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I 
 
 Between the autumn of 1953 and the summer of 1955, the leaders of the United States 
Army struggled against a national security policy they thought flawed, dangerous, and even 
immoral. Ironically, in opposing the strategy of massive retaliation, senior Army leaders placed 
themselves at cross purposes with a former five-star general who had been elected President of 
the United States, Dwight D. Eisenhower.  This case is the story of that conflict.  It describes the 
basis of the Army’s opposition to Eisenhower’s policies and the means that Army leaders chose 
to advance their position.  It also describes the response by civilian leaders determined to prevail 
in a controversy that in their view touched on core issues of civilian control. 
 
 Elected by a landslide in November 1952, Eisenhower brought to the presidency clear-
cut views regarding American national security policy.  In the near term, ending the Korean War 
stood out as his first priority.  Beyond that was the challenge of preserving the American 
commitment to the policy of containment.  The West’s struggle to resist the forces of global 
communism was likely to continue indefinitely.  Without American leadership, that struggle 
would surely fail.  Moreover, Eisenhower believed that the moral, political, and economic -- not 
military -- dimensions of the struggle against communism were preeminent.  As a candidate, he 
had vowed to put the nation on course to “achieve both security and solvency.”1  A confident 
society firmly wedded to its political ideals and sustained by a vigorous economy was 
fundamental to the new President’s conception of grand strategy.  Eisenhower accepted his 
party’s time-honored insistence that the twin keys to a healthy economy were a balanced budget 
and low taxes. 
 
 The economy that the new Republican team inherited was not being managed in 
accordance with these principles.  The final budget submitted by the Truman administration 
projected a federal deficit of $9.9 billion on outlays totaling less than $80 billion.  Such 
profligacy, in Eisenhower’s eyes, courted ruin.  But with defense-related spending comprising 
62% of overall federal spending for fiscal year 1953, eliminating that deficit (without raising 
taxes) would be possible only by targeting defense for major cuts.2  
 

A reduced defense budget and a smaller military establishment made sense for other 
reasons as well.  Were the country to maintain a huge peacetime defense establishment,  
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Eisenhower feared that it might become a “garrison state.”  If insecurity induced Americans to 
trade their democratic traditions for a semi-authoritarian order and an economy organized to 
service military needs, the United States might become indistinguishable from its adversaries. 
Thus, it was imperative to craft military policies that would neither corrupt America politically 
nor inhibit the working of the nation’s market economy. 
 
 For the Department of Defense, the implications of this line of thinking were profound.  
Once in office, Eisenhower and his National Security Council (NSC) wasted no time in spelling 
out those implications.  By April 1953 the new administration had already signaled its intentions, 
declaring in NSC 149/2, “Basic National Security Policies and Programs in Relation to Their 
Costs,” that a strong American economy was “a vital factor in the long-term survival of the free 
world” and warning that deficit spending and high taxes would “weaken and might eventually 
destroy that economy.”  Although short on specifics  NSC 149/2 committed the administration to 
a program of economizing on defense, expanding and modernizing the United States Air Force 
while reducing the size of the Army and the Navy.3
 
 In singling out the Air Force for favored treatment, NSC 149/2 was a harbinger of things 
to come.  In spelling out the details of what would become known as his “New Look” military 
policy, the president did not proceed arbitrarily.  He was committed to consulting the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff (JCS) prior to rendering a decision.  But the new President fully intended that 
they be his chiefs.  Accepting frequently expressed Republican complaints that the Joint Chiefs 
inherited from Truman had been tainted by their support for Truman’s controversial Korean War 
policies, Eisenhower purged the JCS soon after taking office.  Admiral Arthur W. Radford 
replaced Omar Bradley as JCS Chairman.  Admiral Robert B. Carney and General Nathan F. 
Twining became Navy Chief of Naval Operations and Air Force Chief of Staff respectively.  For 
the Army, Eisenhower chose General Matthew B. Ridgway. 
 
 Knowing that the rush of day-to-day Pentagon business made it difficult to make long-
range in-depth planning, the President directed his new team of military advisers to undertake a 
broad-gauged study of overall defense policy before taking office.  Eisenhower asked for “a 
fresh view” of strategic concepts, roles and missions, force structure, readiness, and weapons 
technology, a view that would also take into account the budgetary limitations implied by NSC 
149/2.  Eisenhower hoped that such a perspective from his top military advisers would aid the 
NSC “in developing policies for the most effective employment of national resources to insure 
the defense of our country for the long pull.”4

 
 Preparing this analysis took the incoming chiefs the better part of a month.  Even so, the 
report that they rendered on August 8 was disappointing.  In large part, it was a brief for the 
status quo.  The President’s new team of uniformed advisers assessed overall U. S. military 
planning as “sound and adequate.”  They avoided prickly questions related to roles and missions 
and refused to contemplate any cuts in defense spending, warning that any such reduction 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                           
3 Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States, 1952-1954: National Security Affairs, Part 1 
(Washington: GPO, 1984), 307, 310.  Hereafter cited as FRUS. 
4 Eisenhower to Secretary of Defense Charles E. Wilson, 1 July 1953, cited in Robert J. Watson, The Joint Chiefs of 
Staff and National Policy, 1953-1954. (Washington: GPO, 1986), 14-15. 
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“would result in an almost equal reduction in overall security.”  Only with regard to U. S. 
commitments overseas did they offer a concrete suggestion.  “We are overextended,” the 
incoming chiefs declared.  Their solution to this predicament was to draw down forward-
deployed garrisons and to devote greater attention to continental defense, proposals that were 
largely irrelevant to the emerging outlines of Eisenhower’s national security policy.5
   
 

II 
 
 One week later, on August 15, 1953, Ridgway was sworn in as Chief of Staff, U. S. 
Army.  By any measure, the new Army chief was one of the outstanding soldiers of his 
generation.  Son of a career officer, Ridgway had graduated from West Point with the Class of 
1917.  He first achieved distinction as a leader of airborne troops in the European theater during 
World War II.  But Ridgway’s finest hour  had come in Korea.  Assuming command during the 
desperate days following the Chinese intervention in the fall of 1950, he revitalized a badly 
demoralized 8th U. S. Army, energized the UN defensive effort, and turned the tide of battle.  It 
was a superlative demonstration of generalship.  Subsequently, Ridgway had replaced Douglas 
MacArthur as Supreme Commander Allied Powers in the Pacific and, once Eisenhower decided 
to enter politics, he had succeeded Ike as NATO military commander.6
 
 Ridgway’s public persona was that of the no-nonsense fighting general.  It was an image 
that he carefully cultivated, posing for official photographs in “steel pot” with chin strap 
dangling while affecting hand grenades as essential to his field uniform.  To a large extent, 
image provided an apt reflection of the man.  Ridgway the soldier was tough, competent, and 
personally courageous.  
 
 Less evident to the casual observer were a deeply-felt moral sensibility and an almost 
mystical devotion to the ideal of the warrior professional.  To Ridgway, preserving the ethos of 
authentic professionalism was something akin to a religious obligation.  Officership was a  
calling.  Although that calling imposed heavy obligations, it granted soldiers distinctive 
privileges and responsibilities and endowed them with a status apart from -- and in some respects 
above -- their fellow citizens. 
 
 Thus, in remarks made upon taking the oath of as chief of staff, Ridgway addressed two 
related themes: “the maintenance of democratic institutions and the protection of the integrity of 
the military profession.”  True professionalism, he reminded an audience that included Secretary 
of Defense Charles E. Wilson and other senior civilian officials, requires “the fearless, forthright 
expression of honest, objective professional views ... up to the moment of decision by proper 
civilian authority.  It means completely loyal execution of those decisions once announced.”  But 
it also means “the giving by civilian authorities to their military services of the same unqualified 
loyalty they receive.”  It was, therefore, incumbent upon civilians to “scrupulously respect” the 
“honestly expressed views of responsible officers,” foregoing any temptation “to force unanimity 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                           
5 Cited Ibid., 18-19. 
6 There is no adequate biography of Ridgway.  The most complete account of his life and career remains his own 
memoir, Soldier (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1956). 
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of view” or “to compel adherence to some politico-military ‘party line’.”  In short, “loyalty and 
complete trust cut both ways.  They must flow just as strongly from the top down as from the 
bottom up.”   
 These were not idle reflections.  Ridgway’s forceful statement of the mutual obligations 
inherent in the civil-military compact was both warning and opening gambit in the Army’s 
efforts to forestall a forthcoming shift in national security policy. 
 
