shape the construction of the volunteer? Using two research institutions for
comparison, the Common Cold Research Unit (CCRU) and the Chemical Defence
Experimental Establishment, Porton Down (Porton), this study looks at how volunteering

was constructed to serve the research needs of the establishments.

Recent scholarship which related to the research interests at Porton in connection with
medical ethics codes left a number of issues unresolved.' The central argument of this work
was that the existence of medical ethics codes had been 1gnored by Porton and their failure
to act in accordance with the principles of the Nuremberg Code in their use ot Servicemen
as human subjects was a contravention of contemporary medical ethics. However, there
appeared to be a marked discrepancy between policy and practice in relation to the ethically
acceptable use of human subjects that was not confined to the secret tests at Porton.
Moreover, the focus of this research on the implementation of medical ethics at Porton

failed to offer any comparison with other research establishments. It did not take account of

' T. Bolton, ‘Films, Ethics and Politics at Porton Down, 1939 to 1968’ (unpublished MA thesis, 2004).



the wider cultural context within which Porton was operating (other than the Cold War
political situation). In particular, it failed to challenge the meaning of the word ‘volunteer’
in the post-World War Two period but instead accepted that a volunteer was defined by

medical ethics codes rather than attempting to understand its meaning within society.

Adhering to the definition of a volunteer as a consenting individual who understood the
nature and the risks of an experiment prior to participation as set out in the Nuremberg
Code (1947) ignored the original purpose of defining a volunteer in such terms - the trial of
twenty three Nazi doctors at Nuremberg. By comparing the civilian (the CCRU) with the
military (Porton), similarities and differences in the use of human subjects are evident and a
sharper image of the cultural determinants that shaped the volunteer emerge. To understand
the departure from the policy of consent as defined by the Nuremberg Code in research
practices, 1t is necessary to look at those research practices in the use of human subjects and

how consent played out in the context of the research agendas.

1. Methodology

Cultural history seeks to understand a particular culture through their ideas, interactions and
alternative viewpoints. The links between cultural history and anthropology, which focus
on human behaviour, interaction and social organisation, are evident and it was an
anthropological interpretation of culture that was used by C.P. Snow. He described
scientists, as well as ‘literary intellectuals’, as ‘cultures within the anthropological scope’
because of their ‘common attitudes, common standards and patterns of behaviour, common
approaches and assumptions. 2 This approach was later used by Bruno Latour and Steve

Woolgar who acknowledged that scientists can be equated with an indigenous tribe, with

the observer of science attempting to understand scientists’ surroundings, codes of

behaviour and relationships without placing his/ her own 1deals upon it.”

2 C.P. Snow, The Two Cultures: and A Second Look (CUP, 1965), p. 64. Snow first presented a lecture in
1959 entitled ‘The Two Cultures’ which was published in the same year; in 1964 it was re-printed with
additional commentaries on how his lecture was received and responded to. Snow predicted the emergence of
a third culture, in which social historians, scientists and literary intellectuals were on ‘speaking terms’, p. 71.
* This approach was pioneered in the study of science in action by B. Latour & S. Woolgar, Laboratory Life:
the social construction of scientific facts (Sage Publications, Beverley Hills, 1979).



The research of the philosopher-turned-anthropologist Latour, with the sociologist
Woolgar’s assistance with the writing up, focused on a group of scientists working in the
laboratory of Professor Roger Guillemin in California. Latour and Wool gar referred to their
two year research study between October 1975 and August 1977 as an ‘ethnographic
Investigation of one specific group of scientists’, with the focus being on the ‘particular
setting’ of the laboratory.® Latour and Woolgar attempted to demonstrate the social
construction of science through observations of the actual practices of the scientists - how
they regarded their own roles within the laboratory in relation to each other, the scientific
community and the broader community. They observed the scientists’ intrinsic behaviour in
relation to the publication of their scientific research, how secrecy was absorbed as part of

the scientific process, and how publications were regarded by the scientists as ‘the main

objective of their activity’.”

