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ENDNOTES

' Below the strategic level of nuclear employment more limited scenarios could also be
simulated, including a Chinese regional nuclear attack against U.S. forward deployed
military forces in Northeast Asia, or a U.S. limited nuclear attack on Chinese
conventional or nuclear forces in a war over Taiwan. Both countries have probably
drawn up such (or similar) plans for limited nuclear use under the assumption that
the other side would be deterred from escalating to strategic war. But wars never go
according to plan, and the scenarios in this report are intended to remind the reader
of the stakes of miscalculation.

For detailed overviews of U.S. nuclear forces, see our annual status reports in the
Nuclear Notebook published in the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists at
http://www.thebulletin.org/nuclear_weapons_data/.

’ The history of China’s role in U.S. nuclear planning during the Cold War is surpris-
ingly poorly described in the open literature and seems to have eluded most analysts
and scholars who have focused almost exclusively on the U.S.-Soviet deterrence rela-
tionship. According to one report: “Experts in China recall a history of U.S. nuclear
blackmail and a slow but steady progress in bringing a credible deterrent posture into
being. Experts in the United States seem barely to recall this history at all, recalling
China as little more than a footnote in the history of the nuclear era. This leads to
very different views of the strategic balance between the two, the principles of
nuclear strategy, and the constraints on future developments.” Brad Roberts, China-
U.S. Nuclear Relations: What Relationship Best Serves U.S. Interests?, Institute for
Defense Analysis/Defense Threat Reduction Agency, IDA Paper P-3640, September
2001, p. ES-2. Available online at

www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/dtra/china_us_nuc.pdf.

* Recent efforts to increase communication between the two countries include mili-
tary-to-military discussions about nuclear policy, reciprocal military visits, and invita-
tion of observers to military exercises.

For a thoughtful analysis of this trend, see: Alastair lain Johnston, “China’s New ‘Old
Thinking’: The Concept of Limited Deterrence,” International Security, Vol. 20, No. 3
(Winter 1995/96), pp. 5-42.

o

“China’s Endeavors for Arms Control, Disarmament and Non-Proliferation,”
Information Office of the State Council of the People's Republic of China, Beijing,
September 2005, pp. 3, 6, 9. Emphasis added.

For three informative works on Chinese nuclear force developments and their impact
on doctrine, see: Michael S. Chase and Evan Medeiros, “China’s Evolving Nuclear
Calculus: Modernization and Doctrinal Debate,” Kenneth Allen and Maryanne
Kivlehan-Wise, “Implementing PLA Second Artillery Doctrinal Reforms,” both in
James C. Mulvenon and David Finkelstein (eds.), China’s Revolution in Doctrinal
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Affairs: Emerging Trends in the Operational Arts of the Chinese People’s Liberation Army,
Alexandria: Center for Naval Analysis, 2005, pp. 119-157, 159-219, respectively;
Bates Gill, et al., “The Chinese Second Artillery Corps: Transition to Credible
Deterrence,” in James C. Mulvenon and Andrew N.D. Yang (eds.), The People’s
Liberation Army as Organization, Santa Monica, CA: RAND, 2002, pp. 510-586.

U.S. Department of Defense, Office of the Secretary of Defense, The Military Power
of the People’s Republic of China 2003, July 30, 2003, p. 31.

Keith Crane, et al., Modernizing China’s Military: Opportunities and Constraints,
RAND Project Air Force, 2005, p. 202.

U.S. Department of Defense, Office of the Secretary of Defense, Military Power of the
People’s Republic of China, 2006, May 23, 2006, pp. 2, 13-14, 28.

A box in the 2006 DOD report cites three Chinese articles to question whether
China will maintain its no-first-use policy, including an interview with Chu Shulong
at Qinghua University:

While affirming ‘no first use,” Chu Shulong, from the prestigious Qinghua
University, also stated in a July 2005 interview printed in a state-owned
media that “if foreign countries launch a full-scale war against China and
deploy all types of advanced weapons except nuclear weapons, China may
renounce this commitment [to no first use] at a time when the country’s
fate hangs in the balance.