 

III 
 
 The magnitude of that shift soon became apparent.  Eisenhower’s New Look exacted 
draconian cuts of the American defense establishment, with the Army especially hard hit.  But 
for Ridgway, the flaws in the new defense policy went beyond simply reductions in troop 
strength or defense spending, however painful those might be.  The manner in which civilian 
leaders exacted those cuts violated the civil-military compact and presumed a radical change its 
terms.  Furthermore, in Ridgway’s interpretation, if left unchallenged that revision threatened the 
very viability of the military profession. 
 
 In the fall of 1953, the National Security Council turned to the task of translating 
Eisenhower’s promise of “security with solvency” into concrete policy.  Providing the vehicle 
for this process was NSC 162, initially drafted in September 1953 as a “Review of Basic 
National Security Policy.”  (Document 1).  In considering this document throughout the 
following month, the NSC wrestled with the question of how best to resolve the tension between 
military requirements and fiscal constraints.  Should security or solvency receive first priority in 
administration programs?   Exceedingly reluctant to commit itself to an either/or proposition, the 
NSC sought alternatives that would obviate the need to make any such choice, allowing the 
administration to persuade itself that it was indeed delivering an effective defense at reduced 
cost. 
 
 Grasping for an economical alternative to a military establishment that it saw as too large 
and too expensive, the NSC found its solution in nuclear weapons.  By placing primary reliance 
on “the capability of inflicting massive retaliatory damage by offensive striking power,” the 
United States would be able to deter Soviet aggression while also accruing substantial savings.  
The idea, said Eisenhower, was “to keep the minimum respectable posture of defense while 
emphasizing this particular offensive capability.”  Ike knew that a general war fought with 
nuclear weapons was madness.  In such a conflict, there would be no winners.  The proper aim of 
U. S. military policy was not to win World War III nor to waste American strength in bloody 
sideshows but to avoid war altogether.  
 
 That individual members of the JCS might find this formula difficult to digest, Ike 
viewed as simply too bad.  Responding to a suggestion that the NSC proceedings might make 
note of certain Pentagon reservations, the President “replied, with considerable warmth, that he 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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would tolerate no notice of a JCS dissent in the record of action.  The Joint Chiefs of Staff were 
his military advisers;  he made the decisions.” 7

 
 

IV 
 
 Under the tutelage of Admiral Radford, the JCS was soon hard at work translating the 
New Look into budget share and force levels.  But the resulting squeeze did not affect each of 
the services equally.  Rather, it produced clear winners and clear losers.  The biggest winner was 
the Air Force, in particular the Strategic Air Command.  During the lean years of the New Look, 
the Air Force grew fat.  By 1957, for example, the Air Force budget alone fell just one billion 
dollars short of the Army and Navy budgets combined.  (Document 2). 
 
 For Ridgway’s Army, the New Look was an unmitigated disaster.  In December 1953, 
JCS 2101/113 “Military Strategy and Posture” slashed the Army’s budget for fiscal year 1955 
from $13 to $10.2 billion and reduced the size of the Army from 1,540,000 to 1,164,000.  This 
was only the beginning.  The Army’s end strength continued to spiral downward, bottoming out 
at 859,000.  In terms of budget, the news was worse still. While Eisenhower remained in office, 
the Army’s budget never again reached even $10 billion.  The regiments and divisions providing 
the backbone of the fighting army absorbed the brunt of these cuts.  In the field, readiness 
suffered.  Re-enlistments dropped.  Morale plummeted.8  
 
 In the closing days of 1953, of course, much of this lay in the future.  But to Ridgway, 
that future was clearly visible.  By enshrining massive retaliation as the centerpiece of American 
strategy, the United States in Ridgway’s view was effectively abandoning traditional conceptions 
regarding the nature and purpose of warfare.  Implicit in massive retaliation was the notion that 
the use of force had lost its value as an instrument of statecraft.  That the administration was 
implicating senior military leaders in discussions leading to the adoption of such a policy 
violated Ridgway’s sense of civil-military propriety.  Worse, this new reliance on nuclear 
weapons, in Ridgway’s view, seemed to legitimize the targeting of civilians.  Given the evidence 
that the Soviets were embarked upon a program of acquiring their own nuclear arsenal, the logic 
of retaliation could provide a rationale for preventive war waged against civilians, a prospect that 
Ridgway viewed as unconscionable.   
 
 As early as October 13, Ridgway insisted that the administration’s reevaluation of basic 
policy had inadvertently raised fundamental questions about the soldier’s role and relationship to 
civilian authority.  The Defense Department as a whole, he complained, was “living in a vacuum 
created by the absence of national policy.”  That vacuum was drawing the military into precincts 
that had hitherto been off-limits.  As a result, the distinction between soldier and his civilian 
masters was becoming blurred in ways that struck Ridgway as dangerous.  “The soldier should 
never have to state what the policy should be.  He should stand in his role of saying to the 
statesman:  what is it you want.  The statesman should say:  this is what we want -- what are the 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                           
7 FRUS, 1952-1954: National Security Affairs, Part 1, 574.  The final document approved by the Council as NSC 
162/2 “Basic National Security Policy” is reprinted on pp. 578-97. 
8 A. J. Bacevich, The Pentomic Era. (Washington, DC: National Defense University Press, 1986), 15-21. 
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military requirements for the reasonable assurance of the attainment of such objectives?  We are 
capable of stating requirements to meet stated objectives.  We have not yet [received] the 
objectives.”9  By venturing into the murky world of high policy, Ridgway feared that soldiers 
would forfeit the role that had been exclusively theirs:  offering professional judgment based 
solely on the military considerations that justified their claim to a unique status. 
 
 Even as soldiers were venturing beyond the traditional military sphere, civilian officials 
were intruding into the military’s business with consequences that in Ridgway’s view were 
likely to produce a calamity.  “There are segments of highly placed, very influential people in 
our Government, who are playing with the idea that because of this tremendous atomic and 
nuclear capability we are evolving, the time will soon come ... when we can scrap our 
conventional weapons, and rely on knocking out any opponent by unrestricted use of the 
unconventional weapons.  That too will lead us to disaster.”  Committing the nation to a strategy 
based on an explicit threat of killing civilians was something that Ridgway found repugnant.  
Comparing the prospect of “fiscal bankruptcy” to that of “spiritual bankruptcy” of waging war 
against noncombatants, the latter would unquestionably “be the worse tragedy of the two.”10

 
 Like Eisenhower, Ridgway’s concern was corruption:  the compromise of moral values 
and the sacrifice of principle.  Whereas the President feared corruption in the guise of a garrison 
state, Ridgway believed that it would follow from a conception of war that violated the tenets of 
traditional military professionalism.  For Ike, discarding military orthodoxy seemed a small price 
to pay if it allowed the nation to achieve security while also preserving its political birthright.  
Ridgway believed just the reverse:  adhering to the standards of professional orthodoxy was the 
best guarantee against corruption;  to abandon those standards was to invite ruin. 
 
 

V 
 
 In The Soldier and the State, Samuel P. Huntington poses this question:  “What does the 
military officer do when he is ordered by a statesman to take a measure which is militarily 
absurd when judged by professional standards and which is strictly within the military realm 
without political implications?”  In Huntington’s view, the answer is clear:  given such a “clear 
invasion of the professional realm by extraneous considerations…the existence of professional 
standards justifies military disobedience.”11

 
 Although not conforming precisely to the conditions specified by Huntington, this was 
the dilemma that the Army confronted at the end of 1953.  In Ridgway’s view, massive 
retaliation was a military absurdity.  He responded not with disobedience but by organizing a 
campaign of resistance.  Viewed in retrospect, that resistance proceeded on three distinct tiers.  
First, there was direct opposition:  Ridgway’s exertions within the JCS and the NSC to overturn 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                           
9 Ridgway, “Memorandum for the Record,” 19 October 1953, Box 28, The Papers of Matthew B. Ridgway, U.S. 
Army Military History Institute, Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania.  Hereafter cited as Ridgway Papers. 
10 Ibid. 
11 Samuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and the State: The Theory and Politics of Civil-Military Relations 
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1957), 77. 
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massive retaliation.  As those efforts failed, Ridgway and other senior Army officers took their 
case to the media and civilian elites outside of the administration.  Superseding both of these 
efforts was a reaffirmation of basic service doctrine that tacitly repudiated massive retaliation 
and restated the Army’ s adherence to a theory of warfare based on two abiding principles:  first, 
that force retained political utility even in an atomic age;  second, that  the proper objective of 
military force was the destruction not of civilian populations but of the enemy’s armed forces. 
 