Latour and Woolgar’s study provides a useful model for the historian because it encourages
us to think as much about the environment as the agency within it, attempting to understand
the practice of science and medicine from within the cultural setting. However, it is not
easy to claim that this can be done in any complete measure in the study of history. After
all, as Musgrave observed, ‘historians, alas, cannot make field trips into the past ...”° While
Latour and Woolgar’s approach provides a model for studying historically the scientists’
cultural community - their codes of behaviour; intrinsic and extrinsic preoccupation; and
their material environment - it fails to offer any direct advice to the historian of science who
cannot actually observe the scientists under investigation. The use of cultural anthropology
as a methodology to study the practice of science demands a ‘detached approach’ but as
historians, we are unable to directly observe our historical actors. As Lenoir notes:
... [historical] knowledge is always situated, local, and partial. The object
of knowledge and the interpreter do not exist independently of one another;

knowledge is a form of interpretation, involving temporal, bodily

*B. Latour & S. Woolgar, Laboratory Life: the social construction of scientific facts, p. 28.

5§ gy -
Ibid., p. 71.
°® A. Musgrave, Commonsense, science and skepticism: A historical introduction to the theory of knowledge

(CUP, 1993), p. 65.



engagement with the world rather than the detached, disembodied,

contemplative stance favored by the sociology of science.’

This line of enquiry ultimately goes ‘full circle’ in the debate regarding the epistemology of
history, but just as we have to impose some kind of order on our material, so we have to do
the same with our methods. However, the sociology of scientific knowledge (SSK), the
underpinning methodology used by Latour and Woolgar who adopted a ‘detached’ position,

has provided historians of science with a method from which they have developed the

historical study of science.

SSK grew out of a rejection from the mid-twentieth century of the Enlightenment view of
science as a progressive, objective enterprise, to the acknowledgement that science is, and
has been, underpinned by social interactions and situations. In 1962 the historian of science
Thomas Kuhn published The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. Kuhn described the
culture of scientists in terms of ‘paradigms’, which has been interpreted as the collective
beliefs of scientists in the construction of scientific knowledge. Kuhn’s influence in the
field of the sociology of science, especially in relation to the epistemology of scientific
facts, has been significant. Even with revisionist challenges that Kuhn’s work has been
misread, that paradigms were not shared beliefs but shared acceptance of standards in
scientific practice,” he was influential in the way that science has since been conceptualised

. g : . . . 9
as a process of human, social interaction and how historians of science address the field.

The study of the history of science employing SSK as a methodology has also been called

‘constructivism’, which has been defined as: ‘the central notion that scientific knowledge 1s

a human creation, made with available material and cultural resources, rather than simply

"T. Lenoir, Instituting Science: The Cultural Production of Scientific Disciplines (Stanford University Press,
Stanford, 1997), p. 5.

® J. Rouse, ‘Kuhn’s Philosophy of Scientific Practice’ in T. Nickles, (ed.), Thomas Kuhn (CUP, 2003), p.109.
” Rouse views Kuhn’s paradigms as a methodological tool rather than collective thought, p. 108; however
Barry Barnes notes that the Kuhnian notion of ‘scientific collectives’ is no different to any other culture or
subculture, ‘Thomas Kuhn and the Problem of Social Order in Science’, in Nickles, (ed.), Kuhn, p. 133. These
discussions demonstrate the influence of Kuhn in the development of our understanding of the construction of
scientific knowledge, even if philosophers, sociologists and historians do not agree precisely on how to

interpret Kuhn’s theory.



the revelation of a natural order that is pre-given and independent of human action.’'® This

approach is particularly useful in micro-studies focusing on a particular institution as it

enables the historian to study the social relations within a scientific community and explore

the cultural context of the laboratory, as a place of experiment and production of
knowledge, or scientists’ territory, or even an unknown space.'! As Latour and Wool gar
note, the construction of ‘facts’ lose the “social” factors’ once the fact is established.'?
Therefore, by looking at the construction of the volunteer it is possible to draw out the

social factors which led to the establishment of the ‘fact’, in this case, the volunteer. The

method of looking at cultures in their social settings has a strong anthropological approach

which Latour dubbed ‘The “Anthropology” of Science’.” While Kunal Parker warns fellow

anthropologists not to be ‘seduced’ into employing historical methods in anthropology,'”
historians of science seem to be more open-minded to the benefits of adopting
anthropological approaches in the study of scientific cultures.'> The social construction of
knowledge in the construction of the volunteer is important to understand how the term

‘volunteer’ came to be seen within the institutions and by what processes it happened.

