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I .
Communist China exploded its first nuclear device 

on October 16, 1964. The very years during which the 
Chinese Communists were gaining and consolidating their 
power on the mainland were marked by nothing less than 
a revolution in weaponry and strategic doctrine beyond 
China's borders. However, for a few years after 1949 
there was little to indicate that the new regime was a- 
ware it had emerged into a nuclear environment in which 
an enemy might in theory destroy its cities, industrial 
complexes, communication centers, and transportation 
facilities by air attack with nuclear weapons.

-he purpose of this study is to examine the devel
opment of Communist China's attitude toward nuclear wea
pons during the period beginning from its response to 
the explosion of the atomic bomb on Hiroshima to its 
grand debate on a strategy to cope with nuclear attacks 
in 195?. More specially, the purpose of this study is 
to examine Communist China's pattern of behavior to a 
nuclear environment? to identify the problems that the 
nuclear environment posed for the Chinese Communists, 
and how the Chinese Communists debated on these problems.

The principal argument of this paper is that Chi-
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nese Communist attitudes toward nuclear weapons during 
this period can be best understood as dependent on cer
tain major constraints affecting Chinese Communist re
gime's foreign policy behavior. Since the establishment 
of the Peking regime, Communist China's overriding ob
jectives have been the'preservation of its national se
curity, the achievement of independent great power sta
tus, and the filling out of its territorial boundaries 
in Taiwan and Tibet. None of these objectives could be 
realized unless China was militarily strong and econom
ically resourceful--a proposition that had become great
ly complicated in the nuclear age. There appear to be 
four such constraintsi (1) Considerations of American 
and Soviet military superiority— particularly nuclear 
superiority? (2) Considerations of Sino-Soviet relation 
and the perception of the American threat? (3 ) Consid
erations of the pressure of the economic development? 
and (4) The considerations of the political-military 
relations.

In this study of the military thinking of Commu
nist China during the period, 1 have relied principal
ly on published materials from Communist China. Perti
nent information on these sources is contained in the 
bibliography. I have made use of these materials in the
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originals of the Chinese language. Since Chinese Commu
nist military publications presently and publicly avail
able are popular rather than professional, the material 
examined is so lacking in specific detail that much of 
the analysis necessarily stays in the realm of conjec
ture. Sdme of my findings must therefore remain tenta
tive until comfirmed by future development.

the present study consists of five chapters. Fol
lowing this introductory chapter, the second chapter 
deals with Communist China's disparagement of nuclear 
weapons during the period of 1945-1954. Communist Chi
na's treatment of the Atom and Hydrogen Bombs is exam
ined and the reasons of its disparagement are reviewed. 
The third chapter analyzes Communist China's growing 
awareness of the implication of nuclear warfare during 
the period of 1954-1957» A shift in the attitude to
ward nuclear weapons is reviewed and the beginning of 
an open discussion of nuclear ’weapons is identified.
The fourth chapter deals with the debate within the 
military on means to meet the threat of nuclear war. In 
tracing and identifying the agreement of the military, I 
shall point out the military's acknowledgement of the 
Soviet revision in the military doctrine. The areas of 
debate among the military and alternative strategies pro



posed are also included in the examination in this chap
ter* The fifth chapter summarizes the tentative find
ings of this study.
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II. 1. Communist China's Treatment
of the Atom and Hydrogen Bombs

On August 13, 19^5» one week after the atomic bomb 
was dropped on Hiroshima, Mao Tse-tung in a speech to 
the cadres in Yenan, made the first known Chinese Commu
nist reference to this new weapon. At that time, he at
tributed Japan's surrender to the entry of the Soviet 
Union into the war and sought to minimize the impact of 
the atomic bombi

...Can atom bombs decide wars? No, they can't, The 
Atom bomb could not make Japan surrender. Without 
the struggle waged by the people, atom bombs by 
themselves would be of no avail. If atom bombs 
could decide the war, then why was it necessary to 
ask the Soviet Union to send its troops? Why 
didn't Japan surrender when the two atom bombs 
were dropped on her and why did she surrender as 
soon as the Soviet Union sent troops? Some of our 
comrades, too, believe that the atom bomb is all- 
powerful: that is a big mistake,..The theory that 
"weapons decide everything," the purely military 
viewpoint, a bureaucratic style of work divorced from the masses, individualist thinking, and the 
like— --all these are bourgeois influence in our ranks. 1
The following year, in an interview with Anna Lou

ise Strong, Mao predicted that the atom bomb would not 
again be used in warfare i

Its great bursting over Hiroshima destroyed it. For, 1

1 >;ao Tse-tung, Sgl,ej;_ted.Works of.Mao. Tse-tung.
Vol. IV (Peking: Foreign Languages Press, 1963), pp. 1 8 - 1 9
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the people of the whole world turned against it«..
The birth of the atom bomb was the beginning of the 
end of the American imperialists. For they began 
to rely on the bomb and not on the people..«The bas
ic question is the consciousness of the people. It 
is not explosives or oil-fields or atom bombs but 
the man who handles them...In the end the bomb will 
not annihiliatepthe people. The people will annihi- liate the bomb.
In the summer of 1950, frequent mentions of the atom

ic bomb was made in Communist China's mass-communication 
media in connection with a signature campaign for the 
Stockholm Peace Appeal. The references were largely 
limited to demands that such weapons be banned and their 
first user considered as a war criminal. In late Octo
ber, at the time when Chinese Communist troops were tru
ly concerned about the atomic bomb, attributed to it a 
destructive capability greater than that of the atomic 
bomb used at Hiroshima, and feared that it might be 
used against them. 2 * * 5 ln October 1950, Chinese Communists 
adopted an official position on atomic warfare that can 
be summed up as follows : The atom bomb is a cruel weapon 
that should be prohibited, but it is a weapon of limit

2Anna Louise Strong, Lawn Out, of China (Bombay:People’s Publishing House, Ltd., 19A8), p, 1 5 5 .
^Herbert Goldhamer Cpamunist Reaction in Korea 

tg_Ajiiê,p£jj)_,PgssPSfiPlL Bomb and Its Sjgnifi-c&nce. f g.r.Ub^Pplitical and Psychological Warfare (The 
Rand Corporation, Research Memorandum, RM- 9 0 3, August 1, 
1952), pp. i-ii. This study is based on interrogations 
of Chinese and North Korean prisoners of war in May, 1951.
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ed effectiveness, Its power is equal to 2000-3000 tons 
of high explosives, a power excessive for battlefield 
use. It becomes less effective the more extensive the 
territory and the more scattered the population of the 
enemy. The bomb is not a decisive weapons ground forces 
still remain the most effective means of destroying the 
enemy. Finally, the Soviet Union also has the atom bomb.^ 
This propaganda line was also used in troop indoctrina
tion, with the added theme that the atomic bomb had been 
outlawed by international agreement.5 it is question
able whether the Chinese Communists had developed at 
this time any appropriate doctrine with respect to the 
use of atomic v/eapons in warfare except to undermine 
their impact for reasons of stabilizing internal mili
tary morale.

President Truman suggested in his press conference 
of November 30, 1950 the possibility that atomic wea
pons might be used in Korea. There was a virtual si
lence of all references to the atomic bombs in Chinese 
media.^ However, the authorities continued to be con
cerned about the possibility that the United States

hih-shih >-hou-1 se (Current. Affairs Handbook) 
(Peking), Vol. 1, No. 2, Nov. 5, PP* 11-12.

5lbid,, p«3 »
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might use the bomb, and apparently felt that the troops 
should be prepared for this eventuality rather than per
suaded that it would not occur« A mimeographed propa
ganda pamphlet dated June 10, 1952, apparently issued 
for distribution within the armed forces, bore the title 
"Smash the New Plot of the American Imperialists to use 
the Atom Bomb." The pamphlet expressed the position that 
the brutal enemy was planning to use the atom bomb, but 
that the bomb was not dreadful and that the enemy could 
be outwitted.?

Aside from these activities within the armed forces 
in Korea in 1952, statements about the use of the atomic 
bomb in warfare, even those disparaging its effects, were 
virtually absent from the mass media between 195$ and 
1955« Strict censorship seems to have been imposed on 
the discussion of almost all atomic subjects.

in mid-l953t the Soviet hydrogen-bomb tests were

°!he virtual blackout seems to suggest an effort 
in official quarters to forstall the public anxiety that 
further discussion of the subject might arouse. The ex
tent to which the Communist Chinese authorities were pre
pared to counteract any such anxiety among the populace 
was suggested in Lt. Col. Robert B. Rigg's statement that 
"on August, 1951. Tseng Chung-jen was executed in Lok- 
cheng, South China for *exaggerating the power of the A- 
Bomb." See Lt. Col. Rigg, Rgd,,Cfrlna-'.TLgJLght (Harrisburg, Pa.i The Military Service Publishing Com
pany, 1951). p* 48.

?Cited by Goldhamer, 0 0 , cit.. pp, 5-6
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acknowledged by the Chinese Communists. Again comment 
centered on the assentation that United States plans to
intimidate and blackmail the world-- particularly the
Soviet Union-- had been foiled $ the myth of a United
States atom-bomb monopoly, had been exposed as nonsense? 
and the Soviet Union was manufacturing these weapons mere
ly because the United States refused to destroy its own.® 

Beginning in late December 1953. the volume of Com
munist China*s comment of atomic matters went up slight
ly, However, there were careful restraints on content.
On December 2 6, both and Kuang-rains Jih-
Pao disparaged President Eisenhower’s atoms-for-peace 
plan, while commending the Soviet Union for its leader
ship in the peaceful uses of atomic energy and its ef
forts to ban atomic, hydrogen, and other xveapons of 
large scale destruction. Jen-min Jih-Pao noted that 
President Eisenhower had set no limits to the growing 
production to atomic weaponsr1 Kuang-mina Jih-?ao 
pointed out that the Soviet Union now possessed many 
types of atomic bombs, as well as hydrogen bombs of 
still greater power, and added that the Soviet Union's * 9

sJin-min Jih-Pao. August 14, 1953«
9Uinrmn Jih-Pao. December 2 6, 1953.
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discovery of the secret of producing hydrogen weapons had

dealt a telling below to the American bellicose elements who dreamed of relying on their ’mono
poly* of atomic weapons for their aggressive 
schemes,
The full extent of the censorship on atomic sub

jects in Chinese Communist propaganda was further un
derscored during March 195-5-, with respect to the Biki
ni incident. Since 1952 Communist China had sought in
creasingly to attune its propaganda to Japanese senti
ment and attitudes, exploiting indigenous developments 
unfavorable to the United States. The radioactive 
dusting of the crew of the Fukurya Maru in March 195^ 
came to the Japanese public as a profound shock and for 
a time caused a wave of resentment against the United 
States unprecedented in the postwar period.*^ The Jap
anese not only were deeply concerned about the moral 
aspect of the event, but felt that the Incident had 
raised the legal question of freedom of the seas as 
well as the economic issue related to the effects of 
tests on Pacific fisheries. In early April the Japa
nese Diet passed a unanimous resolution in favor of 
prohibiting the manufacture, testing, and use of atom- 10 11

10ibid.
11A.M. Hal pern, gjaan&tafi Japan e_gg_ AltdtMe. Toward Atomic ■■•eaoons (The Rand Corporation, Research 

Memorandum, RM-1331» September 1, 195A.)
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ic and hydrogen weapons. Also, fear of fallout and ap
prehension concerning Japan's fate in case of war were 
heightened by the incident.