 First in line as a target for direct opposition were the Joint Chiefs themselves.  Ridgway 
argued that for the JCS to incorporate non-military factors into their deliberations was itself 
professionally irresponsible.  He urged his colleagues to formulate their recommendations 
strictly according to military criteria unconstrained by extraneous considerations.  This meant, in 
particular, that in offering advice on military policy, the JCS should disregard budgetary 
constraints.  Ridgway complained that JCS 2101/111 had been anything but the product of 
objective military analysis.  Rather, it was a “directed verdict,” the product of arbitrary fiscal 
limitations imposed by political authorities.12  As such, it was a document to which the JCS 
should never have been party.  Ridgway insisted that the Joint Chiefs should “recommend 
strategy based on a military estimate of the situation and not on limitations which are unrelated 
to the threat to our national security.”13

 
 Such a military estimate, in Ridgway’s view, would focus on one crucial fact:  that the 
Soviet Union was acquiring its own nuclear arsenal, the existence of which would negate 
whatever military logic the policy of massive retaliation currently possessed.  If the United 
States  failed to anticipate this development, argued Ridgway, Americans would soon awake to a 
situation in which the nation’s chief adversary had achieved parity with the United States in 
nuclear striking power while already commanding superior conventional strength.  Facing this 
predicament, Ridgway feared that the Joint Chiefs would find themselves being backed into a 
situation of advocating preventive war as “the only course left open to the United States.”  For 
Ridgway, such a prospect represented the ultimate abdication of professional responsibility.  
Preventive war, he wrote, “must emphatically be rejected.”  Yet to forestall that prospect 
required that the United States first recover from its infatuation with massive retaliation.14

 
 Ridgway’s JCS colleagues were unmoved.  Radford remained steadfast in his support of 
the administration.  With the Air Force as chief beneficiary of Eisenhower’s shift in national 
security policy, Twining had little cause for complaint.  Although Admiral Carney sympathized 
with elements of Ridgway’s critique, he offered little practical support, preferring to focus the 
Navy’s energies on capturing its own share of the strategic retaliatory mission. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                           
12 Memorandum for the Secretary of the Army, Subject: Military Strategy and Policy (JCS 2102/111), 9 December 
1953, Box 825, Army Chief of Staff Decimal File, 1953, Records of the Army Staff (Record Group 319), National 
Archives and Records Administration, Washington, DC.   
13 Memorandum by the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, Subject: Joint Strategic Objective Plan for an Assumed D-Date 
of 1 July 1956, 10 March 1954, CCS 381 (11-29-49), Sec. 12, Box 115, Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
(Record Group 218), NA.  Hereafter cited as RG 218. 
14 Memorandum by the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, Subject: Basic National Security Policy, undated [October 1954], 
CCS 381 U.S. (1-31-50), Sec. 47, Box 37, RG 218, NA.  Section 47 of this file contains two identically titled but 
substantively different memoranda from Ridgway.  The first was drafted sometime after 20 October, the second 
after 26 October. 
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 Thus stymied in the JCS, Ridgway turned next to the National Security Council.  Long 
after the Council had turned its attention to other matters, Ridgway continued to lobby 
aggressively against massive retaliation.  As it was, Secretary of Defense Wilson and JCS 
Chairman Radford purported to represent the Pentagon’s corporate view within the NSC.  From 
the Army’s perspective, neither of these officials was an acceptable spokesman.  Wilson made 
no effort to conceal the fact that he had no sympathy for the Army’s complaints about 
administration policies.  Meanwhile, Army leaders accused Radford of playing a double game, 
posing as disinterested agent of the President while actually using his position to advance key 
Navy interests.   
 
 On December 3, 1954 -- more than a year after Eisenhower had approved NSC 162/2 and 
announced that he would brook no further military dissent -- the President let Ridgway present 
his case directly to the NSC.  At a meeting convened specifically for the purpose of hearing him 
out, Ridgway attacked massive retaliation head on.  He warned of the consequences of Soviet-
American nuclear parity, a condition that he portrayed as imminent.  If in the face of this Soviet 
nuclear capability the U. S. simply continued on its present course, it would soon “find itself 
isolated from the rest of the free world” and in a position of overall military inferiority.  To 
forestall this prospect, Ridgway urged the NSC to adopt a strategy based on the requirements of 
fighting rather than simply deterring war.  According to Ridgway, such a war could occur at any 
time, in any quarter of the globe and it could be fought either “with or without resort to nuclear 
weapons.”  Yet even if nuclear weapons were employed, there was no guarantee that they would 
achieve a decision.  Ridgway argued that only a force possessing the clear capability of 
prevailing in a wide range of contingencies could claim real credibility as a deterrent.15   
 

In advocating the creation of a “balanced force,” Ridgway also urged the NSC to give up 
its preoccupation with fiscal constraints.  Strategy, he argued, should derive from the premise 
that “national security is the primary consideration in determining military programs, and cost 
secondary.”  Assigning primacy to a robust military capability rather than scrimping on defense 
would save Americans from the temptation of preventive war as an answer to Soviet nuclear 
parity -- a prospect that Ridgway denounced as “devoid of moral principle and ... foreign to the 
precepts on which the nation was founded.”  Reiterating a familiar theme, he concluded by 
insisting that “national fiscal bankruptcy would be far preferable to national spiritual 
bankruptcy.”16

 
 Once Ridgway completed his presentation, Eisenhower asked if there were any questions.  
There being none, Ridgway was dismissed.  Once he had departed, members of the NSC took 
turns critiquing his presentation.  Although Eisenhower spoke briefly on Ridgway’s behalf -- he 
thought that the general was “not merely presenting a ‘parochial’ Army viewpoint” -- others 
present made no effort to be kind.17

   

                                                           
15 Memorandum for the Special Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs, Subject: Review of Basic 
National Security Policy (NSC 162/2 and NSC 5422/2), 22 November 1954, Box 30, Ridgway Papers. 
16 Ibid. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
17 FRUS, 1952-1954: National Security Affairs, Part 1, 804-6. 
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 Having given Ridgway his day in court, Eisenhower expected that he and the Army 
would now fall into line.  To prevent any misunderstanding on this point, the President on 
December 22 summoned Secretary Wilson and the Joint Chiefs to the Oval Office.  Eisenhower 
used this occasion to reaffirm his support for massive retaliation as the centerpiece of U. S. 
national security policy.  He restated his belief that “a major war will be an atomic war.”  If and 
when that war occurred, SAC would deliver the American retaliatory response.  The Army’s job 
would simply be to “maintain order” following a nuclear exchange.  These roles dictated 
budgetary priorities that the President viewed as no longer subject to debate.  Eisenhower 
emphasized that this was his personal decision.  As commander-in-chief, he reminded them, he 
was “entitled to the loyal support” of his subordinates.  He demanded that the Joint Chiefs 
conduct themselves accordingly.18

 
 Yet far from diminishing, the Army’s resistance escalated with the coming of the new 
year.  Having failed to budge either the JCS or the NSC, Ridgway and his subordinates took the 
Army’s case to the public.  Press reports of the Army’s continuing opposition to administration 
policy began to appear with increasing frequency.  Service journals welcomed expressions of 
dissent.  Senior Army officers launched a concerted effort to cultivate civilian elites for potential 
allies. 
 
 The New York Times that landed on the stoop of the White House on January 1, 1955 
served notice that the Army’s unhappiness with the New Look had not abated.  The New Year’s 
Day edition of the Times gave prominent coverage to reports of Ridgway’s objections to the next 
round of money-saving personnel cuts.19  This was only the beginning. 
 