Counter to the social construction of science runs the argument outlined by historian

Donald Brown who asserts that an over-reliance on the ‘insider’ perspective that focuses on

the intrinsic cultural differences which resonate in a given society, or emics, is problematic.
Brown argues that an emics perspective causes the historian to focus too strongly on
cultural determinants and ignores the role of human nature.'® His appeal for historians to
consider human nature within their research reflects similar issues which have concerned

historians of science. What role does human nature have in the history of human

'“ J. Golinski, Making Natural Knowledge: Constructivism and the History of Science (Cambridge University
Press, 1998), p. 6.

"' For example, see D. Gooding, T. Pinch & S. Shaffer, (eds.), The Uses of Experiment: Studies in the natural
sciences (CUP, 1989).

'“ Latour & Woolgar, Laboratory Life, p. 23.

'3 Latour & Wool gar, Laboratory Life, p. 29.

'* Parker, ‘Thinking Inside the Box: A Historian Among the Anthropologists’, Law & Society Review (Dec.
2004), vol. 38, no. 4, p. 859.

'> As well as Latour & Woolgar, see for example, S. Traweek, Beamtimes and Lifetimes: The World of High-
Energy Physicists (Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA, 1988) cited in Golinski, Making Natural
Knowledge, pp. 167-8.

' D. Brown, ‘Human nature and History’, History and Theory (Dec. 1999), vol. 38, no. 4, Theme Issue 38:

The Return of Science: Evolutionary Ideas and History, p. 155.



experimentation and to what extent should we be looking for a culturally constructed
explanation for the actions of scientists and volunteers? The nature of this study, focusing
on Institutional settings of human experimentation, lends itself to an emic approach because
of the specific cultural context. Indeed, attempting to get into the individual minds of the
scientists seems not only inadequate, because we cannot hope to know exactly how people
thought, but also inappropriate to the historical context. As Steven Shapin noted, sociology
concerns ‘collective aspects of human conduct’ and this seems particularly relevant to
scientific communities where knowledge is negotiated between those community
members.'’ Furthermore, Brown suggests a single ‘human nature’ that remains constant at
all times and in all situations whereas this study is concerned with how motivation depends

on a number of factors including individual and collective motivation and particular

circumstances.

Through a process of continuous reflection, critical analysis and an acute awareness of the
limitations of this study, a better understanding of the institutional settings, and therefore
the scientific culture, of Porton Down and the Common Cold Research Unit can be
discerned. The normative implications of this study are limited because current practices in
human experimentation are rigorously monitored. However, this was recently called into
question when six volunteers who took part in a drug trial at Northwick Park Hospital,
North West London, in March 2006 experienced severe adverse reactions.'® The safety of
clinical trials became a focus of discussion and the assumption that adequate safeguards
were in place were revisited by scientific experts commissioned by the Health secretary.
The findings of an inquiry into the drug trial at Northwick Park found that there were
administrative oversights, with incomplete medical records of some volunteers, and one

doctor was found to be inexperienced in the field of drug trial research.

It appeared that while procedural safeguards were in place, the institutional framework

within which the trial took place meant that certain procedures were apparently overlooked.

'"'S. Shapin, ‘Here and Everywhere: Sociology of Scientific Knowledge’, Annual Review of Sociology (1995),

vol. 21, p. 302.
'® For example, see http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/england/london/4820188.stm, last accessed 23 November

2007.



Issues of scientific authority and autonomy at Northwick Park allowed an inexperienced
doctor to be involved in the drug trial despite formal regulations and sateguards In current
practice. This demonstrates that the particular institutional frameworks within which
experiments on human subjects take place continue to impact upon research practices
whereby researchers can execute trials even when procedural formalities, such as the
completion of medical records and background checks, may not have been completed
adequately. The importance of the institutional framework to the ‘volunteer’ issue is where
this study has some resonance with current practices of human experimentation. The
contexts within which volunteers are used as human subjects are pertinent to how their
roles are perceived and the particularity of practice within various institutional frameworks,

despite regulations, needs to be acknowledged.