In contrast with the established pattern, Communist 
China in this case did little to exploit the Japanese 
reaction. The Chinese Communist comment was sparse, and 
much of what appeared in the propaganda media consisted 
of condensed report on the Japanese popular demand for 
prohibition of atomic weapons, and on protests against 
testing raised in India and elsewhere. A Jen-rain Jih- 
Pao editorial on April 3 almost hid the Bikini incident 
in a jargon of Marxism and more general attacks on the 
United Statesi

Dulles* efforts to create an atmosphere of enmity 
are made to order by the American monopolists, who 
are bent on maintaining and increasing world ten
sion at all costs, in their desire to avoid the e- 
conomic crisis which is coming nearer and nearer 
and to keep up maximum profits from armaments. A- 
mong the recent activities of the political leaders 
of the United States are the publicizing of their 
so-called "new look" military policy, the boosting 
of the atomic threat, the mad spreading of war hys
teria, the hydrogen bomb experiments on the Marshall 
Islands in the Pacific, the naval maneuvers in Iwo- 
shima, and the air maneuvers in South Korea. 12
In the Chinese Communists' treatment of the Bikini

incident there are three points worth notingi

12Jip-Rifi- J.4kr.?aP> April 3, 1954
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(1) The Chinese public had no clear concept of what 

had happened at Bikini.
(2) The Chinese authorities deliberately avoided

exploiting two important aspects of the Japanese reac
tion-- fear of radiation and fear of Japan’s vulnerabil
ity in the event of nuclear war, and

(3) Communist China's first comment on the subject 
coincided with the issuance of propaganda line by the 
World Peace Council Bureau, thus suggesting that Chinese 
media was following Moscow's lead in the matter.

Twice again during 1954 atomic matters came to the
fore. In July all three major newspapers-- Jen-min Jih-
£ag,> IftJSaag.and Kuan.iL.Ming...Jih-Pao applaud the So
viet Union's commissioning of the first atomic power sta
tion, praising the Soviet's effort in the peaceful use 
of atomic energy as well as their demand for the prohi
bition of atomic and hydrogen weapons, and accusing the 
United States of using atomic energy for war and as a 
means of blackmail in international affairs.*3

In late 1954, in connection with the Soviet Union's 
proposals in the United Nations on the conclusion of an 
international convention for the reduction of armaments 13

13sia Kmg.Pao, July 3, 1954, Kpa^g-ming,.Jjh,~p&0 , 
uuly 3, 1954; and U ltim o  J l h - P a p . July 5, 1954.
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and the prohibition of weapons of mass destruction, there 
was a slight shift in tone. Jen-ain Jih-Pao vigorously 
supported the Soviet proposals, emphasizing the one that 
called for Communist China's participation in negotia
tions leading to a joint declaration wherein the Soviet 
Union, the United States, France, and Communist China 
would renounce the use of atomic hydrogen and other wea
pons of mass destruction.* 1^ The editorial characterized 
the Soviet position as being designed to eliminate the 
"menace of atomic warfare" to prevent "atomic attack," 
and to limit atomic energy to peaceful uses. The United 
States, on the other hand, was accused of blocking agree
ment on the prohibition of atomic weapons, preparing for 
"atomic warfare," practicing "atomic blackmail," and 
planning to use atomic weapons for "strategic purposes 
and for tactical purposes,1,15 Again in late December, 
an article in Jan-min Jih-i-ao contrasted Soviet efforts 
to limit atomic energy to peaceful purposes with the ob
jectives of the United. States, accusing the latter of 
producing and stockpiling large quantities of atomic 
weapons to threaten and provoke the camp of "peace and

14Jgn-min Jih-Pao. October 4, 195A.
15Ibid



d e m o c r a c y . A t  the same time, the article assured its 
readers that the so-called United States superiority in 
atomic and hydrogen weapons had long since vanished.

Thus in the years 1951 through 195^» Chinese Com
munist statements, except for the few casual hints that 
began to appear in October 195^* deliberately avoided 
dealing with the implications of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons for modem warfare. The basic propaganda strat
egy of these years is quite evident. The Chinese Com
munists commented on nuclear developments only when the 
Soviet Union provided a lead. Otherwise, they were con
sistently silent on the subject, with the exception of 
the Bikini incident which could not be ignored and thus 
received qualified attention. All Soviet developments 
were characterized as contributing to the defense of 
peace. The United States was consistently described as 
a military menace without citing facts. However the men
ace v/as presented as largely a matter of blackmail which 
was being rendered ineffective with the disintegration 
of the American atomic monopoly.

15Jin~min.. Jih-Pao, December 23, 195^.



2, Why Communist China
Disparaged Nuclear Weapons

It is necessary to account for Communist China's 
failure to develop a public position on a new approach 
to nuclear war before 1955« One can argue that since 
Communist China was a nonatomic poxver, it was in her 
national interest to disparage the effects of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons, to deny the impact of such wea
pons on warfare, or to avoid the question entirely. But 
in 1955. when certain Chinese Communist military leaders 
began publicly to adjust their strategic thinking to the 
new weapons, Communist China was still a nonatomic power, 
and it is therefore necessary to look to other factors 
to explain the earliest reticence on nuclear matters.

One key to this reticence appears to lie in the 
fact that it was not until after Stalin's death that 
Soviet military leaders began to discuss openly the im
plications of nuclear warfare for Soviet military think
ing. Herbert S, Dinerstein has traced the course of the 
debate on Soviet military thinking that began with an 
article by General Talensky in the September 1958 issue 
of Military. Thought♦ 17 Talensky had questioned the vali-

ZM v ^'Herbert S. Dinerstein, .tile, Spy,jet Cnjoyi(New Yorki Frederick A. Praespr, 1959), p. 9 *
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dity of Stalin's doctrine of the “permanently operating 
factors" 10 as the basis for military thought in the 1 9 5 0's# 
Emphasizing the armed conflict as the cricial aspect of 
warfare, Talensky had insisted that the same laws of war 
applied to both sides and suggested the possibility that 
given the use of nuclear weapons, the first phase of a 
war could determine its final outcome, 10 The debate 
thus initiated was not to be concluded until April 1955 
when the editors of Military Thought had officially en
dorsed the bulk of Talensky*s position. Two months 
earlier, Marshall Rotmistrov, writing in Military Thought 
had stated the Soviet position that surprise attack with 
atomic and hydrogen weapons could determine the outcome 
of a war, and at the same time he had advanced the con
cept of a pre-emptive blow as the means to frustrate a 
surprise attack by the enemy. * 20

Until the Soviets had formulated a military doctrine 
appropriate for an era of nuclear weapons, the Chinese 
Communists were not likely to voice any views that went 
beyond the narrow confines of their own experience. The

lo.hey are (1 ) the stability of the rear, (2) the 
morale of the army, (3) the quantity and quality of di
vision, (4) the armaments of the army, and (5 ) the or
ganizational ability of the army commanders.

^Minerstein, or».
20Ibid,

cit., pp. 9-1 2.
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soldiers during the Korean war can be presumed to have 
extended to the political and military elites. However, 
even though the atom and hydrogen bombs might be recog
nised as having greater destructive power than ordinary 
bombs, it was inconceivable that the Chinese Communists 
without the aid of the Soviet initiative, would accept 
the premise that the new weapons could have any major 
strategic or doctrinal significance for a country pos
sessed of vast manpower, extensive territory and few in
dustrial centers. Moreover, just as adherence to Star., 
lin’s "permanently operating factors" had retarded the 
Soviet Union’s restatement of its official military doc
trine, so also did adherence to the principles embod
ied in Mao Tse-tung’s military thinking make it diffi
cult for the Chinese Communist military and political 
leaders first to grasp and then to assert the strategic 
import of nuclear weapons.

The core of Mao Tse-tung’s military thinking is 
found in four workst ¿irat_egic Problems of China’s frev- 
fllttklgnary iifer (1 9 3 6); On the Protracted War (1938) 1 
s .eglc-.-ProMeros__.QX.Guerril 1 a Warfare. Against. Japan 
(1938)$ and the third part of the Present Situation and 
Our Tasks (19^7). The first of these works sets forth 
Mao’s strategy and tactics for the Chinese Red Army in
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the First Kuomintang-Commun1st War? the second and third 
deal with those in the S3.no-Japanese War* and the fourth 
discusses the situation in the Second Kuomintang War» 
Mao's so-called military writings are not solely mili
tary treatisest they contain also the outline of a rev
olutionary program in which political, psychological, 
economic, and diplomatic means are utilised in addition 
to the military.

To Mao, war was not only the "highest form of strug
gle , ,,2!' hut also the totality of a situation, the "in
timate knowledge of all aspects of the situation be-

optween us and the enemy." '' Success or failure in war 
was "mainly determined by military, political, economic, 
and natural conditions of both sides,"* 2'* Mao defined war 
in terms of the characteristics of China's Revolutionary 
War, that is, an inferior force contending for power a- 
gainst a superior force. As the concept of a quick, de
cisive v/ar, achieved largely by overwhelming military 
force, lay outside his experience and the terms of ref
erence within which he viewed the problem of war, he

Kao Tse-tung, Wtralegig ..Frobljgns. .PX -CIU-Pa,',s 
Revolutionary War (published in pamphlet form in 1941),
p. 1 .

22Ibid., p. 1 1,
2-’Ibid. , pp, 15-16. .
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rejected a concept of a quick, decisive war conducted 
on the basis of purely military considerations. As he
put it:

the four leading characteristics of China’s Rev
olutionary War are: a politically and economical
ly unevenly developed semi-colonial country of 
great size that has gone through a great revolu
tion, and a great and powerful enemy, a weak and 
small Red Army, and the agrarian revolution. These 
condition the directive for China’s Revolutionary 
War and numerous principles of its strategy and 
tactics. From the first and fourth characteristics 
ensue the possibilities for the Red Army to devel
op and defeat its enemy. From the second and third 
characteristics ensue the possibilities of the Red 
Army’s slow development and delayed victory over 
its enemy. This means the possibility of a pro
tracted war, and with, bungling there is the pos
sibility of failure. • r
Important in this context was Mao’s opposition to 

the “purely military point of view" for he considered the 
Red A m y  "as a propagandist and organizer for the Sovi
ets.""^ This does not mean that Mao renounced the use 
of military techniques or denied their interdependence 
with political techniques? he however, denounced the 
narrow outlook of the professional military, so often 
marked by conservatism, which he feared might obstruct 
the broad political-military objectives of the revolu
tion. It was Mao’s intent to define the role of the 24 25

24Ibid., pp, 27-2 8,
25Ibid., pp. 28-29.
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army within the framework of the larger military organ
ization, the Chinese Communist Party.

with respect to actual military strategy and tac
tics, Mao acknowledged his debt to Sun Tze*s the Art 
Qj -.if.SS, written about 500 B.C. Mao recognized that the 
Chinese Red Army was inferior to its powerful enemy in 
size, training, and equipment. Consequently, his stra
tegy and tactics not only fell back on traditional. Chi
nese deceits and ruses, but were designed first of all 
to ensure survival and preservation of strength and only 
then to exhaust the enemy so as to achieve victory.

Mao made a clear distinction between the general 
strategy of war and the strategy and tactics of a bat
tle or campaign. As to the general strategy, he insis
ted on a protracted war and opposed quick decisions} 
only through a protracted war, combined with a number 
of nonmilitary factors, could the Chinese Communist 
hope to exhaust the enemy and increase their own strength. 
Mao divided the war into two general phases, the stra
tegic defensive and the strategic offensive, the former 
to be an "active defensive" as distinct from a "passive 
defensive." During this period, the Red Army was to 
make strategic withdrawals if necessary, exhaust the 
enemy by counterattack or other methods, and constant
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ly add to its strength. 26 The strategic offensive re
quired concentration of troops, maneuverability, quick 
decision in specific campaigns, and annihilation (sei
zure) of the enemy? it was to be initiated only when 
victory was assured.