 In appearances before military audiences, Ridgway became increasingly candid in  
upholding the Army’s view of warfare.  A speech prepared for service school audiences in early 
1955 is representative.  In a reference to Bernard Brodie’s famous book and the school of 
thought that it had inspired, Ridgway insisted that “the only absolute weapon is man.”  Despite 
“remarkable developments in military technology,” the outcome of future conflicts would be 
decided precisely as they had been in the past -- through the clash of opposing armies in battle.  
When it came to thinking about wars to come, “no concept could be more potentially dangerous, 
perhaps even fatal” than to assume that nuclear weapons alone would be decisive.  Rather, “only 
when we close with the enemy on the ground -- as only armies can do -- can we finally defeat his 
armed forces, and only by defeating enemy armed forces can we win victory over an enemy 
nation.”  Implicitly rejecting the legitimacy of attacks on civilian populations, Ridgway hewed to 
tradition in asserting that “the military objective in war is the defeat of the enemy’s armed 
forces.”20

   At one level, such appearances were simply exercises in telling the troops what they 
wanted to hear:  offering assurances that they had not yet become entirely redundant, that SAC 
was not going to put them completely out of business.  But the effect of such remarks rippled far 
beyond the auditoriums of Fort Benning and Fort Knox.  Thus, by early 1955, Army journals 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                           
18 Andrew J. Goodpaster, Memorandum of Conference with the President, 22 December 1954, Box 3, Ann 
Whitman File (Ann Whitman Diary), Papers of Dwight D. Eisenhower, Eisenhower Library, Abilene, Kansas.   
19 New York Times, 1 January 1955, 5. 
20 Ridgway, “Man: The Virtual Weapon,” Army Combat Forces Journal 5 (March 1955): 16, 19. 
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were featuring articles such as one submitted by a pseudonymous “Colonel Shillelagh” deploring 
the way that nuclear weapons had corrupted American thinking about war.  As a result of the 
New Look, wrote Shillelagh, 
 

We have accepted civil destruction as an object of war and a means of war where formerly 
it was an incident of war.  The question raised is not of humanity but of reality -- whether 
we have forgotten that war is still a political instrument which must have political 
objectives and methods.  This delusion may prove the ultimate irrationality. 
 
We have rejected the precept that indecisive brutality and destruction which advantages 
neither side will be outlawed by mutual consent or forbearance.  We expect war to take the 
form of tremendous destruction on both sides, though we find no purpose in it. We have 
surrendered to the idea that a capability will be exercised merely because we possess it. 
 
We have lost sight of our objective of defeating the enemy armed forces as a means to 
victory and have substituted for it the intangible will of the enemy to resist....  This error 
leads to the brutalization of war without purpose, to a preoccupation with mass 
destruction, to the neglect of the political realities.21

 
 Shillelagh was by no means alone.  Major General James M. Gavin, the Army’s G3, 
agreed that the New Look was fundamentally flawed.  Gavin began inviting disaffected officers 
from the Army staff to his Pentagon office on Saturday mornings, there to refine the Army’s 
critique of massive retaliation.  Gavin insisted that the purpose of this “Coordinating Group” was 
not to orchestrate “a revolt against DOD’s policies.”  According to Gavin, the group sought ways 
of bringing “to the attention of everyone concerned the intellectual implications of the bombing 
policy.”  The intent was “to help people think through the implications of such a national 
policy,” something that Gavin insisted “the American people were entitled to.”22

 
 Nor did Army dissenters limit themselves to internal audiences.  For example, at a 
meeting of the Council on Foreign Relations on February 14, 1955, Ridgway attacked the notion 
of assigning primacy to deterrence, insisting that the Army which he led existed “for the single 
purpose of victory in battle and success in war.”  For such an Army, deterrence could never be 
more than a “subsidiary purpose.”  Despite the availability of nuclear weapons, the ultimate 
“object of war” remained what it had been since time immemorial:  gaining “control of land and 
the people on it.”  This, of course, was ineluctably the business of ground forces.  Nuclear 
weapons would have a role to play in future campaigns -- Ridgway declared it “inconceivable 
that a nation would not use every weapon at its disposal” -- but it did not follow that such 
weapons would be decisive.23

  
 Gavin’s participation in a Council study group convened to examine “Nuclear Weapons 
and Foreign Policy” offered a similar critique of administration policy.  At a study group 
meeting on May 4, 1955, Gavin warned that even if an American attack “atomized” the entire 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                           
21 Colonel Shillelagh, “…trouble with cavalry is…,” Army Combat Forces Journal 5 (February 1955): 16, 18. 
22 James Gavin, “Beyond the Stars,” 187-90, the Papers of James M. Gavin, U.S. Army Military History Institute, 
Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania. 
23 Ridgway, “The Soldier and National Policy,” 14 February 1955, vol. 21, Records of Meetings, Archives of the 
Council on Foreign Relations, New York.  Hereafter cited as CFR. 
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Soviet Union, “the Red Army would still be rolling.”  Furthermore, with Western Europeans 
developing a bad case of “nuclear neurosis” as they contemplated the prospect of a war fought 
with nuclear weapons on their territory, it was  imperative that the U. S. retain the means “to 
attack the USSR without reducing the allies to ashes.”  The point was not to ignore nuclear 
weapons, but to avoid becoming overly dependent upon them.  Gavin illustrated his point with 
an analogy.  “The patrolman may have a tommy gun back at the station house as his ultimate 
weapon, but he uses his night stick to subdue the criminal without punching holes in the local 
populace.”  Similarly, he concluded, “the United States has got to demonstrate that it has the 
power and the discretion to win local scraps without destroying European civilization.”24

 
 Spanning this direct and indirect opposition was a concerted program of doctrinal dissent.  
In effect, the Army opted out of massive retaliation, declaring its belief in a theory of warfare 
consistent with traditional concepts of military professionalism. 
 
 A highlight of Ridgway’s tenure as Chief of Staff was the revision of Army Field Manual 
100-5, Field Service Regulations:  Operations.25  FM 100-5 is the bible of Army doctrine, 
specifying basic operational principles and providing an institutional template for matters 
ranging from tactics to training to organization.  When Ridgway became Chief of Staff, the 
Army was still using an edition of FM 100-5 published in 1949.  It badly needed overhaul. 
 
 The revised Field Service Regulations promulgated over Ridgway’s signature in 
September 1954 responded to that requirement.  The new manual incorporated lessons of the 
Korean War and reflected the latest thinking about how to adapt to a nuclear battlefield.   
 
 Beyond such operational matters, the new FM 100-5 also incorporated three broad 
themes.  The first theme was an insistence that the use of force retained political legitimacy, in 
other words, that the role of American military forces extended beyond deterrence.  The second 
theme was that a policy resting on a willingness to wage war against civilians was both 
politically ill-advised and morally unacceptable.  The third theme was that the clash of land 
armies remained the inescapable medium through which wars were decided -- this 
notwithstanding the advent of new technologies.  (Document 3). 
 
 Thus, for example, Chapter 1 of Ridgway’s new FM 100-5 returned to the very taproot of 
military orthodoxy, restating the principle that “war is a political act.”  Viewed in this context, 
military forces were “instruments of national policy” employed to achieve objectives that were 
themselves inherently political.  “If the policy objectives are to be realized, policy and not 
interim expediency must govern the application of military power.”  Since the single-minded 
pursuit of military success could produce results that were politically absurd, “victory alone as 
an aim in war” was unacceptable  To make the point more plainly, FM 100-5 stated flatly that as 
far as the Army was concerned “indiscriminate destruction is unjustifiable in a military sense.”  
As a result, for its part, the Army did not “deliberately make or invite war upon civilian 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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remarks by Lieutenant General Lyman L. Lemnitzer as the study group meeting of 21 February 1955, also filed in 
volume 60. 
25 Department of the Army, FM 105-5 Field Service Regulations: Operations (September 1954). 
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populations.”  Instead, the Army sought “the defeat of an enemy by application of military power 
directly or indirectly against the armed forces which support his political structure.”  In the final 
analysis, decision over those enemy forces was gained through ground combat, a fact that 
affirmed the Army’s preeminence as “the decisive component of the military structure.”26

 
 Although published in September 1954, it was January 4, 1955 before the manual came 
to public attention, courtesy of a front page story in The New York Times.  One day later, an 
irritated Eisenhower felt compelled yet again to explain -- and defend -- his views on national 
security, this time in the form of a public letter to Secretary of Defense Wilson in which he 
reiterated the major themes of his national security policies.  (Document 4).   
 