1i. Sources and Limitations of Research

The main primary sources for this study are documents housed at The National Archives
(INA), Kew, which relate to the Medical Research Council, the Common Cold Research
Unit, Porton Down and the government departments responsible for Porton. None of these
documents represent a complete historical record despite extensive archival research. The
nature of Porton as a research facility engaged in many top secret programmes means that
censure prevails. Although the Freedom of Information Act (2005) released a number of
previously closed files into the public domain, many more remain hidden. The online
publication in 2006 of the Historical Survey of the Porton down Service Volunteer
Programme 1939-1989, commissioned by the MoD, was timely as the research conducted
for the survey allowed their researchers access to classified sources that remain in the
possession of Porton. Therefore, the Historical Survey helped to fill some gaps left by the

lack of documentation, although a good deal of the materal the survey used was the same

documents I had accessed at TNA.

Documents relating to the CCRU were filed in series with many following numerically
which made it fairly accessible. MRC headquarters files were more problematic because
they were internally circulated between different sections and therefore some material was

duplicated in files and others were missing some information relevant to the discussions it



contained. However, using TNA’s online catalogue, I was able to perform a variety of
searches using different phrases and words which turned up a number of files that might
otherwise have been overlooked. The Science Museum has a collection of artefacts and
memorabilia that were requisitioned when the CCRU closed. Much of the collection was
from the 1980s but there was some relevant material and the collection as a whole gives a
fascinating insight. The graffiti that adorns one desk that was brought from the CCRU was

a humorous distraction from the intensity of researching and writing up this study that was

most welcomed.

The social surveys conducted by Mass Observation were useful for understanding the
public’s regard for science, although I did not make extensive use of the archive material
owing to the pressure of time and limit of space. Source material for the representation of
science and volunteering in the press was obtained from the British Library’s collection of
newspapers at Colindale. The Times has been digitally archived and by searching the
database 1 was able to cross-reference news articles that focused on volunteering and
science with other newspapers and then search the relevant microfilm. Of course, this was
not tool-proof and no doubt there are some articles I have missed but I endeavoured to scan

as much material as time would permit in order to give a fair representation.

The subject of a balanced representation has been an ongoing concern. Experiments on
Service personnel at the Chemical Defence Experimental Establishment, Porton Down,
have incurred heightened publicity since the Coroner’s Inquest in 2004 into the death of the
RAF Serviceman Ronald Maddison in 1953. Maddison died after exposure to the nerve
agent sarin (GB) and the original verdict given in the closed inquest into his death was
overturned in 2004. The jury that presided over the 2004 Inquest returned the verdict of
unlawful killing which effectively meant that the state was culpable. Originally, I intended
to include interviews with former Servicemen who attended Porton. However, this aspect is

being covered by Professor Ulf Schmidt’s Porton Down project which has better resources

at its disposal to conduct a full survey of volunteers’ experiences. ]9

'” Additionally, I have not purposefully engaged with the issue of the payment of volunteers. However, 1
would draw attention to my lead article in the British Society for the History of Science’s newsletter



Many of the scientists who worked at Porton during this period have passed away: others
do not want to talk about their experiences because of the sensitive nature of human
experimentation. Moreover, it is difficult to assess the reliability of either perspective when
both former volunteers and scientists would be acutely aware of the media attention
focused on Porton in recent years. The extent to which the recollections of volunteers
would be influenced by the knowledge of other volunteers’ accounts and experiences, and
the impact of the negative attention towards Porton on the accounts scientists might give,
means that the task of extrapolating such information would be an extremely problematic
one. Nevertheless, the focus of this study on the construction of the volunteer and what it
meant to be a volunteer in human experiments does not need to rely on personal accounts.
Instead, the use of extensive archive material allows for a close examination of discussions,
disagreements and decisions on the use of human subjects which give a greater insight into

how ‘the volunteer’ became shaped by the institutions which used them.

1. Literature review

Primary source material for this study has caused some problems as outlined, but there
were additional difficulties with the published literature. This study cuts across many
academic disciplines - sociology, history (of science, of medicine, of the military etc.),
psychology, to name but a few - and the scope of the publications that underpin some of the
chapters is broad. Chapter four draws on the work of Nikolas Rose and the construction of
citizenship through the increased application of psychology during and after World War
Two. It demonstrates how the ideology of citizenship and notions of active participation
was adopted by the press and used to shape representations of volunteering. Some
publications, notably on scientists and the institutional representation of science, were used
as primary sources in chapter five as they were contemporary to the period under study.
Yet, there were a number of voids in the secondary literature in some areas, particularly

military culture in the post-World War Two period.

Viewpoint (February 2007), issue 82, which addressed some of the issues with paying volunteers for
experiments.