In both phases Mao called on the Chinese Red Army 
to practice three types of -warfare? mobile warfare (or 
war of maneuver)? guerrilla warfare? and in exceptional 
circumstances, positional warfare» Mobile warfare was 
to be carried out by large groups of the regular army 
i/iat remained constantly on the move with a view to at— 
tacking the enemy’s weak spots. Guerrilla warfare, which 
employed the masses, was considered an auxiliary to mo
bile warfare, with the function of harassing and distract
ing the enemy, securing intelligence, and interfering 
with enemy transportation and communication systems. 
Positional warfare was least important to Mao, for this 
main emphasis was on the accretion of manpower and wea
pons, rabher than on the conquest of territory, partic
ularly of cities. 28

2° I b i d , , p p . 3 8 -4 5 . 2^ I b i d , , p p , 7 7 -8 1 ,
2uIbid., pp, 88-9 5 ,



In a battle or a campaign, Mao insisted on quick 
decisions. He favored decoying the enemy, through tem
porary retreat, into territory where conditions with re
spect to people, terrain» and manpower were favorable 
to the Red Army, where it would be possible to discover 
the opponent * s weak spots, and where the enemy, having 
become fatigued, and demoralized, would begin to make 
mistakes. In the counterattack that would follow, Mao 
emphasized the importance of a successful initial engage
ment, the concentration of superior forces in one direc
tion, the use of mobile warfare, the attack on the ene
my's weak spots, and a quick decision, and annihilation 
(capture) of the enemy to obtain equipment and prisoners 
who would add to the manpower of the Red Army.2^ Thus at 
least in certain respects, Mao * s thinking closely fol
lowed conventional military principles.

In much the same way as had thus described the na
ture of the First Kuomingtang-Communist War, Mao ana
lyzed the characteristics of the Sino-Japanese War. 50 
He arguedi "Our strategy and tactics must aim to avoid 
great decisive battles in the early stages of the war, * 30

29Ibid., pp. 77-1 0 1Ï

Foreign
30 T- Mao Ise-tung, OiLjfoe Protracted War (Peking! ï Language Press, 1954), pp. 16-22.
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and gradually to break the morale, the fighting spirit,
and the military efficiency of the living forces of the

31enemy.- Mao insisted that a change in the balance of 
strength between the warring parties, taking into ac
count morale considerations as well as material resour
ces on each side, would inevitably take place,'32 Thus 
he condemned the so-called theory of "weapons mean ever
ything, " 3 ̂

Mao underlined the political nature of war when, in 
commenting on Lenin’s rendering of Clausewitz to the ef
fect that "war is the continuation of politics," he
wrotei

In this sense war is politics and war itself is a political action.,,The Anti-Japanese War is a rev
olutionary war waged by the whole Chinese nation, 
whose victory is inseparable from its political 
aim, namely the ousting of Japanese imperialism 
and the building up of a new China of freedom and 
equality; and it is inseparable from the overall 
policy of persistently carrying on the War of Re
sistance and maintaining the united front; from the 
mobilization of the people of the whole nation; 
from such political principles as the unity be
tween the officers and men, from the unity between 
the army and the people and the disintegration of 
the enemy forces; from an excellent execution of 
the United front policy; from cultural mobiliza-

3 1Ibid., p. 1 3.
32Ibid,, pp. 5 1-5 4,
^Ibiti., p.5 6.
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tion? and from the efforts to win the support of 
international forces, including the people of the 
enemy*s country, in a word, war cannot for a sin
gle moment be separated from politics. Any ten
dency among the anti-Japanese soldiers to belittle politics, isolate war from it, and become advo
cates of "war is everything" is erroneous and must be corrected
Mao*6 strategy and tactics were effective in the 

wars against the Japanese and the Kuomingtang. In the 
war against the Japanese, the Chinese controlled e- 
nough territory and disposed of sufficient manpower to 
make it possible for guerrilla forces to confine the 
Japanese to the big cities and to cut their lines of 
communication and transportation. The Kuomingtang for
ces were gradually worn down as a result, in part of 
mobile war, maneuver, and surprise, followed by annihil
ation. In the Korean War, however, the Chinese Commu
nists lacked both territory for maneuver and a vast lo
cal population on which to draw for recruitment and in
telligence, and were thus forced to engage in position
al warfare. They still employed such Maoist methods as 
tactical withdrawal, probing the enemy's weak spots, at
tack on enemy force while the latter were on the move, 
infiltration behind the enemy's front in order to cut 
hie line of supply and communication, and night fighting.

34Ibid., pp. 72-73,
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Between 19^9 and 1955» a totally new set of stra

tegic problems emerged for the Chinese Communists. The 
Korean War caused them to recognize the importance of 
modernized, regular forces. Even more important, the 
Chinese Communists after 19^9 were no longer a fluid 
force operating from the countryside; they were now in 
control of cities and were rapidly developing a vested 
interest in industrial complexes, communication centers, 
and transportation facilities. The wars in which Mao * s 
strategic thinking had been developed had been civil 
wars or wars fought against an invading force. Against 
a future enemy intent on invasion and occupation, even 
if he were armed with nuclear weapons, Mao * s preferred 
strategy of protracted war and mobility might still prove 
operative to a limited extent. But what of an enemy, 
armed with a powerful delivery system and nuclear wea
pons, who would be content with eliminating China as a 
threat, without seeking to control Chinese territory 
through invasion and occupation?

in order to pinpoint the factors in Mao's mili
tary thinking that might have tended to impede the Chi
nese military leaders' grasp of warfare in the nuclear 
era and their acceptance of new strategic concepts, it 
may be worth recapitulating here the essentials of Mao's
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thought as they bear on my analysis:

(1) Rejection of the concept of a quick, decisive 
war, based on purely military considerations, in favor 
of a view of war as the totality of political, econo
mic, psychological, and military factors,

(2) Emphasis on the concepts of strategic withdraw
al, avoidance of decisive battles, and even temporary a- 
handonment of territory in the early stage of the war, 
in the interest of eventual victory.

(3) Belief in initiation of the strategic offensive 
only when the balance of total strength was in the Com
munists' favor and their victory certain.

(**•) Subordination of the strict military viewpoint 
of the professional soldier to the political-military 
objectives of the revolution, of the army to the party, 
of weapons to man, and of short-term success to long
term victory.

■ he men who had been schooled in these principles 
and were experienced in their successful application 
might well have been slow in grasping the fact that nu
clear weapons and modem delivery systems were revolu
tionizing the nature of warfare. Even if they had 
grasped the implications of nuclear weapons, the reali
zation that they were not in a position to do much about
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it independently or quickly may well have contributed 
to their reticence on the subject. There is also a 
slight possibility that they may have hoped that the 
atom bomb would be banned either tacitly or formally, 
or that Soviet possession of it would indeed cancel out 
any serious United States consideration of its employ
ment ,

Whatever the extent to which Kao's military think
ing made it difficult for the Chinese to grasp the stra 
tegic importance of nuclear weapons, certain of Mao's 
precepts in particular those that emphasised the long
term political point of view at the expense of immediat 
military considerations, were bound to color the manner 
in which the Chinese chose to react to the threat of 
nuclear war, once the matter of responses came under 
discussion.



III. 1. A Shift in the Attitude
Toward Nuclear Weapons

By early 1954, a Chinese Communist re-evaluation 
of the United States base structure in the Far East ap
peared to be in progress. American proposals for secu
rity arrangements in South and Southeast Asia came un
der increasingly severe criticism. As in the past, U- 
nited States installations abroad were referred to as 
"military bases," with a strong implication of American 
exploitation of indigenous manpower; but more and more 
frequently these references then included explicit de
scriptions of United States naval and air power. In 
January, the Chinese Communists publicly equated the 
United States’ proposal both with the building of a 
strong air force equipped with atomic and other new wea
pons and with American reliance on foreign armies.
The following month, note was taken of a report that the 
United States had dispatched F-8 6's to Clark Field and 
a number of B-29*s to Singapore, was extending its air
fields in the Philippines to accomodate heavy jet bomb
ers, and was negotiating for new bases in the Philip
pines so as to permit it to "strike q u i c k l y . I n  * 36

3 5New China News Agency, Peking, Jan. 12, 1954.
36J New China News Agency, Peking, Feb. 25, 1954.
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March Chinese Communists accused Dulles of having bragged 
about a "massive atomic airforce."57 That same month, 
the Communists alleged that the United States was nego
tiating pacts and setting up military bases and was build
ing permanent air bases in Okinawa with a view to estab
lishing a "global air force •ring"’ with which to encir
cle China and the Soviet Union.58 Jen-min Jih-Pao. in 
describing United States military base in Asia, placed 
unusual emphasis on the presence of actual or alleged 
United States airfields in Okinawa, the Philippines, 
Thailand, and Japan, and attributed to American mili
tary leaders a statement that Okinawa had been converted 
into "a potential springboard for mighty American atomic 
attacks" against China and the Soviet Union.59 In A- 
Pril» Jen-min Jih-Pao castigated the American military 
policy and accused the United States of boosting the 
atomic threat and engaging in hydrogen bomb experiments 
in the Pacific, naval maneuvers In Iwoshima, and air 
maneuvers in South K o r e a . A  few months later, both 37 38 39 40 *

37New China News Agency, Peking, March 24, 1954.
38New China News Agency, Peking, March 25, 1954.
39J-in.-m.in Jih-Pao. March 30, 1954.
40Jm-min Jih-Pao. April 3» 1954.
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Chu Teh in his August 1 Army Day speech and Chou En-lai 
in his August 11 report on foreign affairs to the thirty- 
third meeting of the Central People's Government Council 
emphasized the role of United States air and naval forces 
in the Taiwan Strait area«

One can not underestimate the significance of a Chi
nese Communist re-evaluation of the United States base 
structure and air power in the Far East, especially in 
view of the inadequacy of Communist China's air defense 
and early warning systems in light of the enhanced U- 
nited States striking power which had been triggered off 
by the Korean War and which by the 1954-1955 period in
cluded 3-47's and B-54*s. It is difficult to determine 
whether this new concern with United States air power 
grew directly out of the Communists * awareness of a grow
ing United States striking power or whether it reflected 
the communists' reaction to the Soviet debate on strat
egy of 1953-1954.

It is within this general context that we can best 
explore the relationship between the settlement of the

¿11"Chu i'eh, address to meeting commemorating the twenty-seventh anniversary of the founding of the Peo
ple's Liberation Army on August 1 , 1954. "New China News 
Agency, Peking, August 1 , 1954. Chou En-lai, renort on 
foreign affairs, delivered to the thirty-third meeting of 
the Central People's Government Council on August 1 1 ,1954, New China News Agency, Peking, August 1 1 , 1954.
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war in Indochina and the United States strategic nuclear 
posture. To what extent Communist China's calculation 
of United States intervention on this or that level of 
violence entered into her planning remains a moot ques
tion. Nor is it clear whether and to what extent the 
Chinese Communists may have been relying on the Soviet 
"umbrella." The heavy action against Dien Bien Phu that 
followed the Dulles-Nixon warning statements suggests 
that the Chinese Communists were not greatly concerned 
over the possibility of United States action at any 
level. It is true, however, that the Chinese Communists 
chose to end the war short of having gained complete con 
trol of the country. Although conceivably they were 
prompted, by purely military-logistic considerations, oth 
er factors may well have been responsible for the deci
sion to push only far enough to solidify the Communist 
position, and deliberately to give up the possibility 
of going further. Such a factor may have been, if not 
the threat of United States intervention, possibly an 
over-all bloc estimate of the existing balance of power 
that recognized the superiority of the United States 
nuclear stockpile and delivery capability.

Between April and July of 195^i the period encom
passing the Geneva Conference on Indochina and Korea, a



32
major strategic shift became evident in Communist Chi
na's implementation of its foreign-policy objectives. 
Priority in target areas appeared to shift from North
east Asia to South and Southeast Asia. Chinese Commu
nist abandoned the "two world" theory and adopted an 
approach in foreign affairs that acknowledged the na
tionalistic stand of certain Asian government leaders, 
supported neutralism, and advocated the creation of an 
"area of collective peace" containing both Communist and 
noncommunist states. This effort to capitalize on 
strong Asian sentiment in favor of nonalignment and a- 
gainst bilateral defense and military assistance pacts 
was exemplified in the joint statements issued by Chou 
En-lai and Nehru and Chou En-lai and U Nu respectively 
in June i95^> confirming their adherence to the "Five 
Principles of Peaceful Coexistence" which had been set 
forth in April in the Sino-Indian agreement on Tibet.