According to the President, the proper basis for “true security” was a “strong and 
expanding economy.”  With regard to defense, Eisenhower emphasized that the “first objective” 
was “to deter an enemy from attack.”  Given the influence of “scientific progress” on the 
“character and conduct of war,” it made sense for the United States to “base our security on 
military formations which make maximum use of science and technology in order to minimize 
numbers of men.”  By reducing the total number of military personnel, the U. S. would avoid 
having defense become “an intolerable burden” and would be better positioned to compete with 
the Soviets over the long haul.  Just as the Army’s new FM 100-5 never referred explicitly to any 
specific administration policy, so too the President’s letter of January 5 studiously avoided any 
reference to Ridgway’s critique.27

 
 

VI 
 
 By early February, even Republican Senate leaders were complaining to Eisenhower of 
Ridgway’s opposition to administration policies long after the time for debate and discussion had 
passed.  The complaint lodged by Senate leaders provoked Eisenhower to explain his differences 
with Ridgway in the plainest possible terms.  As Ridgway correctly understood, those 
differences were rooted in contradictory visions of the future of war and of the relevance of the 
military profession.  “You see,” the President explained, 
 

the only thing we fear is an atomic attack delivered by air on our cities.  Suppose that attack 
were to occur tomorrow on fifteen of our cities.  God damn it.  It would be perfect rot to talk 
about shipping troops abroad when fifteen of our cities were in ruins.  You would have 
disorder and almost complete chaos in the cities and in the roads around them. You would 
have to restore order and who is going to restore it?  Do you think the  police and fire 
departments of those cities could restore order?  Nuts!  That order is going to have to be 
restored by disciplined armed forces.  ....That’s what our military is going to be doing in the 
first days of an all-out atomic attack.  ....Anyone who thinks we are going to immediately ship 
out of this country division after division is just talking through his hat.  It couldn’t be done 
and if I tried to do it, you would want to impeach me.  That’s the trouble with Ridgway.  He’s 
talking theory -- I’m trying to talk sound sense.28

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                           
26 Ibid., 4-7. 
27 Eisenhower to Wilson, 5 January 1955, Box 27, Ridgway Papers. 
28 Robert C. Ferrell, ed. The Diary of James C. Haggerty (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1981), 181-84. 
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 Yet the “theory” that Ridgway espoused was nothing less than the insistence that force 
retained utility as a continuation of politics, notwithstanding the introduction of nuclear 
weapons.  Whatever the “sound sense” of Eisenhower’s thinking as a basis for national security 
policy in the particular circumstances of the mid-1950s, Ridgway viewed those policies as a 
direct threat to the military profession that he cherished and of which he viewed himself as a 
custodian. 
 
 In January, published reports had indicated that Ridgway would be appointed to a second 
two-year term.  By March, the administration had reversed course, announcing that the general 
would retire at the end of June, citing age as the ostensible reason.  The truth was that Ridgway 
had made himself persona non grata and that Eisenhower was determined to replace him with 
someone more accommodating.  In effect, Ridgway was being fired.29

 
 He would not go quietly.  If anything, the announcement that he was being eased into 
retirement freed Ridgway from any need to exercise restraint.  Fresh salvos of protest 
accompanied his departure from active duty.  Eisenhower, the revered national hero, remained 
off-limits to direct attack.  The same could not be said for Secretary Wilson, the President’s chief 
agent in inflicting the New Look on the Army.  
 
 On June 27, 1955 -- just three days before his retirement -- Ridgway sent Wilson a final 
report that was a catalogue of his disagreements with the administration over the previous two 
years:  questions about the efficacy of massive retaliation in an era of atomic plenty;  the concern 
that policies based on the possibility of all-out nuclear war were inconsistent with America’s 
traditional “religious and moral principles;”  the warning against allowing military advisers to 
become politicized and coopted by civilian officials with little appreciation of the soldier’s role;  
the refusal to abandon the Army’s traditional conception of warfare “in order to accommodate 
enthusiastic theorists having little or no responsibility for the consequences of following the 
courses of action they advocate.”30  The report soon leaked to the press where it attracted the 
widespread attention.  (Document 5). 
 
 Attracting much less publicity and yet arguably of greater significance was Ridgway’s  
testimonial to his fellow soldiers, released on the very eve of his retirement ceremony.  In DA 
Pamphlet 21-70 published over his signature on June 29, Ridgway made one final effort to 
prescribe “The Role of the Army.”  Whatever the changes in warfare brought about by modern 
technology, DA Pam 21-70 declared that the Army remained “the Decisive Instrument.”  As in 
the past so in the future, wars would be decided by “the trained fighting man who, with his feet 
on the ground, defeats the enemy’s ground fighters, seizes his land, and hold it.”  Directly 
contradicting one of the abiding principles of Eisenhower’s national securing policy, DA Pam 
21-70 declared that “We need more men not less.”31

   

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                           
29 New York Times, 21 January 1955, 1; 26 March 1955, 6.  See also Stephen E. Ambrose, Eisenhower: The 
President (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1984), 234. 
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 Having rid himself of one general who epitomized traditional military professionalism, 
Ike chose as his replacement an officer who personified the new model soldier, the polished, and 
politically-astute Maxwell D. Taylor.  In offering Taylor the job of Army Chief of Staff, the 
President established two preconditions:  he wanted Taylor to give first priority to his duties as a 
member of the JCS rather than to his responsibilities as service chief;  and he demanded Taylor’s 
pledge that he would “hold views as to doctrine, basic principles, and relationships which are in 
accord with those of the President.”32   
 

Taylor acceded to both preconditions -- and in short order proceeded to disregard them 
both.  Taylor’s own tenure as Chief of Staff was marked by more friction as Army opposition to 
the Eisenhower administration’s policies persisted.  Yet Taylor achieved no greater success at 
modifying those policies than had his predecessor.  Like Ridgway, his departure from active duty 
would be an angry one, accompanied by his famous indictment The Uncertain Trumpet, a book 
that signified the end of the era of massive retaliation and marked the beginning of the era of  
“Flexible Response.”33  

 
32 E. Bruce Geelhoed, Charles E. Wilson and Controversy at the Pentagon, 1953-1957 (Detroit: Wayne State 
University Press, 1979), 136-38. 
33 Douglas Kinnard, “Civil-Military Relations: The President and the General,” The National Security: Its Theory 
and Practice, 1945-1960, Norman A. Graebner, ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 1986), 204. 
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Document 1.  NSC 162/2.                                                                                       October 30,1953 
 
 TOP SECRET                                                                                                              [WASHINTON, updated.] 
 

BASIC NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY 
 

GENERAL CONSIDERATION 
 

Basic Problems of National Security Policy 
1. a.  To meet the Soviet threat to U.S. security. 

b.  In doing so, to avoid seriously weakening the U.S. economy or undermining our  
fundamental values and institutions. 

 
 

Defense Against the Soviet Threat 
9. In the face of the Soviet threat, the security of the United States requires: 

 
a. Development and maintenance of: 

 
(1) A strong military posture, with emphasis on the capability of inflicting massive    

retaliatory damage by offensive striking power. 
(2) U.S. and allied forces in readiness to move rapidly initially to counter aggression by Soviet bloc 

forces and to hold vital areas and lines of communication; and 
(3) A mobilization base and its protection against crippling damage, adequate to insure victory in 

the event of general war. 
b. Maintenance of a sound, strong and growing economy, capable of providing through  

the operation free institutions, the strength described in a above over the long pull and a rapidly and effectively 
changing to full mobilization. 

c. Maintenance of morale and free institutions and the willingness of the U.S. people to 
Support the measures necessary for national security.  
 
 

U.S. Ability to Support Security Expenditures 
    19.  The United States must maintain a sound economy based on free private enterprise as a basis both for high 
defense productivity and for the maintenance of its living standards and free institutions.  Not only the world 
position of the United States, but the security of the whole free world, is dependent on the avoidance of recession 
and on the long-term expansion of the U.S. economy.  Threats to its stability or growth, therefore, constitute a 
danger to the security of the United States and of the coalition which it leads.  Expenditures for national security, in 
fact all federal, state and local governmental expenditures, must be carefully scrutinized with a view to measuring 
their impact on the national economy. 

20. The economy of the country has a potential for long-term economic growth.  Over the  
years an expanding national income can provide the basis for higher standards of living and for a substantial 
military program.  But economic growth is not automatic and requires fiscal and other policies which will foster and 
not hamper the potential for long-term growth and which will operate to reduce cyclical fluctuations. 

21. Excessive government spending leads to inflationary deficits or to repressive taxation, 
or to both.  Persistent inflation is a barrier to long-term growth because it undermines confidence in the currency, 
reduces savings, and makes restrictive economic controls necessary.  Repressive taxation weakens the incentives for 
efficiency, effort, and investment on which economic growth depends. 

