
ENDNOTES

1 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
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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.
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7 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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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
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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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