In connection with the Chinese Communists' cam
paign for the liberation of Taiwan that followed the 
Geneva Conference, there were increasingly frequent 
hints that the Communists were feeling out Soviet de
terrent capabilities but that the Soviet Union was re
luctant to back Communist China's moves. Chou En-lai 
at Geneva had sought to identify Communist Ch-ina's in
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terests with those of the nationalist-neutralist states 
of Asia. In contrast, by August 195^. when the propa
ganda campaign for the liberation of Taiwan was at a 
high pitch, he was employing the slogan that the solid
arity of the socialist countries would be successful in 
maintaining peacet

It is our conviction that with the ever-growing 
might and prosperity of all the brother countries 
headed by the Soviet Union*,.all acts of aggres- ¿,2 
sion and threats of war can certainly be defeated.

At the same time he sought to link the Asian and Europ
ean scenes, noting that the Chinese people are "as much

43concerned about peace in Europe as about peace in Asia" • 
and referring to the recent Sino-East Germany communique 
that expressed opposition to both West German and Japa
nese rearmament,^ The point was also made by Su Yu, 
then a Deputy Chief of the General Staff of the People's 
Revolutionary Military Council, that "together with the 
Soviet armed forces" the People's Liberation Army was 
"defending the peace of the East and the rest of the

v2Chou En-lai, Report on Foreign Affairs, deli
vered to the thirty-third meeting of the Central Peo
ple's Government Council on August 11, 195^, New China 
News Agency, Peking, August 11, 195^*

43
44

Ibid.
Ibid.
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4 5world,” Both Su Yu and another Deputy Chief of the 

General Staff, Chang 1'sung-houn, called on the PLA to 
’’share the glorious task of safeguarding peace in Asia 
and the rest of the world with the armed forces of the 
Soviet Union and the People's Democracies. ’’* 46

In early September, the Chinese Communists began 
military operations against the off-shore islands. It 
is against this background that Khrushchev arrived at 
Peking later that month. Despite Communist China's ob
vious interest in securing Soviet support for the oper
as ion against the off-shore islands as well as for its 
general objectix^e of liberating i’aiwan, a careful read
ing of Khrushchev's statement of September 30 at Peking 
suggests that the Soviet Union was reluctant to commit 
itself on either score. Khrushchev went no further than 
to say that the "Soviet people" sympathized with and 
supported the determination of "the Chinese people" to 
liberate Taiwan. 47 The October 12 Sino-Soviet declara
tion on foreign policy did not mention the liberation 
of Taiwan at all, although it reaffirmed Sino Soviet co~

4 5A ^ln-r4n Jih-Pao, August 1 , 1954. This was an.August 1 Army Day article.
46New China News Agency, Peking, July 31, 1 9 5 4.

New China News Agency, Peking, July 3 0, 1 9 5 4.4?
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operation as "a reliable guarantee for peace and secur
ity in the Par East"^u and noted, that United States oc
cupation of Taiwan was “incompatible with the tasks of

49maintaining peace in the Par East,'1
If the Soviet Union was not itself prepared to sup

port Communist China’s military operations in the Tai
wan Strait, it was no doubt anxious to convince the Chi
nese Communists that any military campaign should be 
handled cautiously and adjusted to the kind and the de
gree of United States response that could bo anticipa
ted. Whatever the original intention of Communist Chi
na may have been, it is possible that at the time of the 
Khrushchev visit the 1954-1955 Chinese Communists oper
ation in the Taiwan Strait were downgraded to no more 
than a probing action, a testing out of United States 
intentions in the area with a view to determining what 
could be gained on a riskless basis.

A number of factors could have dictated the neg
ative Soviet position toward action in the Taiwan Strait. 
The most decisive among them would appear to have been 
the struggle for power between Malenkov and Khrushchev

^°Sino-Soviet Declaration, October 12, 195^* New 
China News Agency, Peking, October 12, 195^*



36
which also involved important differences on military, 
political, and economic questions) the transitional state 
of Soviet weapons development; Soviet estimates of the 
United States strategic posture; and the still unre
solved debate over the implications of nuclear war for 
Soviet military science, There is the possibility that 
the Soviets, in order to induce the Chinese Communists 
to accept a cautious approach, gave them more definite 
information on the last three points, even though this 
may have involved the admission by the Soviets of their 
own immediate, but temporary weakness vis-a-vis the U- 
nited States,

If this conjecture is correct that Moscow, in 
order to convince Peking of the necessity of caution in 
its external moves, was compelled to share with the lat
ter its estimate of the military balance, the Chinese 
Communists search for a Soviet commitment on the Taiwan 
question may have resulted in exposing Communist China 
to the realities of modem war. This in turn could not 
but lead the Chinese Communists to seek still further 
assurances from the Soviet Union. In December 195^» Com
munist China’s observer at the Moscow European Confer
ences, Chang Wen-tien, enunciated in its clearest form 
the "indivislbility-of-peace" theme, when he stated that
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"the present struggle for Asian peace and that for Eu
ropean peace are a common struggle, integral and indi
visible . " j(~ At this time he also announced that Com
munist China would be bound by the provisions of the
Sino-Soviet alliance to join in the active defense of

<1Europe. * The implication that the purpose of this com
mitment was to obtain a reciprocal Soviet commitment in 
Asia is suggested.

Khrushchev’s visit to Peking in September-October 
of 1954 resulted in a series of Sino-Soviet communiques. 
The agreements reached provided for a new Soviet loan 
to Communist China, transfer to the Communist of Soviet 
shares in four joint-stock corporations, scientific, and 
technical co-operation, construction of two railroads 
and withdrawal of Soviet armed forces from Port Arthur.

Joint declarations were issued also on the inter
national situation and on Japan. In the statement on 
Japan, both parties expressed "their readiness to take 
steps to normalize their relations with Japan,

<0Chang Wen-tien, Speech delivered to Moscow 
European Conference, December 1, 1945, New China News 
Agency, December 2 , 1954.

5 1lbid.52New China News Agency, Peking, October 1 2, 1954,
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Earlier statements of Communist China suggest the pos
sibility that Communist China during this period was not 
as fully prepared as the Soviets to accept a position 
that would permit the restoration of diplomatic relations 
with a conservative Japanese government, especially one 
that continued to adhere to the United States-Japanese 
security alignment. Again, it is possible to view that 
the shift in the Soviet posture toward Japan as stemming 
from both military and political factorst from a re- 
evaluation of the United. States strategic position, from 
new thoughts about the implications of nuclear war, and 
from a growing Soviet awareness of the need for politi
cal flexibility. Although Communist China undoubtedly 
recognised that resumption of Sino-Japanese relation was 
illusory because of the Taiwan question, they may have 
been prepared to swallow the Soviet approach in the light 
of the broader security calculation.

Among significant developments in 1954 that might 
cast light on the time at which China began to assimi
late the new Soviet strategic thinking are the reor
ganization and modernization of its armed forces. With 
the adoption of the Constitution the First National Peo
ple's Congress, on September 2 0, 1954, the People's Rev
olutionary Military Council was replaced by the larger
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National Defense Council, and a Military of National 
Defense, headed by Peng Teh-huai, was established in 
the State Council. Some question exists as to (1) whe
ther the General Staff became a subordinate part of the 
Ministry of National Defense? (2) whether the General 
Staff enjoyed parallel and equal authority with the Min
istry of National Defense? and (3) whether the Chief of 
the General Staff, concurrently head of the General Staff 
Department, assumed a leading role over the several other 
departments formerly designated under the Headquarters 

xof the People's Liberation Army, that is, the General 
Political Department, the Military Training Department, 
the Inspectorate of the Armed Forces, the General Per
sonnel Department, the General Rear Services Department, 
and the Finance Department. Though recognising that am
biguity exists on this score, for the purpose of this 
study, 1 shall refer to these departments collectively 
as the "General Staff."

These moves were accomplished or followed by the 
introduction of compulsory military service, the estab
lishment of an elaborate hierarchy of ranks and a sys
tem of functional classification for the Chinese Com
munist officer in line with the Soviet model, and the 
shift of officers from supply to the salary system.



These changes in the organization of Communist Chi
na's armed forces represented a victory for those ele
ments within China's military leadership that, capital
izing on the experience gained during the Korean War, 
sought a total and rapid regularization of the PIA on 
the Soviet model. This victory of professionalism was 
gained at the expense of those who would have had the 
PLA maintain its traditions as a liberation army and 
cling to the ideological line of the class struggle and 
the array's close relations with the m a sses.Discord  
within Communist China's political and military leader
ship may have revolved around more than simply questions 
of formal reorganization and military training. It may 
have extended to such related issues as the priority to 
be accorded to military-defense activities over more gen
eral, economic development, the role of the political 
commissar in relation to the military commander, and 
the use of the P M  for other than military duties such 
as aiding in economic development.

The shape of things to come was hinted at during 
the Communist China's Army Day celebration of August 1,

-/VFor a more detailed discussion of this noint, see Kiang Hui-chi, "The Development of the Chinese Com
munist Military Power," Cton-hsiffl (Freedom Front)dong Kong, Vol. 3 8, No. 2, November 10, 1958.
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1954, when for the first time not only Chu Teh "but also 
Su Yu, who in November was to become Chief of the Gen
eral Staff, issued a major commemonative statement, Su 
Yu followed Chu Teh's line in emphasizing the liberation 
of Taiwan but at the same time he stressed the impor
tance of learning advanced Soviet military science, ci
ting the Soviet armed forces as the model for the PLA's 
modernization.r Su Yu's insistence on following the 
Soviet example, when viewed against his call for the Chi
nese Communists and Soviet armed forces to share the task 
of defending peace in Asia, would tend to suggest that 
Su Yu was well aware of the weakness in Communist China's 
existing military capability vis-a-vis that of the United

<4J New China News Agency, Peking, July 31, 1954. 
This author does not mean to imply that this emphasis 
was new and sudden,. In 1952, Hsiao Hua, Deputy Direc
tor of the General Political Department, People's Rev
olutionary Military Council., had deviated from other 
speakers at the Army Day celebration, who laid stress 
on Mao's military thinking and the theory of armed class 
struggle, when he placed greater emphasis on studying the 
advanced military science of the Soviet Union and de
scribed the Soviet army of today as the model for the PLA 
of tomorrow (Hsiao Hua, "The Chinese People's Liberation 
Army Marching toward Modernisation,*’ report to the Peo
ple's Political Consultative Conference, National Com
mittee rally celebrating the twenty-fifth anniversary 
of the founding of the PLA on July 31» 1952, New China 
News Agency, Peking, July 31, 1952.) Chu Teh omitted 
almost all reference to Mao's military thinking and the 
armed class struggle, but his rather short speech made 
only the briefest reference to the example of the Soviet 
army (Chu Teh, speech at the twenty-sixth anniversary of 
the PLA, on A.ugust 1, 1953, New China News Agency, Peking, August 1, 1953.)
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In November 1954, 3u Yu was appointed Chief of the 

General Staff and Director of the General Staff Depart
ment with the following deputies« Chen Keng (j ^  /Ji ), 
Chang Tsung-hsun, ( ¿ZfL ), Chang Ai-ping (

)* and Peng Shao-hui ( 'f ? ), The
other departments were staffed as follows«

General Political Department« Lo Jung-huan
Deputies« Kan Ssu-chi (

Tang Cheng ( "#<!?
1?niflft Hiia ( -tik. IC ,,Hsiao Hua )

)

Fu Chung (
Military Training Department« Liu Po-cheng( w7', 9 
Inspectorate of the Armed Forces« Yeh Chien-ying(%&')

\py j&, ,General Personnel Department« Lo Jung-huan ( t— ) 
General Rare Services Dept»« Huang Ko-cheng ( ̂ ) 
Finance Department * Yang Li~san ( i t  H  )
Of the heads of departments, Yeh Ching-ying, Liu 

Po-cheng, and Lo Jung-huan were concurrently Vice-Chair
men of the National Defense Council, while Su Yu and 
Huang Ko-cheng were members. In late 1954, Huang Ko- 
cheng was one of the seven Deputy Ministers of National 
Defense under Yeng Teh-huai, the other biing Hsiao Ching- 
kuang (.|gj -'¿ t> ), pan Cheng ( )* Wang Shu-
sheng ( "5- ^ )» Hsiao Ko ( ), Liao Han-
sheng ( f j y  l  ,f ), and Li Ta ( )
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It is important to note these two lines of military 
authorityi that of the General Staff under Su Xu» and 
that of the Ministry of National Defense under Peng Teh- 
huai* In November 1 95g > Huang Ko-cheng was the only per
son to be both a member of the Ministry of National De- 
fense and the head of a department connected with the 
General Staif. lime was to reveal several officers as
sociated with the General Staff.(Su Yu, Liu Po-cheng, and 
¿eh Chien-ying) as "professional types" more interested 
in the regularization and technological advancement of 

x "kIie than its political basis. It may not be sur
prising that they were also among those who were to 
prove particularly alert to the implications of the re
visions in Soviet military doctrine.