22. In spite of the reimposition of tax rates at approximately the peak levels of World War II. 
expenditures have risen faster than tax receipts, with a resulting deficit of $9.4 billion in fiscal 
year 1953.  Despite anticipated larger receipts, without the imposition of new taxes, and assuming substantially 
unchanged world conditions, a deficit of $3.8 billion is estimated for fiscal year 1954. 

23. a.  Under existing law, tax reductions of $5 billion a year will become effective next 
January.  A proposal to impose substitute taxes therefore would be a reversal of policy. 
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b. Additional revenue losses of $3 billion a year are due to occur on April 1, 1954. 
Congress has not acted on the President’s recommendation that these reductions be rescinded, or offset by revenue 
from new sources, large deficits would occur in FY 1955 and FY 1956 at present levels of expenditures. 

c. The economic problem is made more difficult by the need to reform the tax system 
in the interests of long-term economic growth.  Inevitably, many of the changes necessary to reduce the barriers to 
growth will lead to a loss of revenue in the years immediately their adoption. 

24. Any additional revenue will have to be secured by new taxation a broad base. 
25. The present high level of the Government debt further complicates the financial and 

economic problems of the country.  Substantial additional borrowing could come only from sources which would be 
inflationary. 

26. There is no precise level of duration of government expenditures which can be determined 
in advance, at which an economic system will be seriously damaged from inflationary borrowing on the one hand or 
from repressive taxation on the other.  The higher the level of expenditures, the greater is the need for sound 
policies and the greater are the dangers of miscalculations and mischance.  These dangers are now substantial. 

27. The requirements for funds to maintain our national security must thus be considered in 
the light of these dangers to our economic system, including the danger to industrial productivity necessary to 
support military programs, arising from excessive levels of total Government spending, taxing and borrowing. 

28. Modification of the foregoing fiscal policies to promote long-term growth may be  
necessitated for a limited period: (1) to deal with short-term cyclical problems or (2) to achieve 
overriding national objectives that justify departure from sound fiscal policies. 
 
 

Defense Against Soviet Power and Action 
34. In the faces of these threats, the United States must, develop and maintain, at the lowest 

feasible cost, requisite military and nonmilitary strength to deter and, if necessary, to counter  
Soviet military aggression against the United States or other areas vital to its security. 
    

a. The risk of Soviet aggression will be minimized by maintaining a strong security posture, 
with emphasis on adequate offensive retaliatory strength and defensive strength.  This must be based on massive 
atomic capability; including necessary bases; an integrated and effective continental defense system; ready forces of 
the United States and its allies suitably deployed and adequate to deter or initially to counter aggression, and to 
discharge required initial tasks in the event of general war; and an adequate mobilization base; all supported by the 
determined spirit of the U.S. people. 
 
 

Defense Against the Threat to the U.S. Economy and Institutions 
40. a. A strong, healthy and expanding U.S. economy is essential to the security and stability  

of the free world.  In the interest of both the United States and its allies, it is vital that the support of defense 
expenditures should not seriously impair the basic soundness of the U.S. economy by undermining incentives or by 
inflation. 

b. The United States must, however, meet the necessary costs of the policies essential for its  
security.  The actual level of such costs cannot be estimated until further study, but should be kept to the minimum 
consistent with the carrying out of these policies. 
      c.  Barring basic change in the world situation, the Federal Government should continue to make a determined 
effort to bring its total annual expenditures into balance, or into substantial balance with its total annual revenues 
and should maintain over-all credit and fiscal policies designed to assist in stabilizing the economy.  

d. Every effort should be made to eliminate waste, duplication, and unnecessary overhead  
in the Federal Government, and to minimize Federal expenditures for programs that are not essential to the national 
security. 
    e.   The United States should seek to maintain a higher and expanding rate of economic activity at relatively 
stable price levels. 
    f.   The economic potential of private enterprise should be maximized by minimizing governmental controls and 
regulations, and by encouraging private enterprise to develop natural and technological resources (e.g. nuclear 
power). 
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41. To support the necessarily heavy burdens for national security, the morale of the citizens  

of the United States must be based both on responsibility and freedom for the  individual.  The dangers from Soviet 
subversion and espionage require strong and effective security measures.  Eternal vigilance, however, is needed in 
their exercise to prevent the intimidation of free criticism.  It is essential that necessary measures of protection 
should not be so used as to destroy the national unity based on freedom, not on fear. 
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Document 2: End Strength and Budget Outlays by Service 
 
 
 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
AVERAGE MILITARY STRENGTH – MAN YEARS A/ 

 
(IN THOUSANDS) 

 
 
                                                                                                                  AIR                                                   MARINE 
FISCAL YEAR                          TOTAL                     ARMY             FORCE                   NAVY                      
CORPS 
 
1941 1,O17                              755                   B/                           218                            44 
1942 2,498                            1,992                   B/                           416                            89 
1943 6,662                            5,224                   B/                        1,206                           232 
1944                                         10,290                            7,507                   B/                        2,386                           398 
1945                                         11,809                            8,131                   B/                        3,205                           473 
 
1946                                           7,545                            4,816                   B/                        2,394                           336 
1947                                           2,112                            1,417                   B/                           504                           112 
1948                                           1,460                               585                 345                           444                             87 
1949                                           1,598                               657                 411                           443                             87 
1950                                           1,539                               632                 415                           412                             80 
 
1951                                           2,394                            1,090                 584                           566                           153 
1952                                           3,504                            1,597                 899                           789                           219 
1953                                           3,544                            1,536                 971                           809                           237 
1954                                           3,425                            1,477                 939                           767                           242 
1955                                           3,178                            1,311                 958                           692                           217 
 
1956                                           2,888                            1,083                 938                           666                           201 
1957                                           2,794                            1,004                 914                           676                           200 
1958                                           2,674                               939                 892                           650                           194 
1959                                           2,565                               889                 855                           636                           185 
1960                                           2,489                               871                 828                           617                           173 
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Budget Outlays by Department ($ in millions) 

 
                                            Army                      Navy                                         Air Force
 
1949                                    7,862                       4,435                                         1,690 
1950                                    5,789                       4,129                                         3,521 
1951                                    8,636                       5,863                                         6,359 
1952                                  17,453                     10,231                                       12,852 
1953                                  17,054                     11,875                                       15,085 
1954                                  12,828                     11,208                                       15,588 
1955                                    8,788                       9,694                                       16,227 
1956                                   8,588                        9,641                                       16,613 
1957                                   8,972                      10,318                                       18,235 
1958                                   9,131                      11,009                                       18,411 
1959                                   9,533                      11,835                                       19,249 
 
Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Historical Statistics of the United States, Colonial Times 
to 1970, Bicentennial Edition, Part 2. (Washington, D.C.: GPO,1975), Tables Y 458-460. 
 
 Carl W. Borklund, U.S. Defense and Military Fact Book (Santa Barbara, CA: ABCCLIO,  
Inc., 1991) Table 5  
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Document 3: FM 100-5, Field Service Regulation Operations September 1954 
 
1. Purpose and Scope 
              a.  This manual sets forth the doctrine for leading troops in combat and the broad aspects and principles of 
military operations of the combined arms and services.  Its introductory chapter sets forth a broad concept of 
military operations and the relationships of the various military services in pursuit of those operations and in support 
of national policies and objectives.   
 
2. Army Forces 
               Army forces, as land forces, are the decisive component of the military structure by virtue of their unique 
ability to close with and destroy the organized and irregular forces of an enemy power of coalition of powers; to 
seize and control critical land areas and enemy lines of communication and bases of production and supply, and to 
defend those areas essential to the prosecution of a war by the United States and its allies.  Army combat forces do 
not support the operations of any other component.  In addition, Army forces have the unique capability to 
accomplish any or all of the following tasks under all conditions of terrain and weather. 

a. Insure a positive defense against enemy land forces. 
b. Apply pressure of a sustained nature on the enemy land forces and thus contribute  

directly to the attribution of his resources. 
c. Combat guerrilla forces on the ground and suppress revolutions. 
d. Force enemy land forces to mass in numbers so that his vulnerability to all types of  

assault is increased. 
                Prevent enemy land forces from large scale infiltrations into friendly areas. 

e. Provide positive and continuous control of the enemy’s land areas and the populations therein, and 
enforce surrender terms, once victory has been achieved. 