While much has been written on wartime military history, little academic attention has been
tocussed on the subject of military culture and the relationships between officers and
ordinary ranks especially during National Service. This is a significant area for this study
because the impact of military culture on the construction of the volunteer is important to
understanding the context of volunteering at Porton. The lack of academic discourse in this
particular area meant that some more popular accounts, rather than academic scholarship,
had to be referred to. It was not within the scope of this study to conduct a full study of
military culture from an historical perspective, but in chapter six I have attempted to outline
the impact of military authority and the relationships within and between the Armed
Services to give a general sense of military life and its formal and informal organisation.
This was significant to the recruitment of volunteers, addressed in chapter seven, because
the construction of the military volunteer was very much shaped by military culture. In
contrast, the Common Cold Research Unit’s recruitment of volunteers depended on its

public image perpetuated by the press.

In the main, this study focuses on three themes of research: medical ethics, the Chemical
Detfence Experimental Establishment, Porton Down, and the Common Cold Research Unit,
which come under the general heading of human experimentation and have stirred much
debate i1n the field. Chapter two tackles the subject of medical ethics as a subject of
historical enquiry and chapter three sets out an overview of Porton and the CCRU as
centres of human experimentation. The following literature review highlights the strengths

and weaknesses in the existing literature pertaining to this study, and how this project

engages with these issues.

Medical Ethics
The contributors to George Annas & Michael Grodin, (eds.), The Nazi Doctors and the

Nuremberg Code, Human Rights in Human Experimentation (OUP 1992), as well as U.
Trohler, and S. Reiter-Theil, (eds.), Ethics Codes in Medicine: foundations and

achievements of codification since 1947 (Ashgate, Hants & Vermont, 1998), focus on the
universality of the Nuremberg Code and its applicability both historically and in a present

context. Much of the academic discourse in relation to the principle of informed consent
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and its meaning has come from the United States, such as Ruth Faden & Tom Beauchamp,
A History and Theory of Informed Consent (Oxford University Press, New York & London,
1986) which gives an in-depth analysis by American ethicists on the theory and the history
ot informed consent. Other sources such as journal articles like Jay Katz, ‘Informed
Consent — Must it Remain a Fairy Tale?’, Journal of Contemporary Health Law and Policy
(1994), 10, 69-91, give an insight into the response of the medical profession to informed
consent and issues of patient autonomy versus the authority of the physician. These
publications privilege consent over and above the specific contexts within which consent

was a factor and therefore contribute little to understanding the processes through which

consent became understood and its institutional meaning.

Scholarship for specific institutional settings in the United States is more numerous than in
the UK. Alan Hornblum, Acres of Skin: Human Experiments at Holmesburg Prison
(Routledge, New York, 1998), examines the use of prisoners as experimental subjects in a
US prison, and Jonathan Moreno, Undue Risk: Secret State Experiments on Humans
(Routledge, New York, 2001) looks at the US military experiments at Edgewood Arsenal.
When surveying the literature in the British context, Jenny Hazelgrove’s article, ‘Human
Experimentation Ethics in Britain, 1946- 73°, Social History of Medicine (2002), 15, 1,
stands almost in solitude in its focus on the British context of the Nuremberg Code and its
impact. Hazelgrove draws attention to the lack of research by academics in the history of
medical ethics in Britain, and shows how the Nuremberg Code had little impact upon the
scientific/ medical research community, who clung on to their age-old autonomy of
paternalism. Hazelgrove, no doubt limited by the constraints of the article, did not offer
suggestions as to why the Nuremberg Code failed to inform upon medical practice. Despite
the attention given to the Nuremberg Code and its application in the broad field of medical
research, academics have in general failed to attempt to understand why its impact has been

so limited through dedicated research into specific contexts ot scientific settings.

Chapter two sets out the arguments in relation to the Nuremberg Code and its place in the

history of medical ethics. Through MRC headquarters discussions and their attempts to

impose guidelines of practice on researchers engaging human subjects, 1t 1s demonstrated
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how the profession resisted the imposition of firm ‘rules’ of research. This accords with the
findings of Andrew Morrice who identified that the pervasiveness of eighteenth century
concerns for medical etiquette and morals in the medical profession continued into the

twentieth century. It appeared that the ideal of gentlemanly conduct superseded concern for
medical ethics.”’ This highlights the autonomy and authority of medicine and science and
suggests that, even in the twentieth century, it was greater than the influence of medical
ethics codes in certain contexts. This aspect was particularly relevant to the MRC
discussions in chapter two, while the extent to which the institutions of Porton Down and
the CCRU rested upon their autonomy and authority is explored in chapters five and six.