'he precise interrelationships among these various 
political, military, and foreign policy trends and events 
remain obscure. However the forgone brief review per
mits us to draw several tenable conclusions.

First, concerning a date for the first serious 
consideration of nuclear warfare by the Chinese Commu
nists, there is indirect evidence, in particular in 
the apparent Sino-Soviet calculation of the risks in
herent in the Taiwan campaign, pointing to September- 
October 195^ as the latest possible date when the impli



cations of new Soviet thinking on nuclear warfare began 
to be appreciated by the Chinese Communists. Second, 
during the latter half of 1 95k, professional elements 
within Communist China's military structure, favoring 
a rapid and total modernization of the PLA after the 
model of the Soviet army, scored at least a partial vic
tory over those who would maintain the tradition of the 
liberation array.



2. The Beginnings of a More Open 
Discussion of Nuclear Weapons

There was, for several months after January 1955» 
an unprecedented volume of comment on nuclear matters, 
designed for "both foreign and domestic consumption. Ear
ly in the year Communist China publicly endorsed the 
Khrushchev position that nuclear war would mean not mu- 
tual destruction, but the end of capitalism.Along 
with such statements, the Chinese Communist seemed pre
pared to give greater publicity to the danger that the 
United States might use nuclear weapons against them.
At the same time, the Chinese Communists resorted to 
threats of nuclear retaliation, that is, threats of So
viet nuclear retaliation on Communist China*s behalf.

The significance of Communist China's comment at 
this time is not clear. In part, a more open discus
sion of nuclear warfare may have been prompted by the 
imminent resolution in the Soviet Union of the contro
versy on military doctrine in favor of Khrushchev's 
war-fighting posture. It may have been stimulated in 
part by United States declarations of intent to use tac
tical atomic weapons should Communist China attack Tai-

J in - m in ..J i h - o a c , J a n .  16 , 1955«



wan. In any event, the general impact of the various 
statements gave the impression that Communist China was 
making an initial attempt to reconcile its own military 
weakness vis-a-vis the United States with their desire 
to exploit what they conceived to be at least the evolv
ing Soviet nuclear posture. Although laboring under ma
jor inhibitions, the Chinese Communists appeared to be 
undertaking the process of formulating their policies 
for the nuclear era.

A. Publicity on Possible United 
States Use of Atomic Weapons

In the context of the Taiwan situation, the line 
was that the United States was preparing to use atomic 
weapons against Communist China. On January 1 6 , Jen- 
min Jih-nao accused the United States of reguarding a- 
tomic weapons as conventional arms. ' On January 24, 
Chou En-lai asserted that the United States was using 
war threats and "brandishing atomic weapons" in an at-

C Otempt to maintain its occupation of Taiwan. A few 
days later, Jen-min Jih-nao intimated that the United 
States congressional resolution on Taiwan included the 
threat to use atomic weapons against the "Chinese peo- 56

56Ibid.
-"New China News Agency, Peking, Jan, 24, 1955»
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pie."58

On March 8, following his return from the first 
council meeting of the Manila Pact powers, Secretary of 
•state ..-ulles announced that "open armed aggression" by 
the Chinese Communist would be interpreted as a decision 
to initiate "general war in Asia.” He described United 
States sea and air forces in the area as "now equipped 
with new and powerful weapons of precision which can 
utterly destroy military targets without endangering 
civilian centers," and counted "atomic missiles" among 
conventional weapons, When it became clear that the 
United States was prepared to use atomic weapons in the 
area, Communist China*s comment entered a new and con
fused state. Problems appear to have arisen in two 
points» (1) whether it was the threat of the tactical use 
of atomic weapons or the threat of "general war" that 
should, be publicized and (2) whether or not the exis
tence of tactical atomic weapons as distinct from those 
for strategic use should be acknowledged.

Already on March 6 ,  a  Chinese Communist commenta
tor had cited a Reuters report on Dulles* statement at

58Jjm-min Jlh-oao. Jan. 29, 1955.
59John Foster Dulles, "Report from Asia," The Department of State Bulletin. Vol. 32, No. 821, March 2 1, 1955» pp. 459-60.
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the Bangkok Conference to the effect that United. States 
strategy in the Far East was to use atomic bombs as 
long range defense weapons and that atomic weapons would 
be employed to prevent Communist China from liberating 
Taiwan.^ 0 The commentator also noted Dulles* emphasis 
that atomic weapons were to be used for tactical purpose 
and not employed for strategic assaults, though the wri
ter attempted ^o refute this differentiation by recalling 
President Eisenhower’s statement in January that there 
was little difference between use of atomic weapons for 
tactical purposes and their strategical use.^ On March 
12, ‘'Observer" of Jen-min Jih-nao shifted toward treat
ing the threat as that of general war. After reporting 
Dulles’ reference to "new and powerful weapons of pre
cision," he saidi

Today when the Chinese people are mightier than 
ever before and China is closely united with the 
Soviet Union and the People's democracies, the fact 
that Dulles still attempts to frighten people with 
so-called "new and powerful weapons" and a "gener
al war" only show to what depths he has sunk in his war mania.
Communist China, on March 20, returned to the Pres- * 6

'0J in-min J ih-nao. March 6, 1955-
6l ¿bid. For President Eisenhower’s statement see 

New fork limes. Jan. 13, 1955*
!~2 J in-min Jih-nao. March 12, 1955*



ident's statement, but introduced a new element, not 
previously used by either the Soviet or the World Peace 
Council propagandists. It declared that if the United 
States rulers believed that the United States alone had 
such tactical atomic weapons that it could use to a- 
chieve a quick victory in a war of aggression, they vzere 
obviously daydreaming, for the United States had already 
lost its superiority in atomic weapons^ On March 3 1 , 
it was reported that Mrs. Li Te-chuan, President of the 
National Red Cross Society as sayingt

i o amount of sophistry can change the destructive 
nature of atomic weapons which devastate a wide 
area and contaminate the atmosphere with deadly

Again on April 4 a Chinese Communist nuclear physicist 
was quoted to the effect that atomic weapons, used "tac- 
I'ically" or otherwise, were weapons of savage mass de
struction and that once they had been used in a "tac
tical way there would be no way of preventing their 
large-scale, indiscriminate use/ 1-5

"aiflriain. J.ih-pao, March 2 0, 1 9 5 5.
64UAn-min Jih-rao, March 31, 1955.
' ̂ 0w China News Agency, Peking, April 4, 1 9 5 5.



B. Resort to Nuclear 
Retaliatory Threats

50

As early as February 1955, in the course of the in
tensified ban-the-bomb campaign, Kuo Mo-jo, a spokes
man for the Peking regime, had warned the United Statesi 

yon dare to use atomic weapons, you shall receive 
counterblows ten times as powerful. " 66 Shortly after 
the Dulles statement to the Manila Pact powers, the Chi
nese Communists found an appropriate opportunity to a- 
lert the Japanese to the threat of nuclear retaliation. 
In an off-the-cuff remark at a press conference on March 
14, Ichiro Hatoyama, the Japanese Prime Minister, sug
gested that Japan might be forced to acquiesce in atom
ic stockpiling by the United States if that appeared the 
only road to national safety.  ̂ Communist China immedi
ately picked, up the news. Commenting on the Hatoyama 
remark, Communist China asked the Japanese: "Does he 
really want to turn the Japanese islands into a bat
tle field for the United States atomic war? " 68 la 

lSS. was even more explicit when it posed to the 
Japanese the following questions:

New China News Agency, Peking, Feb. 1 8 , 1 9 5 5,
67ikb New York Times. March 25, 1955.
68' '&aapg.-roin& Jih-rao. March 16, 1955.
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oust think that when Hatoyama offered Japan to the 
United States as a base for atomic war against Chi
na and the Soviet Union, would Ghana and the Sovi
et Union just wait to be hit and not even return 
tit for tat? Even a simple-minded fool would not 
think so. The fact is that the United States is 
no longer the sole owner of atomic weapons, nor 
is she in any better position than other nations 
as_far as the atomic weapons are concerned. Just 
think of it. The four Japanese islands are con- 
centratedly located in the Pacific and are easily 
spotted. What would be the consequences, once 
Japan is plunged into an atomic war? Will the 
Japanese people allow yous for the war purposes 
of the United States, to drive Japan into the abyss of destruction, Mr. Hatoyama?^9

JenrB-in.J,ih-pao came out with concrete terms of the gen
eralized comment that the Soviet Union also had tacti
cal atomic weapons.

This use of nuclear threats toward Japan,,even if 
they could only be carried out by the Soviet Union, was 
in decided contrast with the reticent position taken 
by the Chinese Communists at the time of the Pukurva 
iSSti. incident the previous year. While these threats 
were no doubt triggered by United States statements 
with respect to the use of atomic weapons in defense of 
Taiwan, they, at the same time, probably reflected a 
belated response to the Mutual Defense Assistance Agree
ment that had been signed between the United States and 
Japan in March 195^•

6 9 ,Ta. Kong Pao. March 2 9, 1955.



IV, 1. Acknowledgement of 
the Soviet Revision

Soon a new approach to the Taiwan question came 
under consideration, there was evidence of greater lat
itude in discussing the military implications of the 
revisions in Soviet military science in Communist China, 
The first hint of this development was the appearance, 
in late March 1955, of a Jin-min Jih-nao editorial on 
the occasion of the First Congress of the Heroes and 
Models of the PLA Air Force. After accusing the United 
States of threatening Communist China with "massive re
taliation" and atomic war, of preventing the liberation 
of Taiwan, and of building military bases in Japan, South 
Korea, the Philippines, and Thailand, the editorial de
clared:

To win eventual victory in this struggle and to 
cope with sudden emergencies arising from pos
sible enemy action, we must strengthen our army 
and navy considerably and must strengthen ourair force considerably.70

This appears to have been the first time that the term 
"sudden emergency" was used in this context.