 
3. Supporting Forces 
                During the course of military operations Army forces, because of their decisive capabilities, are supported 
from time to time by other military components as the nature of the situation may require.  Thus, sea forces may 
convey field units to the theater of operations or to tactical objectives within the theater, support land operations by 
combat aircraft and gun fire, and furnish logistical support during operations on land, a role which includes keeping 
open the lines of communication by engaging hostile sea forces.  In like the manner, air forces may provide 
transportation for field units in strategic or tactical operations, afford logistical support in certain circumstances, 
provide defensive cover over the combat zone, and serve as mid-range fire support elements against hostile field 
units or a very long-rang weapons delivery system against rear area installations supporting hostile field forces.  In 
any case, the efforts of all components are directed toward insuring the success of the land force operation.  
 
4. Doctrine 
               The basic doctrine of Army operations is the defeat of an enemy by application of military power directly 
or indirectly against the armed forces which support his political structure.  Though Army forces do not deliberately 
make or invite war upon civilian populations, damage to civilian economies and enemy centers of population is an 
incident to military operations that may be unavoidable.  In general, indiscriminate destruction is unjustifiable in a 
military sense, since the Army destroys the instrument of enemy political force but does not destroy the bases on 
which a peace can be built when the conflict is over. 
 
5. Overall Mission of Army Forces 
              The broad mission of Army forces in war is to bring to bear upon an enemy’s military capacity sufficient 
power at decisive points and times to ender it ineffective.  During time of peace, the mission of Army forces is the 
preparation, by organization, training equipment, and indoctrination of field units capable of performing their 
wartime missions.  In the accomplishment of this objective all military, economic, and psychological means are used 
except those banned by international agreement whose employment would defeat the aims of national policy.  The 
possibility that an enemy may initiate the use of means banned by international agreement necessitates equipment, 
training, and plans to insure prompt application of counter-measures.  During periods of peace and war, Army 
forces, in conjunction with the Air and Naval forces, have the overall mission of supporting national policies and 
objectives.  Their maintenance in proper balance is essential if the objectives of national policy are to be attained.  
Forces in proper balance are those allocated from land, naval, and air forces, or from the elements of any one or 
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more of these, to meet the requirements of a given mission and trained to operate in concert for a single purpose.  A 
mobilization base to support these forces and to serve as a reservoir during periods of wartime expansion is 
fundamental to the effectiveness of the forces, especially the Army forces. 
 
6 Employment 
               The nature of political situation at any time may require employment of armed forces in wars of limited 
objective.  In such cases, the objective ordinarily will be the destruction of the aggressor forces and the restoration 
of the political and territorial integrity of the friendly nation.  Hostile forces in such limited wars are likely to be 
drawn from the populations of satellite countries, and be provided with minimum equipment by a major power.  
Generally, such forces will be composed of field units inured to hardship and rarely susceptible to interdiction by air 
or sea forces.  Additionally, the nature a war to halt aggression will dictate, at least initially, operations in friendly 
territory.  And, finally, political considerations may prevent application of air measures against powers affording 
material support to the ostensible aggressor.  The continuing possibility of such limited wars requires the 
maintenance in being of Army forces capable of immediate commitment and full organized, trained, and equipped 
for combat, and at the same time possessing a capability of strategic mobility.  Ordinarily, Army forces committed 
in such wars will be supported by sea and air at great distances form the continental United States.  Army units 
organized, trained, and held available for commitment in wars of limited objective are equally available for 
commitment in a general war.  Of land forces in being, only those of the Army are organized, equipped, and staffed 
to sustain themselves over extended periods under all foreseeable conditions of combat. 
 
7 Command 
               Once military operations have begun, they cannot be conducted as two or three coordinated, but separate 
efforts.  The efforts of all components of the military forces must be directed toward attainment of the same general 
objective and under one commander.  IN each strategic or tactical fraction of the whole effort joint forces may be 
employed.  In the latter instances, all components will be operating in support of the Army component.  Overall 
command normally is vested in the Army commander; technical details of the operations of supporting elements 
will be the responsibility of supporting element commanders.  Coordination of effort, especially in tactical 
operations, cannot be substituted for command. 
 
8 Limitations 
               Military forces are justifiable only as instruments of national policy in the attainment of national 
objectives.  Since war is a political act, its broad and final objectives are political; therefore, its conduct must 
conform to policy and its outcome realize the objectives of policy.  Victory alone as an aim of war cannot be 
justified, since in itself victory does not always assure the realization of national objectives.  If the policy objectives 
are to be realized, policy and not interim expediency must govern the application of military power.  Except in the 
prosecution of war in furtherance of a policy of ruthless annihilation, Army forces most nearly conform to the 
requirements of national policy, since Army forces are designed to apply power directly against military power, 
with minimum damage to civilian populations and economies…. 
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Document 4: Letter from President Eisenhower to Secretary Wilson, January 5, 1955 
 
Dear Mr. Secretary, 
 
Responding to your request I shall, in this note, briefly summarize the views on our general needs in military 
strength, including personnel, that I expressed verbally to you and the Joint Chiefs of Staff in December.  Needless 
to say, these convictions on how best to preserve the peace were formed after earnest consideration of the oral and 
written views of our military advisers…. 
 
Certain considerations, applying more specifically to our own country’s military preparations, are these 
 
First, the threat to our security is a continuing and many sided one-there is, so far as we can determine, no single 
critical “danger date” and no single form of enemy action to which we could soundly gear all our defense 
preparations.  We will never commit aggression, but we must always be ready to defeat it. 
 
Second, true security for our country must be founded on a strong and expanding economy, readily convertible to 
the tasks of war. 
 
Third, because scientific progress exerts a constantly increasing influence upon the character and conduct of war, 
and because America’s most precious possession is the lives of her citizens, we should base our security upon 
military formations which make maximum use of science and technology in order to minimize numbers in men. 
 
Fourth, due to the destructiveness of modern weapons and the increasing efficiency of long-range bombing aircraft, 
the United States has reason, for the first time in its history, to be deeply concerned over the serious effects which a 
sudden attack could conceivably inflict upon our country. 
 
Our first objective must therefore be to maintain the capability to deter an enemy from attack and to blunt that attack 
if it comes- - by a combination of effective retaliatory power and a continental defense system of steadily increasing 
effectiveness.  These two tasks logically demand priority in all planning.  Thus, we will assure that our industrial 
capacity can continue throughout a war to produce the gigantic amounts of equipment and supplies required. 
 
We can never be defeated so long as our relative superiority in productive capacity is sustained…. 
 
Other essential tasks during the initial period following a possible future attack would require the Navy to clear the 
ocean lanes, and the Army to do its part in meeting critical land situations.  Our forces in NATO and elsewhere 
could be swiftly engaged.  To maintain order and organization under the conditions that would prevail in attacked 
areas of our country would of itself constitute a major challenge.  Improved Reserve programs would help greatly- - 
in fact might prove the decisive margin- - in these as n other major tasks. 
To provide for meeting lesser hostile action- - such as local aggression not broadened by the intervention of a major 
aggressor’s forces- - growing reliance can be placed upon the forces now being built and strengthened in many 
areas of the free world.  But because this reliance cannot be complete, and because our own vital interests, collective 
security and pledged faith might well be involved, there remain certain contingencies for which the United States 
should be ready with mobile forces to help indigenous troops deter local aggression, direct or indirect…. 
 
In view of the practical considerations limiting the rapid deployment of large military forces from the continental 
United States immediately on outbreak of war, the numbers of active troops maintained for this purpose can be 
correspondingly tailored.  For the remained we ma look primarily to our Reserves and our mobilization base, 
including our stockpile of critical materials. 
 
It s, of course, obvious that defensive forces in America are maintained to defend a way of life.  They must be 
adequate for this purpose but must not become such an intolerable burden as to occasion loss of civilian morale or 
the individual initiative on which, in a free country,  depends the dynamic industrial effort which is the continuing 
foundation of our nation’s security.  It is at this point that professional military competence and political 
statesmanship must joint to form judgments as to the minimum defensive structure that should be supported by the 
nation.  To do less than the minimum would expose the nation to the predatory purposes of potential enemies.  On 
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the other hand, to build excessively under the impulse of fear could, in the long run, defeat our purposes by 
damaging the growth of our economy and eventually forcing it into regimented controls. 
 