The nature of authority is important to understanding the dynamics of the relationships

between scientists and subjects.

Dark Medicine: Rationalizing Unethical Medical Research (Indiana University Press, IN,
2007) ofters an international perspective on the use of human subjects in experiments.
Drawing together a collection of essays from scholars researching the history of human
experiments in Germany, the US and China, they explore how research ethics can be
‘relativized either by the atmospherics of war or by the blandishments of opportunity’.”’
This publication is an important contribution to the field because it considers how
researchers justified their actions in conducting experiments that purposefully inflicted
pain, suffering and even death on human subjects who were rarely consensual and often
captive. It moves away from the argument that experiments conducted by, for example, the
Nazi doctors and the researchers of the Japanese research facility Unit 731, were pseudo-
scientific and, therefore, this disassociated them from the medical profession. As Béhme
notes, the physicians and scientists involved in such experiments ‘used their bioethical
rationalizations to suppress and subdue their moral intuitions’.** Dark Medicine judges the

cases of human experiments it presents as unethical but also recognises that scientific

competition in the field of biotechnology contributed to the construction of rationalizations

0 A. Morrice, ‘Honour and Interests’: Medical Ethics and the British Medical Association’, in A. Maehle, &
J. Geyer-Kordesch, (eds.), Historical and Philosophical Perspectives on Biomedical Ethics: From
Paternalism to Autonomy? (Ashgate, Hants., 2002), pp.11-35.

“l W R. Fleur, G. Bshme, S. Shimazono, (eds.), Dark Medicine: Rationalizing Unethical Medical Research

(Indiana University Press, IN, 2007), p. 3.
*Z G. Bohme, ‘Rationalizing Unethical Research: Taking Seriously the Case of Viktor von Weizsicker’, in

Fleur et al, Dark Medicine, p. 25.
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for government funded research projects. The rationalization for conducting research on

military personnel at Porton Down is similarly explored in two case studies of LSD and

nerve agent experiments in chapter five of this study.

The edited collection of contributions to Useful Bodies: Humans in the Service of Medical
Science in the Twentieth Century brings together a number of case studies of non-
therapeutic human experiments conducted in the United States, Australia and Britain,
which attempt to historicize the role of the state in human experiments.?> The editors note
that while informed consent is an important part of the history of human experimentation, it
can have the effect of focusing on ‘ethical analysis rather than practice’, and furthermore
because the meaning(s) of informed consent is not fixed it causes additional problems.**
Indeed, research by Barron Lerner on the role of informed consent in the context of cancer
patients after the Second World War concluded that it amounted more to ‘assent than
consent’ as the paternalistic role of the physician continued to pervade.” Lerner suggests
that to understand the general failure by patients to question their doctors over their medical
treatment, it would be necessary ‘to look beyond the consent process’ at how particular
issues, such as how patients understood their roles within the hospital setting, and their
relationship to the doctors, impacted upon their experiences. “° This study aligns with the
view that we need to look beyond the Nuremberg Code and consent to consider the role of

volunteers and how this was shaped by other agencies.

Porton Down

Scholarship on Porton Down can roughly be divided into ‘official’ and ‘unofficial’, Gradon
Carter representing the former and the publications of journalist Rob Evans and academic

Brian Balmer, and the earlier work of journalists Jeremy Paxman and Robert Harris, falling

“ J. Goodman, A. McElligott & L. Marks, (eds.), ‘Making Human Bodies Useful’, in Useful Bodies: -Humans
in the Service of Medical Science in the Twentieth Century (The John Hopkins University Press, Baltimore &

[.ondon, 2003), p. 1.