Yet according to Jeffrey Lewis at armscontrolwonk.com, the FBIS translation apparent-
ly used by the Pentagon was wrong. The FBIS headline was “PRC Expert Warns PRC
May Renounce ‘No First Use’ of Nuclear Weapons in War Time, but the translation
of the Chinese title is “PRC Expert: China’s Policy on Nuclear Weapons Remains
Unchanged.” The Pentagon’s excerpt above appears to misrepresent what the Mr.
Chu said by including one part of the interview but ignoring another:

The Director of Tsinghua University’s Institute of Strategic Studies, in an
interview with a reporter from Da Gong Bao expressed, [sic] China’s
promise not to be the first to use nuclear weapons was extremely clear
and firm. As of now, their [sic| isn’t the slightest indication that China’s
government will let go of this promise. “(I) have not heard any leader on
any occasion state China will change or let go of this position. Never.”

At the same time Chu Shulong provided a hypothetical, except in the
case of a foreign power launching a full scale war against China, using all
of their advanced (precision) weaponry except nuclear weapons, and the
Chinese nation were facing the fanger of extermination, China may let
go of this promise. But he considered the possibility not very great. “I
think what Zhu Chenghu said is the worst possible circumstance, and the
worst possible circumstance should not happen.”

See: Jeffrey Lewis, “China and No First Use,” armscontrolwonk.com, May 31, 2006,
URL http://www.armscontrolwonk.com/1082/china-and-no-first-use
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"Peter W. Rodman, Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs,
“The Military Power of the People’s Republic of China, prepared statement before the
House Armed Services Committee Thursday, June 22, 2006, p. 5.

2 Confidence in the capability of the U.S. offensive nuclear capability appears to be
high. According to the Rear Admiral Eric A. McVadon, former Deputy Director for
Strategy, Plans and Policy (Navy Staff) and Defense and Naval Attache at the
American Embassy in Beijing, “even with the augmented nuclear arsenal [of DF-31
and JL-2 missiles], China’s minimal deterrent is useful only when unused.” Rear
Admiral (USN, Ret.) Eric A. McVadon, Director of Asia-Pacific Studies, Institute for
Foreign Policy Analysis, “Recent Trends in China’s Military Modernization,” prepared
statement before the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission,
September 15, 2005, p. 6.

BThough it should be said that Russia has not completely left the field. See Stephen E
Cohen, “The New American Cold War,” The Nation, July 10, 2006, pp. 9-17.

“Mark Mazzetti, “Pentagon Says China Seeks to Extend Military Reach,” Los Angeles
Times, July 20, 2005, p. 1.

BRobert S. Dudney, “What It Means To Be No. 1,” Air Force Magazine,
February 2006, p. 2.

“China’s Endeavors for Arms Control, Disarmament and Non-Proliferation,”
Information Office of the State Council of the People's Republic of China, Beijing,
September 2005, p. 16.

The 2006 DOD report on China’s military forces attributed a slightly different range
to DIA for the Chinese defense budget, saying that the “DIA estimates that China’s
total military-related spending will amount to between $70 billion and $105 billion
in 2006.” U.S. Department of Defense, Office of the Secretary of Defense, Military
Power of the People’s Republic of China, 2006, May 23, 2006, p. 20.

"Peter W. Rodman, Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs,
The Military Power of the People’s Republic of China, prepared statement before the
House Armed Services Committee Thursday, June 22, 2006, p. 3.
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YLt. Gen. Michael D. Maples, USA, Director, Defense Intelligence Agency, “Current
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scale military threat is repeated in the Pentagon’s 2006 report on China’s military forces.
U.S. Department of Defense, Office of the Secretary of Defense, “Military Power of
the People’s Republic of China, 2006,” May 23, 2006, p. 1.
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Defense Donald H. Rumsfeld, Shangri-La Hotel, Singapore, June 4, 2005, available
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Rumsfeld’s point about equating Chinese modernizations with offensive intentions is
similar to the language used in Ronald Reagan’s famous Star Wars speech in March
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ballistic missiles than they could possibly need simply to deter an attack. Their con-
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to the Nation on Defense and National Security, March 23, 1983, available on-line
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