However, it was only after Bandung Conference that 
Communist China began to refer directly to "sudden at-

70J.m-miil Jihrimfl., March 29, 1955
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tack," The first such reference occurred on May 12 in 
a speech by Minister of National Defense Peng Teh-huai, 
who had been sent as an observer to the Warsaw Confer
ence. After asserting that the United States had threat
ened to use atomic weapons against Communist China, and 
that America aimed to lead the world into a "new world 
war," Peng Teh-huai warnedi

It is possible that they will start a sudden at
tack at any time and precipitate the world into 
war, All peace-loving countries, therefore, should heighten their vigilance and be prepared,
3y July 1955# it became increasingly evident, par

ticularly from the speeches on the Military Service Law 
at the second session of the First National People's 
Congress, that the more immediate consideration that had 
previously inhibited discussion of the revisions in So
viet military thinking no longer existed, and that a 
fundamental reassessment of Communist China's security 
position in an era of nuclear weapon was in progress a- 
mong certain Communist China's military and political 
leaders. This was revealed, for example in remarks of 
Liu Po-eheng. After charging the United States with

71New China News Agency, Peking, May 13, 1955.
72'General Liu Po-cheng was appointed head of the 

Military Training Department of the Ministry of National Defense in November 195^*
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preparing for a new and large-scale aggressive war and 
with clamoring for the employment of atomic weapons, Liu 
Po-cheng observed:

With the^emergence of atomic weapons and jet wea
pons, military science has registered a new development, It is anticipated that war in the future 
will be a combined, operation by the land forces, 
air forces, naval forces, parachutists, and air 
defense uniteds carried out on the land, at sea, 
and^in the_air. The extent of the fronts, the size 
oj the armies, and the use of material supplies 
/iila all be greater than heretofore. •• We must have 
high vigilance against the plots of the imperial
ist aggressive bloc for starting a new war, we 
must be prepared for the suddenness of war launched by the imperialists; therefore, we must be materially and spiritually alert. . . . 7 3

A similar concern was voiced by Yeh Chien-yingi
->■'£ cannot in the least underestimate the aggressive 
ambitions of imperialism.,.The ruling group of the 
United States, under various pretexts of "peace" is 
intensifying its preparations for war... It/continues to expand its Air Force. Atomic weapons are 
being made regular weapons for the army, in active 
preparation for an atomic war. To expand its ag
gressive influence, the United States'has estab
lished a large number of military bases on foreign 
soil...the Chinese people... in preparation against 
a sucden attack by the aggressor, must adopt all 
possiblejneasures to continue to strengthen the 
Chinese People’s Liberation Army. That is to say, 
there must be procured a sufficient quantity of 
the most modem equipment to arm the Chinese Peo
ple s Lioeration Army.».However, measured with the standards of modem warfare, it must be admitted

73e 'Peng Teh-huai, Speech delivered to the Second 
session oi the First National People’s Congress on July2 1, i955» New China News Agency, Peking, July 2 1, 1 9 5 5.

74a. Yeh Chien-ying was appointed to the Inspectorate of the Armed Forces in November 1954.
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chat in the grasping of modem military technique, 
and the employment of modem combat skills, our 
army is still in a comparatively backward position 
...Only with our understanding of the art of dir
ecting operations and combat skill demanded by mod
e m  warfare, and only with adequate ideological 
and material preparations to cope fully with a sud
den ̂ incident , shall we be in the position to deal 
a vital blow to the enemy attacking us at any time and any place *f->

these speakers, unlike Chinese Communist, spokes
men in the first three months of 1 9 5 5» made no attempt 
to disparage the effect of nuclear weapons: it would ap
pear that for the moment, less attention v/as being given 
to purely political or ideological qualities, such as 
fighting spirit and. morale, and such factors as large 
territory, vast manpower, and decentralized industry were 
being downgraded. Instead, there was an evident willing
ness to acknowledge the main doctrinal aspects of the 
new ooviet military thinking. The emergency of atomic 
weapons was recognized as having led to a new develop
ment in military science. The speakers made specific 
reference to the "suddenness of war" and the danger of 
"sudden attack" or "sudden incident," and placed a new 
emphasis on the procurement of "modern weapons." Com
munist China*s backwardness in the arts of modem war-

75 rYeh Chien-ying, Speech delivered to the Sec- 
onci Session of the First National People * s Congress on 
July 2?, 1975» New China News Agency, July 27, 1955,



fare was freely admitted. Also worthy of note was Yeh 
Chien-ying's reference to the fact that atomic 
were "being made regular weapons of the army,"

56
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2. disagreement Within Chinese Communist 
Military Regarding the Response to Nuclear War '

he impact of the development of nuclear weapons 
on Communist China was different from that on the So
viets, and Communist China's reaction to an apprecia
tion of the implications of nuclear warfare and the type 
of doctrinal discussion was also different from that in 
the Soviet Union. The military tasks confronting Com
munist China were more diversified and more difficult 
than those confronting the Soviets. Not only did Com
mon iot China lack the scientific-technological basis for 
the manufacture of nuclear weapons, but it was also en
gaged in a major program of economic development that 
placed severe demands on its scarce resources, but which 
over a period of time could be expected to fora the ba
sis for rapic scientific and technological advance« In 
this economic program the organizational and techni
cal skills possessed by the military were an important 
asset.

The willingness on the part of certain Communist 
Chinese military leaders to acknowledge in mid-1 9 5 5  
some ox the key implications of nuclear war appears to 
have been related to a much broader debate within Com
munist, China's military circle. This debate revolved
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arounc such questions as its military posture in the im
mediate future-., the type of defense measures required 
¡,0 meet the threat of nuclear war, the likelihood of 
war, the degree of priority to be accorded economic 
development, and the extent of political controls with
in the PLA, Despite the complexity of the debate, it 
is P0S3 iDle to identify two schools of thought! the ap
proach advocated by the Ministry of National Defense and 
voiced principally by Peng Teh-huai, and the viewpoint 
advanced by the General Staff anti expressed variously 
by Liu Do-cheng, Yeh Ghien-ying, and Su Yu. Both schools 
oi thought represented a basically defensive mentality 
and disagreed only on the manner in which Communist Chi
na was to cope with its weakness.

Although the key issues of the debate are inter
related, I shall for the purpose of this analysis first 
state the various points of disagreement and then see to 
what extent an underlying intent or pattern emerges on 
the part of each school.

Peng -leh-huai, speaking at the Warsaw Conference 
in May 1955, had seen the first Chinese Communists' mil
itary leader to make a direct reference to "sudden at
tack." However, he subsequently gave no indication of 
vrnat changes in force composition and strategy should be
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undertaken to adjust to the danger of sudden attack. 76 
In his July 16 speech to the National People’s Congress, 
he avoided any reference to the possibility of "sudden 
attack" and appeared to envisage the war of the future 
as one whose outcome would depend on what manpower and 
resources could be mobilized after the outbreak of hos
tilities— the concept of an extended war or long war of 
attrition. This approach permitted him to support a de
crease in Communist China’s defense expenditures through 
a reduction in the standing army and greater dependence 
on trained reserves, and to argue that the saving in mil
itary expenditures should be applied to economic devel
opment. In voicing his approval of the new Military Ser
vice Law, which provided for compulsory military service 
and a system of trained reserve, he said«

o i^ve Powerful armed forces does not mean reiving on the numerical strength of an over-sizer Jar* 
time standing army? for this is not onlv'disadvm- 

v+.tlie-Productive pursuits of the people
ited milita?yasi^ificance?n PowerLfaraed jo r~
a

_ lJ-th large, well-trained reserves and a c.n-f_ 
teSiai* numbeT  0f reserve officers, with the ma-~ 
ist1ttatpPo^irt6?a^anieed by °Ur growing Social-

C!n defy Egression an„ enemy, if imperialism dares to launch an
aggressive war against our country, we will be

76leng Teh-huai, New China News Agency, Peking,1955.
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able, on this solid basis, to assemble swiftly an 
army of sufficient numerical strength to deal res
olute counterblows and defend the security of our 
country. It is precisely in this way that we can 
in peace-time appropriately reduce the number of 
military personnel in active service and save the 
manpower and financial resources to be concentra
ted on Socialist industrialization, which will lay 
down a strong technical and economic foundation for modernizing our national defense,/?
This strategic concept was similar to Mao's defen

sive-offensive theory and of Stalin's permanently oper
ating factors. That the Ministry of National Defense of 
Communist China was prepared to back its position by 
referring to Soviet experience in World War II was sug
gested in an article written in September 1955 by Tan 
Cheng, one of Peng's deputies in the Ministry of Na
tional Defense, justifying reliance on a huge reserve 
force in the following termsi

Upon the outbreak of war unleashed by imperialism, 
new divisions can rapidly be organized in answer to 
the call of the fatherland and rushed to the front 
to assist the army units in the first front in 
combatting and defeating the enemy. That the So
viet Union could rapidly defeat the facist armies 
offGermany, Japan, and Italy during the great Pa
triotic War was due, among other things, to the 
fact that the Soviet Union had trained huge numbers of reserve servicemen before the war,?”

77
78Tang Cheng, "Defending the Fatherland is the

vacr^ D^ . of Youth'" SteL-iEW Ching-nien (China¿ojriil) , Peking, September 1955, p. 17.
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Evidence that a strategy involving mobilization 

after the outbreak of war was not in accord v/ith the views 
of the General Staff was present in the speeches of Gen
eral Liu Po-cheng and Yeh Chien-ying to the National 
People's Congress in July 1955« As already noted, both 
men were ready to acknowledge revisions in Soviet mili
tary thinking and appeared concerned over the strategic 
implications of surprise attack. Both must have looked 
more directly at the military significance of a nuclear 
capability and weapons effect. Both were silent on the 
point of reducing the personnel of the armed forces and 
expenditures for defense. Both appeared more concerned 
than Peng over the United States military posture in the 
Far East, and laid considerable emphasis on Communist 
China's national defense requirements and on the con
tinued development of Communist China's armed forces in 
terms of equipment and training.^

It would appear, that Liu and Yeh, as representa
tives of the more professional outlook (or as Chinese 
Communists call it, "the exclusively military point of 
view") predominant in the General Staff, were dissatis
fied with a posture limited to a reliance on the mobil-

Liu Po-cheng, pp_. eit.; Yeh Chien-ying, on. cit.7 9 .
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ization of manpower and resources after the outbreak of 
hostilities and were advancing a strategic approach that 
would give greater weight to the immediate development 
Oj. well-trained and well equipped forces to a strong 
airforce, and to an adequate air defense system. In short, 
the General Staff would give greater weight to some type 
of an interim defense posture that would reduce Com
munist China’s vulnerability to a first blow. Although 
neither Liu nor Yeh were very explicit in their public 
statements as to just what those interim capabilities 
might be, it was clear that they envisaged the purchase 
of modem weapons from abroad. In sum, their approach 
was consistent with their silence on the possibility of 
reducing the standing army and national defense expendi
tures and their de-emphasis of the role of the reserves.

the divergence of attitudes on policy within the 
Chinese Communist military may have reflected different 
estimates of Soviet deterrent capabilities and of the 
likelihood of war. When Peng Teh-huai, at the Warsaw 
Conference in May made his one direct reference to "sud~ 
cen attack," he did so within the context of security 
arrangements between the Soviet Union and its satel
lites, under which violations of an "indivisible peace"
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called for bloc-wide action,80 By July 1955, when he 
outlined his strategic preference for relying on post
attack mo oilizs. hion and argued in favor of diverting 
military expenditures to economic development, he no 
longer made any reference to "surprise attack.” 1̂ 
is possible that Peng believed that behind the Soviet nu 
clear shield. Communist China was immune from attack and
tha+ its own conventional, forces were adequate to sun- 
port local political objectives. Or he may have believed 
that war could be avoided and the danger of it so con
trolled that communist China need, not divert resources 
into an interim capability, but could gear the develop
ment of its military forces for a long-run period,

On the other hand, the remarks of Liu and Yeh, who 
made specific reference to "surprise attack," did not 
minimize the external threat posed by the United States, 
and called for an indigenous national defense posture 
based on the well-equipped, well-trained forces, permit
one to infer that these men were perhaps not prepared 
to downgrade the likelihood of war or to place undue re 
liance on the Soviet deterrent where Chinese territory

80, eh-hu&i. New China. News Agency, Peking, 

Speech delivered to the Sec-

'Pen
May 13, 1955 

81
. --------T—n  —7— • tie j .i v e r e a  to tne b e c -

Julv PiSSi?S<? nhe üational People's Congress onduly 2 1, 1955, New China News Agency, Peking, July 2 1, 1955,



was concerned.,
The scope of the debate within the Communist Chi

nese military carried over into other equally fundamen
tal Issues with various attitudes forming around such 
related problems as the relative priority of "socialist 
economic construction" and "national defense construc
tion," and the role of the Party in the FLA. Opinions 
may also have been divided on the extent to which the 
PLA should be mobilized in the interest of economic de
velopment . An examination of these interrelated issues 
may throw some light on rationale behind each of the two 
schools of strategic thinking,