It is for the reasons so briefly touched upon above that I have decided to present to the Congress, on behalf of the 
Administration, a program which has been under development during the past two years.  That program 
contemplates an active personnel strength of the Armed Forces at June 30, 1955, of approximately 3,000,000, 
within which the Air Force will be increased to about 975,000…. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

                    Dwight D. Eisenhower 
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Document 5: GENERAL RIDGWAY TO THE  
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

 
UNITED STATES ARMY 

The Chief of Staff 
27 June 1955 

Dear Mr. Secretary:  
     
 I shall depart from the active ranks of the United States Army on 30 June 1995, 
thereby vacating the offices I currently hold.  Having spent 38 years as a United States 
soldier on active service around the world.  I trust I may be permitted, as I terminate this 
service, to summarize for you certain of my concepts concerning the security and well-
being of the United States, all of which I have expressed, in one form or another and from 
time to time, as Chief of Staff, United States Army, and as a member of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff. 
 
 In the nuclear arms race, the day of nuclear  plenty for each of the two major 
world power groups draws nearer; the cost of fabrication drops; and hence the day when 
even smaller powers  may likewise possess such weapons is already foreseeable.  
Common appreciation of the consequences of unlimited nuclear war may well result in 
general unwillingness to employ these weapons, in recognition of the mutual disaster 
which would follow wherein the peoples, property, and institutions of much of the world 
would vanish. 
 
 In a situation of nuclear plenty, mutual cancellation of nuclear advantage can 
occur in terms of mutual devastation; or, depending on the degree of parity, in terms of 
mutually limited use; or, finally, in common refusal to use nuclear weapons at all.  It 
seems doubtful that the USSR would initiate employment of nuclear weapons in the face 
of a preponderance of nuclear weapons possessed by the United States.  ON the other 
hand, should the Western nations initiate their use, the USSR would have no choice but 
to respond in kind, in the hope that the resultant destruction to the West would 
circumscribe the ability of the United States to continue effective prosecution of such a 
war.  In the light of this major possibility for the future, it is at least debatable whether 
the United States really has the freedom to rely preponderantly on nuclear weapons to 
exert its military power. 
 
 Moreover, it appears prudent to assume that Soviet strategists are even now 
giving consideration to a course of action which would put on the United States the onus 
of initiating the use of military nuclear fire power, making certain that the United States 
and its allies know they can reasonably expect retaliation with nuclear weapons by the 
Soviets, simultaneously with the initial assaults of the Read Armies. 
 
 Under these conditions, since national objectives could not be realized solely by 
the possession of nuclear capabilities, no nation could regard nuclear capabilities alone as 
sufficient, either to prevent, or to win a war. 
 

UNITED STATES STRATEGY TO MEET COMMITMENTS 
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In general, the foregoing commitments express the intent of the United States: 
    a.  To fight force with force. 
    b.  To be prepared to meet and defeat limited aggression in small perimeter wars, 
whether or not nuclear weapons are used. 
    c.  To be capable of defeating Soviet Bloc military forces if general war should occur, 
whether or not nuclear weapons are used, and in widely varying terrain and climates. 
 
 IN MY VIEW, THE PRESENT UNITED STATES MILITARY FORCES ARE 
INADEQUATE IN STRENGTH AND IMPROPERLY PRPPORTIONED TO MEET THE 
ABOVE COMMITMENTS, SPECIFIC OR IMPLIED. 
 
 IT IS MY VIEW THAT THE COMMITMENTS WHICH THE UNITED STATES HAS 
PLEDGED CREATE A POSITIVE REQUIREMENT FOR AN IMMEDIATELY AVAILABLE 
MOBILE JOINT MILITARY FORCE OF HARD HITTING CHARACTER IN WHICH THE 
VERSATILITY O FTHE WHOLE IS EMPHASIZED AND THE PREPONDERANCE OF ANY 
ONE PART IS DE-EMPHASIZED. 
 

VIABLE MILITARY STRATEGY FOR COLD WAR SITUATIONS 
 

 Currently, the means made available for supporting the United States military 
strategy for both cold and general war are limited.  The present United States 
preoccupation with the preparations for general war has limited the military means 
available for cold war to those which are essentially by-products or leftovers from the 
means available for general war. 
 
 A wide choice of military means, resulting from properly proportioned, 
modernized forces, is required to fill the present large gap in effective deterrence 
resulting from United States preoccupation with long-range bombers as the principle 
deterrent.  
 
 United States strategy, backed by adequate and proper military strength, should 
make full provision for the following: 
 

a. Every physical action taken in furtherance of the basic United States military 
strategy should be taken only after considering, individually and in sum, the 
probable psychological effects of the action on the USSR, United States 
nationals, United States allies, and neutral nations.  Such actions should be 
designed to counter the Soviet policy of instilling fear with a United States policy 
of creating confidence. 

 
b. A strong position of tangible Free World strength must be maintained.  

Continued United States adherence to the concept of collective security is 
fundamental to the maintenance of Free World strength; coalitions must stand 
shoulder to shoulder or suffer the danger of disintegration from within. 
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c. An increase in the readiness and strategic mobility of uncommitted United States 
and British Commonwealth forces is required to support the strategy, and 
availability of troops for other key nations for additional deployments in United 
States and United Kingdom transportation areas where they are needed is an 
important aspect. 

 
d. Soviet satellite aggressions should be treated as limited or local wars until the 

aggressor is defeated or the United States and its allies are prepared for general 
war. 

 
e. United States reaction to satellite aggression should not be conditioned by a fear 

of Soviet intervention or unduly prejudiced by a fear of possible maldeployments 
of United States forces.  If sufficient forces are available from the outset such 
maldeployments could be readily and quickly rectified. 

 
f. The satellite cordon should not be reduced by military force as long as its 

existence produces advantages for the Free World. 
 

g. The United States should give all practicable assistance to our allies in their 
efforts to suppress Soviet-Communist-inspired civil disorders. 

 
 

THE MORAL ASPECT 
 

 I should like to add a word on the importance of the moral factor in all human 
relationships, especially when preparing a strategy to protect America’s security.  Just as 
the ultimate and most deadly threat of Communism is the destruction of the religion and 
moral principles which, imperfectly as they may have been observed, yet have guided 
man to new heights of dignity and self respect; in seeking to insure America’s security, 
so also we find the same threat in the increasingly significant ignoring  by our planners of 
the consequences of omitting the moral factor in considering the use of the immense 
destructive capability which now exists in the world.  There is a responsibility on 
everyone of us to evaluate that moral factor, along with all the scientific and other 
practical factors in seeking solutions to these mammoth problems. 
 

MY VIEW OF THE ROLE OF A MILITARY ADVISOR 
 

 National policy matters which are discussed at the level of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff as military advisors to the President, National Security Council, and Secretary of 
Defense, are seldom, in this day and age, separable into purely military and non-military 
problems. 
 
 I view the military advisory role of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as follows: He should 
give his competent professional advice on the military aspects of the problems referred to 
him, based on his fearless, honest, objective estimate of the national interest, and 
regardless of administration policy at any particular time.  He should conne his advice to 
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the essentially military aspects.  When testifying as Army Chief of Staff Congress on 28 
June 1947, General Eisenhower expressed the following attitude in support of this view: 
 
 “I appear before you only as a professional soldier, to give you a soldier’s advice 
regarding the national defense.  I am not qualified to proceed beyond that field; and I do 
not intend to do so.  It is my duty as Chief of Staff to tell you gentlemen what I believe to 
be necessary for national security.” 
 
 If the military advisor’s unrestricted advice is solicited he should give his 
considered opinion, for in today’s climate national security planning is broad and 
encompasses many aspects.  The President, in the message to which I referred earlier, has 
stated that the nation’s military plans “must incorporate the most competent and 
considered thinking from every point of view—military, scientific, industrial, and 
economic.”  However in my opinion, the military advisor should be neither expected nor 
required to give public endorsement to military coursed of action against which he has 
previously recommended.  His responsibility should be solely that of loyal vigorous 
execution of decisions by proper authority. 
 
 This aspect is perhaps the most difficult one for the military advisor, particularly 
as he strives to keep himself detached from domestic politics at the time domestic 
political forces attempt to use him for their own purposes.  In his role of advisor, he gives 
his best advice.  In his role as commander, he implements decisions.  Both roles must be 
respected by civilian officials, as he must respect theirs.  In this regard, as the political 
climate shifts and changes, differing assessments will be made of his proper role; but 
whatever the situation, he must remain outside the field of partisan politics.  It is 
incumbent upon civilian officials to see that he stays outside, and to protect him from 
becoming involved. 
 

Respectfully, 
/s/ M.B. RIDGWAY 

GENERAL, United States Army    
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