“ 1bid, p. 4. | o
® Lerner, ‘Beyond Informed Consent: Did Cancer Patients Challenge their Physicians in the Post-World War

IT Era?’, Journal of the History of Medicine and Allied Sciences (2004), vol. 59, no. 4, p. 512.
*® Ibid, pp. 520-521.
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into the latter category.”’ First published in 1982, 4 Higher Form of Killing- The Secret
History of Chemical and Biological Warfare by Paxman and Harris was published in its
third edition in 2002, following the 9/11 attacks on America, incorporating an additional
chapter on terrorism. This book gives a general introductory account of British chemical
and biological warfare activities and provided Evans with a point of reference from which
to extend his own research, although Carter described it as ‘inaccurate’. Obviously Carter,
as the official historian at Porton, has had access to a richer stock of material from which to
refer to than Paxman and Harris working in a field that had received little previous
attention; perhaps this accounts for what Carter identifies as inaccuracies. Nevertheless,
Harris and Paxman’s publication can be seen as a preliminary overview of Britain’s
chemical and biological warfare history aimed at a lay audience, from which scholars have
been able to build upon and develop in light of their own research findings. Chapter three

of this study gives an overview of the physical site and the organisational structure of

Porton, which was an Official Secrets Act designated site.

As Carter himself acknowledges, there has been an increased transparency by the
government of its chemical and biological warfare involvement in the last ten years or so,
which means, potentially, there is more material available to scholars working in the field
in this decade than there was when Paxman and Harris conducted their research in the late
seventies/ early eighties. Carter has worked at Porton since 1948 and continues to act as the
institution’s historian. In 2000 he published Chemical and Biological Defence at Porton
Down: 1916-2000 (DERA), an account of the research of Porton Down in the fields of
biological and chemical defence. Aimed at a general audience rather than an academic one,
this book focused on the wider context and the demands for both offensive and defensive
chemical and biological warfare research. This publication aimed to be an updated, more
open version of his 1992 book, Porton Down- 75 Years of chemical and biological defence
(HMSO), which was, by his own admission, a less transparent account owing to the
perceived need for secrecy. However, in places, Carter’s 2000 publication remains

somewhat a restrained and guarded account owing to, as he states, ‘national security’

*’ Although it should be noted that Carter and Balmer have worked together, see ‘Chemical and Biological
Warfare and Defence, 1945-1990° in R. Bud and P. Gummett, (eds.), Cold War, Hot Science: Applied
Research in Britain’s Defence Laboratories 1945-1990 (Amsterdam, 1999).
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among other reasons, and there is a sense that Carter attempts to detend Porton in light of
negative attention. It is understandable that Carter is defensive of the establishment he has

been employed by for over fifty years and that certain aspects of Porton’s research, for

example the use of animals, attract interest from activist groups, often stirred by the media,

that may have demanded a guarded response.

Rather than focusing on what Carter does write about, it is perhaps the areas to which he
gives little attention that require further consideration. Carter openly acknowledges that
Porton had a ‘desperate preoccupation’ with nerve agents and notes that the training of
servicemen in the protection against nerve gas could not include exposure, as was
commonly done with tear gases, because of its highly toxic nature. His last chapter entitled
‘Opprobrium’ expands somewhat on the use of servicemen as research subjects and while
the chapter lacks extensive detail, Carter gives a general account of the payment of
volunteers and the death of Maddison in 1953. The CCRU is mentioned more briefly in
relation to allegations by some ex-servicemen that they were ‘duped’ into going for cold
research rather than tests involving chemical agents. No mention is made of the relationship
between Porton and the CCRU, and while Carter calls for Porton’s actions to be judged by
the standards of ‘yesteryear’; he does not expand on what these standards were, or whose
standards (1.e. Porton directives or international protocols). Carter’s publication pays little
attention to the specific role of the volunteers, other than the necessity to test protective
clothing and respirators, and lacks the depth of historical analysis needed to explore the
finer issues of what constituted consent and how the concept of the ‘volunteer’ was

understood.

In conjunction with Peter Hammond, Carter’s following publication, From Biological
Warfare to Healthcare: Porton Down 1940-2000 (Palgrave, Hants., 2002) focuses on
Porton’s microbiological research 1n which the authors gave a chapter to the
‘misconception and misinformation’ of the press in their reporting of events and the
research conducted by Porton. The publication by Brian Balmer, Britain and Biological
Warfare: expert advice and science policy, 1930-65 (Palgrave, Hants., 2001) provides a

well researched account of Britain’s biological wartare policy and various biological
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warfare trials conducted by Porton Down, which adds further depth to Porton’s biological
wartare research activities when read alongside Carter and Hammond. In particular, Balmer
argues that the threat of attack with biological weapons as a ‘fear of the possible’ was
deliberately sustained by scientists in order that they could continue their research. This
suggests that the scientific community at Porton used their elite, expert knowledge to
turther their autonomy and status. Chapters five and six of this study, which examine
aspects of scientific culture, give a clearer understanding of the ways in which authority
and autonomy were negotiated at Porton. Likewise, authority and autonomy at the CCRU is
examined and compared to Porton to demonstrate how scientists used their knowledge to

support their research agendas.