Liu Po-cheng, in his speech of July 2 1, not only 
had referred to the "suddenness of war" but had also ta- 
Jxen position that "socialist economic construction 
and national defense construction for the protection 
of Socialism" should be carried out in co-ordination. " 82 
He favored the Military Service Law because "In this way 
we may concentrate more manpower, material resources, and 
financial resources to carry out economic construction, 
and at the same time accumulate national defense strength 
to meet the needs of national defense in time of war. " 83

82"Liu Po-cheng, or. cit.
8 3Ibid.
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The relationship between his appreciation of the impli
cations of nuclear war and his insisting that socialist 
economic development and national defense activities be 
carried out in co-ordination was clearly set forth in
his speechi

State organs and departments connected with nation
al economy in their normal construction activities 
should also take into account the need for service 
in a war for the protection of the motherland* Only 
thus should we be suddenly attacked in a possible 
aggressive war launched by the imperialists, can 
we put the political, economic and cultural depart
ments of the whole country on a wartime basis and meet the demands of war.w
fih Chien-ying, for his part, argued that in order

to be prepared against a sudden attack, the Communist
PLA must be provided with the most modem equipment.
However, he then went on to complaini

But more people do not seem to appreciate this 
point. They consider that it is now only neces
sary to concentrate all forces by socialist eco
nomic construction, and there is no need for at
taching such great importance to national defense 
construction# They do not realize that, while it 
is true that national defense construction must 
rely on the industrialization of the state, si
multaneously with the promotion of socialist éco
nomie construction we must maintain a sufficient 
national defense force or we shall be placed in 
a weak position. If the imperialists launch a war 
of aggression against us, vie shall face the danger 
of losing our national independence, and having "our socialist cause destroyed.

84Ibid.
85yeh Chien-ying, gJB.*.. eli»



66
Who were the people whom Yeh Chien-ying was accu

sing of wishing to concentrate all forces on socialist 
economic development? It would appear that one person 
who was not fully sympathetic with the position taken 
"by Liu and Yeh was Minister of National Defense, Peng 
Teh-huai. In his report of July 16 on the Draft Mili
tary Service Law, Peng at no time referred specially to 
national defense construction. Rather, he took the posi
tion that priority should he given to socialist indus
trialization, which in turn, he claimed would lay the

86foundation for modernizing national defense*
Peng who adhered to the concept of a postattack 

mobilization of manpower and resources supported the 
Military Service Law with its reduction in military ex
penditures, in the expectation that the savings from 
such reductions could be channeled into the country’s 
industrialization, Liu and Yeh, on the other hand, who 
remained silent on the proposed reduction of the standing 
army, more likely preferred to see any savings applied 
to national defense activities and the immediate pro
curement of modern weapons.

There is a suggestion that those military leaders

86Peng Teh-huai, on. cit.



67
who favored the Immediate adoption of measures that 
would tend to meet some of the requirements of modem 
war at the expense of socialist economic development 
were also at that time assessing the role of political 
controls in the PLA in the light of new demands on train
ing and specially, the co-ordination between military 
training and political training, went so far as to say 
that "questions relating to the actual enforcement of 
training should be dealt with by the competent depart
ments in charges of its various phases,®^

That the disagreement over the views among Communist 
military leaders may have extended, to the degree of pol
itical control within the PLA is suggested even moreO Qclearly in an article by Lo Jung-huan. He wrote*

With the founding of the People*s Republic of China, our array has entered the new stage of mod
ernized construction.,,We must raise our level and 
victoriously fulfill all the tasks in modernized 
construction* Unless we do so, our army will not 
march forward, will not defeat imperialist ag
gression, and our socialist construction will be 
deprived of its reliable protection,.»There must 
be a high degree of standardization in equipment, 
establishment, training, system and discipline.

8?~fLiu Po-eheng, cit*
88Lo who concurrently headed both the General 

Political Department and the General Personnel Department 
was a long time political eommisar, but he nevertheless 
appeared to have been sympathetic toward the profession
al outlook that prevalea in the General Staff*
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The whole army, from the highest ranks to the low
est, must thoroughly abide by regulations and or
ders, and be subjected to more rigorous disciplin
ary training. In the course of modernized construc
tion, there must be enforced reforms in many impor
tant systems, such as the obligatory military service 
system, the military rank system, and the military pay system#.,0“

thereafter, Lo went on to expound the thesis that none 
of this modernization should be permitted to weaken the 
glorious traditions of the PM, the Party’s leadership 
of the army, the principle of unanimity between army and 
civilian population and between officers and men, He 
noted that tendencies had developed in the army that pre
judiced these principles. For those who might consider 
modernization incompatible with tradition and princi
ple, he called attention to the fact that the Soviet 
army's high degree of modernization, organization and 
discipline had not affected the relationships between 
officers and men. He also pointed out that some com
rades attached importance only to cultural and techni
cal attainments and belittled politics. He argued that 
modernized construction could not be carried out to the 
neglect of politics, for only by understanding both 
would the men be prepared to "prevent emergency inci-

goLo Jung-Huan, "Continue to Promote the Glorious Tradition of the Chinese People’s Liberation Army," Jin-nin Jlh--nao. August 1 , 1955#
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dents. Lo assured the superiority of man over wea
pons in a rather unusual manner«

The modernized army we are to build does not ab
solutely rely solely on the superiority of armed 
equipment, but more important still is its reli
ance on personnel with a high degree of political consciousness.91

Lo's removal a year after he had written this suggests 
that he had some difficulty in reconciling the two as
pects of his article, 90 * 92

Clearly, by mid-1955 the Communist military was 
divided in its assessment of the implications for Com
munist China’s military posture of the revisions in 
Soviet military thinking. Members of the General Staff 
apparently were prepared to acknowledge some of the im1- 
plications of nuclear war, and to give public warning 
that the impact of the first blow must not be under
estimated. Therefore, they insisted on the development

90

90Ibid.
9^Ibid,
92That more misgivings existed at Peking as to the effects of the regularization of the PIA was apparent from a «fln-min Jih-pao editorial of September 28, following the conferment of military titles and honors on army leaders, for the editorial writer felt compelled to raise such moot questions as "Why must the People’s Liberation Army adopt the system of military rank's at the present?" and "Will this (the adoption of military ranks) affect the close unity of the officers and the" men and of the officers of the upper and lower rank?"
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of well-equipped and well-trained, standing forces, in 
particular a strong air force and an air defense sys
tem, and argued for the "co-ordination" of economic and 
defense activities! by logical extension, they nay have 
questioned the role of the Party in the army and possi
bly even the use of the army as the laborers for the e- 
conomic development. On the other hand, the school of 
thought headed by Feng Teh-huai was not prepared to ac
knowledge publicly the implications of nuclear war ex
cept in the context of Soviet deterrent capabilities; it 
espoused a strategic view based on the mobilization of 
manpower and resources subsequent to the outbreak of 
hostilities, gave priority to economic development and 
emphasized the role of political controls in the army.
Both schools of thought represented a basically defen- » 
sive mentality and disagreed only in the manner in which 
Communist China was to meet her weakness.

The existence of this conflict within the Communists 
military was confirmed in raid-1959, when the campaign 
against professionally oriented officers reached a climax.



V.

At the beginning of 1955, nuclear weapons sudden
ly and almost drastically came into prominence as a sub
ject of public discussion in Communist China. Until then, 
there had been a conspicuous silence in such discussions, 
especially speculation on the impact of nuclear weapons 
on modern military operations and strategic concepts.
Such statements as appeared were uniformly disparaging 
01 the significance of nuclear weapons. The pattern of 
silence and disparagement give grounds for concluding 
tnat for many years the Chinese Communists had only a 
partial understanding of the meaning of nuclear weapons 
for modem warfare. Soviet military leaders, on whom 
Communist China may be presumed to depend were slow in 
evolving a doctrine on the subject and such new strate
gic concepts as the Soviets did d e v e lo p  were d i f f i c u l t  
to reconcile with the traditional Chinese Communist 
doctrine as embodied in Mao Tse-tung*s military thinking.

~he impact of the development of nuclear weapons 
on the Chinese Communists was rather unique. They took 
more time to appreciate the implications of nuclear war
fare, curing the Korean War, there was some evidence of 
concern over the possible employment by the United States
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of atomic weapons against Communist China’s troops. 
Nevertheless, because of the difficulty of reconciling 
traditional military doctrine and experience with modem 
military weapons, the Chinese Communists failed to come 
to serious grips with the changes brought by nuclear 
weapons. However, the reappraisal of Communist China’s 
vulnerability to nuclear attack was eventually made af
ter 1953 when Soviet military publications began to 
discuss the implications of nuclear weapons for military 
doctrine. During this period the United States greatly 
expanded its stockpile of nuclear weapons and increased 
its long-range delivery capability.

A careful look at the course of Communist China's 
foreign and military policies from 1949 to 1 96o*s sug
gests that two major shifts in Chinese Communists' for
eign policy have coincided closely with major develop
ments in Soviet military thought and weaponry. Its 
adoption in 195^ of a policy of peaceful coexistence in 
relation to its Asian neighbors occurred shortly after 
the initiation in. the Soviet union of a debate on the 
implications of nuclear weapons for modem warfare. Sim
ilarly, Communist China's apparent loss of interest in 
peaceful coexistence and her renewed bellicose political 
approach to Asia followed within a matter of months after
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soviet Union’s testing of an intercontinental ballistic 
missile anc launching oi earth satellites in the second 
half of 1957* j-he period of peaceful coexistence was 
marked by a gradual abandonment of Communist China’s 
overt military moves in Asia? and the period beginning 
in late 1957 was- marked by the renewal of probing oper
ations.

In 195^-55» the Chinese Communists gave signs of 
reacting more directly and openly to the changing mili
tary environment. The reaction of Communist China and 
the ensuing doctrinal discussions both differed from those 
of the Soviet Union. The military tasks confronting Com
munist China were more diversified and more difficult 
than those confronting Soviet leaders, China lacked the 
scientific-technological basis for the manufactures of 
nuclear weapons. Furthermore, Communist China was en
gaged in an enormous program of economic development 
which placed severe demands on its scarce resources. 
Moreover, preparation to meet the threat of nuclear war 
was only one of its military objectives. Its conven
tional power was still viewed as playing an important
role in support of its foreign policy objectives.

Communist China’s growing appreciation of the im
plications of nuclear warfare brought a new and major
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complication to the process of military decision making. 
It also introduced a new and inescapable dimension into 
the security calculations underlying Communist China's 
external policies. The 1950*s were marked by the con
siderable development of United States and Soviet nuclear 
capabilities and a greater reliance on nuclear weapons, 
therefore, it became increasingly impossible to Commu
nist China to develop her external policies, particular
ly where they affected United States interest in the Far 
¿ast, without reference to American and Soviet nuclear 
capabilities and to the Sino-Soviet political-military 
relationship.

ïhe year 1954 was marked with Communist China's 
perception of increased external threat. The reexam
ination of the perceived external threat may have in
volved the issues of military strategy in the minds of 
Peking's decision makers. In 1955 the more profession
ally oriented military officers proposed that Communist 
China attempt to secure a quick, partial improvement in 
its defenses even though this might necessitate the pur
chase of modem equipment from abroad. The debate over 
this proposal involved such critical issues as the fol
lowing:

(1 ) whether increased emphasis on measures that
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would still fall far short of securing for 
China an adequate and independent defense 
posture should be permitted to prejudice the 
assignment of priority to economic development $

(2) whether purely military requirements should be 
allowed to affect economic goals by absorbing 
technical and organizational skills and dis
ciplined manpower; and

(3) whether military professionalism could be 
tolerated at the expense of Party control 
and direction.

In 1956 a high-level internal decision reaffirmed 
economic development as the critical need. Significant
ly, at this time, a new emphasis was placed on the rais
ing of scientific and technological levels in China. In 
part, the decision to give priority to economic devel
opment 'was made on the grounds (l) that Communist China 
would not meet all the competing demands on its limited 
resources, (2) that the interim measures advanced by the 
professionals were inadequate in terms of Communist Chi
na’s long-term requirements for an independent defense 
posture, and (3) that in the long run only the full 
development of China’s industrial production capabili
ties would form the basis for her scientific and tech

75
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nological advance, and thus, for an enhanced and inde
pendent military posture«

-he decision to give priority to economic devel
opment followed on the shift to a more cautious foreign 
policy in 1955. Realization of the security calcula
tions underlined Communist China's evaluation of the So
viet nuclear posture in relation to the United States 
and the degree of Soviet commitment to Communist China. 
It 13 quite Probable that in the 19^-5-1955 period Com
munist China concurred in an over-all bloc estimate of 
che existing balance of power which recognized the su
periority of the United States nuclear stockpile and 
delivery capability and was reflected in an unwilling
ness to run expanded risks. But this evaluation was 
probably coupled with the expectation of a rapid clos
ing of the gap between the United States and the USSR.

Whether one looked at Communist China's security 
in the period from 1954 to mid- 1 9 5 7 from the viewpoint 
O j. the ministry of National Defense or from that of the 
ueneral taif, the result was an admission of Commu
nist China's growing military dependence on the So
viet union. Although the nature of this dependence 
varied somewhat in the position taken by the two groups, 
several basic factors were common to both.
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r irst was the obvious fact that Communist China did 

not possess nuclear weapons. Though steps had been ta
ken during and after the Korean War to modernize Com
munist China*s armed forces in conventional terms, the 
effect of such steps was minimal in the light of the 
widening military-technological gap not only between Com
munist China and the United States but also between Com
munist China and the USSR. The advantages derived from 
conventional modernization as well as from such tradi
tional military assets as large territory and immense 
manpower, were largely cancelled out by nuclear weapons 
and modem methods of warfare.

Secondly, Communist China lacked the scientific 
and technological basis as well as the skilled human 
resources that might have permitted it to achieve atom
ic parity, and its need for major assistance from the 
soviet Union in establishing its own atomic energy pro
gram further underlined its military dependence on Mos
cow,

Thirdly, recognition of Communist China's military 
dependence on the Soviet Union was implicit in the state
ments of both schools of thought, Both found it ex
pedient to allege the Soviet Union's superiority over
the United States in weapons development, and to bring
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up frequently the Indivisibillty-of-peace theme.

!*-'he manner in which Communist China should meet the 
weakness was the issue at stake between the contending 
schools of thought within the Communist military. The 
position of the Ministry of National Defense tended to 
downgrade the urgency of interim defense measures in 
favor of a slower, but fuller development of its indus
trial production capabilities and to rely instead on So
viet deterrent capabilities. In other words, whatever 
nuclear posture i-ommunxst China assumed, or whatever 
deterrent is evoked, would depend primarily on the sup
port and good will of the USSR.

The General Staff, though it did not ignore the role 
of the Soviet deterrent, took a different line. It may 
be that a purely military evaluation of Russia*s deter
rent capabilities had caused its members to question 
their full eiiectiveness, or possibly there was some un
certainty as to the extent of the Soviet political com
mitment uo Communist China? or perhaps it reflected the 
professional soldier's normal desire to be as strong as 
possible, through weapons under his direct control. What
ever the reason, the General Staff argued the necessity 
oi interim defense measures such as the development of 
well-trained and well-equipped standing forces, a strong
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air force, and an air-defense system, even if this in
volved the purchase of modern equipment from abroad.

It should be noted that the position advocated by 
the Ministry of National Defense, that of relying on 
the advancement of Communist China's own industrial and 
technological capabilities as the basis for an enhanced 
national defense posture, implied a short-term depen
dence, particularly if there was a possibility of So
viet assistance to Peking's nuclear weapons produc
tion program. On the other hand, the position of the 
General Staff could have implied a long-term dependence 
both in terms of material and insofar as the alloca
tion of substantial sums for the purchase of equipment 
from abroad could have prejudiced the funds available 
for the country's economic and scientific development.

The eventual decision to develop its own nuclear 
capability included heated debate among civilian lead
ers and between civilian and military leaders in Com
munist China. The decision also contributed to the 
tension in the relations between the Soviet Union and 
Communist China. However, these events are not the 
scope of the present study.



B I B L I O G R A P H Y



COMMUNIST CHINESE SOURCES 
I. Reports and Statements

81
Chang l sung-hsun, Speech at Army Day reception on July 31, *954, New China News Agency, Peking, July 31,

Chang Wein-tien, Speech delivered to Moscow European Conference on December 1, 1954, New China News Agency, Peking, December 2, 1954.
Chen Yun, Speech delivered to the Consultative Committee Meeting of Warsaw Treaty Nations, New China news Agency, Peking, May 2?, 1958.
.aou .n-lai, joint statement of the Prime Ministers of China and India, June 28, 1954, New China News Agency, Peking, June 28, 1954,
--------  — ^ j o i n t  statement of the Prime Ministersof China and Burma, June 29, 1954, New China News Agency, June 30, 1954.
— -----------> report on foreign affairs, deliveredto the thirty-third meeting of the Central People’s Government Council on August 11, 1954, New China News Agency, Peking, August 11, 1954.
--- ---- -----, "Report on the Work of the Government,"delivered to the fourth session of the First National People’s Congress on June 26, 195?.
-------------- , speech at the April 28 session ofthe Geneva Conference, New China News Agencv.April 28, 1954.

-- -----— i statement at Geneva Conference on May22, 1954, New China News Agency, May 22, 1 9 5 4.
--------, statement on US intervention in liberation of Taiwan on January 24, 1955, New China News Agency, Peking, January 24, 1955.
------ -— , speech at the twenty-sixth anniversary of the People’s Liberation Army on August 1 , 1953•



82
Chu Ieh, address to meeting commemorating the twenty- 

seventh anniversary of the founding of the Peo
ple's Liberation Army on August 1, 1954, New China News Agency, Peking, August 1 , 1 9 5 4,

ilsiao Iiu a , 1 ihe Chinese People's Liberation Army March
ing Toward Modernization," report to the Peo
ple s consul native C onference National Committee 
rally celebrating the twenty-fifth anniversary 
of the founding of People’s Liberation Army on 
^uly 31, 1952, New China News Agency, Peking,

Kan Szu-chi, speech delivered to the third session of 
the First National People's Congress on June 2 8, 
1956, New China News Agency, Peking, June 2 8, 1 9 5 6.

Kuo Mo-jo, answers to Ljury-Ja on Nuclear Weapons, Jen- min. jih-rao. February 4, 1 9 5 8.
--------— . speech to the Congress for Disarmamentciiio in*t6m 3. czoMa.1 vcoperB*bion 3.*fc Stockholm on 

July 19, 1958, New China News Agency, Peking,«July 19, 1958*
Liu Io-cheng, speech delivered to the second session 

0-- 4irst National People's Congress on July
^ew ^hina News Agency, Peking, July 2 1,

Nieh Jung-chen, address to the Political Consultative 
Committee of the Warsaw Treaty Powers on Janu
ary 28, 1 9 5 6, New China News Agency, Peking, January 28, 1956.

Peng Teh-huai, "Report on the Draft Military Service 
Law," delivered to the second session" of the 
First National People's Congress on July 1 6 , 1 0 5 5, “ew China News Agency, Peking, July 1 7 , 1 9 5 5,

-------- ------ » speech delivered to the Warsaw Conference for the Defense of Peace in Europe on 
}a< c1955’ Nevv China News Agency, Peking, May

— ---- r-— Phe Chinese People's Liberation Army,'speech to the Eighth National Congress of the Chi
nese Communist Party on September 18, 1 9 5 6, New 
China News Agency, Peking, September 1 9 , 1 9 5 6.



83
People's Republic of China, agreement between the People's Republic of China and the Republic of India on trade and intercourse between Tibet region of China and India, New China News Agency, Peking, October 12, 1954«
______________, communique on negotiations betweenthe government of the People's Republic of China and the government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, October 12, 1954, New China News Agency, Peking, October 12, 1954.
------------- , joint declaration of the governmentof the People's Republic of China and the government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republic on relations with Japan, October 12, 1954,New China News Agency, Peking, October 12, 1954.
---------------» joint declaration of the governmentof the People's Republic of China and the government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on international situations, October 12,1954, New China News Agency, Peking, Oct. 12, 1954,
Tang Cheng, report to delegation of FLA and Chinese People’s Volunteers on correct handling of contradictions within the ranks of the people and on the rectification movement in the" army on May 12, 1957» New China News Agency, Peking, May 12, 195?.
-Leh Chien-ying, speech delivered to the second session 

o:c the first National People's Congress on July 2?, 1955» New China News Agency, Peking, July 2?, 1955«

II. Books, Pamphlets, and articles
~hen and toapg Chao-ku, Fang-hua-hsueh Pirn: (Antithetical warfare Troops) Peking« Chung-kuo Ching- nien Chu-pan-she, July, 195?.
Chien Ti-chien, 

Ien-chiu. "Iron Tiger or Paper Tiger, No. 8, December 10, 1958.



Ghlng Tieh, Chu-min Wu-.fihiJPtafflg-ghifr
(0 m l  U p ig g a e  A g o n is t Atoaiip Winona. ) Peking: Ko-hsueh Pu~chi Chu-pan-she, October, 1957

Chou En-lai, $£2 Q.r t pn tte. Question Of Intellectuals.
delivered av a meeting held under the auspices of 
the Central Committee of the Communist Party of 
China. Peking! Foreign Languages Press, 1 9 5 6.

Chu Teh, "People's Army, People's War," New China News Agency, Peking, July 31, 1958.
Chu Hsin, Yuan Liang, and Chou Lin-shen, (etis,), Fang- 

iTUPg Ohm* (Air Defense Troops) , Peking: Chung- kuo Ching-nien Chu-pan-she, October, 1 9 5 7.
iu Chiu-tao, .1 he People’s Militia— A Favorite System

of Our People," CJie-hsueh Yen-chiu, No. 1 , January 1 0 , 1959.
tisu Yu'. -ei-cMeh Shih-ko-i Hsiao-fLmail (¿HiL-teace of Atomic Arms pan be Elini- Q&t,ed), rev* ed «, Shanghai Shang-wu Yin-shu-kuan, February, 1 9 5 6 .
Huang Yuan, "The Fighting Spirit of Mao's Philosophi

cal 1 bought," Che-hsueh Yep.-phlu. No. 8 , Lecem- ber 1 0, 1 9 5 8.
"Khrushchev's Report— A Historical Document," editorial, 

¿g&riaAfi, Peking, February 1 9 , 1 9 5 6.
Liu Po-cheng, "The Soviet Army is the Example for the 

People's Armies of the ’world," New China News Agency, Peking, October 3 0, 1957.
Liu ia-lou,^"oeriously Study Mao Tse-tung's military 

Thinking," Chiejp-f_ang--chun-Pao, May 2 3, 1958."
“ao 1se-tung, "Imperialists and All Reactionaries Are 

Paper Tigers," New China News Agency, Peking, October 31, 1 9 5 8.
----- ----* ClLthe Protracted War. Peking* Foreign languages Press, 1954.
----__----, "Problems of War and Strategy, " Selec-
iseLJMtiSS, Vol. 2 , New York: International Publishers Co., Inc. 1954.



85
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NOTE ON BIBLIOGRAPHY

Many studies have been made on Communist China's 
nuclear capability and strategy; however no published 
study has been found on the development of Communist 
China's attitude toward nuclear weapons. The present 
study is primarily a content analysis of Communist Chi
na's official publications and statements. Thus no 
reference is made on Western publications in this 
bibliography.
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