Journalist Rob Evans’ publication Gassed (House of Strauss, London, 2000) came out
shortly after Carter’s Chemical and Biological Defence at Porton Down. Evans gives a
detailed chronological account, based on exhaustive archive research and oral testimonies,
of the experiments conducted at Porton Down on human subjects. Evans explores Porton’s
research involving mustard gas, nerve gas, hallucinogenic drugs and tear gas, using emotive
language such as the chapter heading ‘Pioneers of Pain’. He gives accounts of some
volunteers who attended Porton which gives the book a human dimension that is lacking in
Carter’s publications, but does not give the context in which responses by volunteers were
given. Evans offers both positive and negative accounts by volunteers which offer some
balance; however, the majority of oral testimonies do lend themselves to criticism of
Porton. Evans readily accepts that the Nuremberg Code should be the ‘yardstick’ of the
ethical standard of the day, but does not address the finer issues as to whether this is
appropriate or applicable which is considered here in chapter two. Indeed, the recordings of
anecdotal comments and retrospective reflections, such as how volunteers came to attend
Porton, lack analysis as to the reliability of the accounts in light of the passage of time and
media attention. So while Evans’ publication is a fascinating and thought-provoking piece
of investigative journalism, it fails to engage with the historical context of the institutional
setting and what effect that may have had on the perception of volunteers. This study

provides a detailed examination of the historical context and looks closely at institutional
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definitions of the volunteer in chapter six and how these emerged in the processes of

recruitment analysed in chapter seven.

The Common Cold Research Unit

The CCRU has produced a limited number of publications, the earliest being by the director
of the institution, Christopher Andrewes, The Common Cold (Weldenfeld and Nicolson,
London, 1965). This provided a general account of the research of the institution and some
of the experiments conducted. In 1973 a second publication emerged, In Pursuit of the
Common Cold (William Heinemann Medical Books Litd, LLondon), which was a more
scientifically focused account of the CCRU, although much of what is contained in the
second publication was included in the first. The most notable difference between
Andrewes’ two publications is that the second publication discussed medical ethics, both at
the beginning and end, and demonstrated a consciousness of the issues of using human
subjects in experiments that was lacking in the first publication. This was perhaps in light
of the exposé in 1967 by Dr. Maurice Pappworth, Human Guinea Pigs, discussed in chapter
two of this study, which caused widespread media attention and a great deal of discomfort
among the medical profession. Pappworth’s criticism of hospital practices as unethical had
a seemingly greater impact on human experimentation in Britain than the Nazi ‘medical’
experiments. This suggests that the Nuremberg Code may have been seen as of little
relevance to the medical profession at the time, whereas Pappworth’s publication and the

ensuing media attention it aroused hit closer to home and, therefore, had a direct affect

upon medical standards of practice.

In 2002, the successor to Andrewes, David Tyrrell, followed in his predecessor’s footsteps
and published Cold Wars: The Fight Against the Common Cold (OUP). This provides an
account of the work of the CCRU from a scientist’s perspective and its collaboration with
other agencies such as the Ministry of Health. Tyrrell expanded and extended upon the
work of Andrewes, providing an account of the CCRU up until its closure in 1990. The
only other publication regarding the CCRU is by Keith Thompson, Harvard Hospital and

its Volunteers (Danny Howell Books, Warminster, 1990). Written by the former
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administrative officer of the Common Cold Unit, Thompson gives a ‘day-to-day’ guide to

the CCRU and includes accounts of some of the volunteers, as well as reflections on the

scientists and the institution. Thompson captures the sentimental comments of scientists
and volunteers, and this publication conveys his own affection for the institution which
employed him for several decades. Much of what is written is anecdotal. It paints a

nostalgic picture of the participants’ time at the CCRU, rather than being a serious attempt

to analyse the role of the unit and the volunteers as does this study.
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