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FEATURE ARTICLES

On China’s No-First-Use of Nuclear Weapons

By Pan Zhenqiang*
On October 16, 1964, the Chinese government issued a statement that China had exploded an atomic bomb at 15:00 that day.1 The event indicated its first successful nuclear test, and that China had become a nuclear weapon state. China’s nuclear explosion immediately drew the world attention.
Background of China’s no-first-use policy and its implications to the world peace and stability

If one recalls the history of the Cold War in 1950s and early 1960s, it is not difficult to note that China went nuclear under great compulsion.  Under the extremely heavy military pressure of Washington, China at that time was the only country from the third world to be engaged in serious military conflicts with the United States, and was almost the sole practical target out of non-nuclear weapons states of a possible US nuclear strike.  As a matter of fact, Washington had more than once seriously considered launching such a nuclear attack against China in the Korean War from 1952-1953, and in the Taiwan Strait Crises both in 1954 and 1958.2 It is under such circumstance that China declared that it “is developing nuclear weapons for defense and for protecting the Chinese people from U.S. threats to launch a nuclear war”.3  Self-defense is the primary driving force of China’s nuclear option.  

But behind the self-defense motivation, there seems another important factor that helped shape Beijing’s nuclear decision then, that is, the belief that “you must have nuclear weapons in order to eliminate the nuclear weapons”.  This belief was at least partly reinforced by the view of some well-known personages in the Western peace movement such as the Nobel Laureates Frederic and Irene Joliot-Curie in Paris.  In 1951, Frederic Joliot-Curie was said to pass a message to Mao Zedong that “you should oppose the atomic bomb, you should own the atomic bomb.  The atomic bomb is not so terrifying”.  The advice “helped raise the level of consciousness in Beijing about the bomb and its potential significance for China.  Mao characterized that significance for his senior colleagues in 1958 as he told them that without atomic and hydrogen bombs, others don’t think what we say carries weight”.4   

In the above-mentioned China’s statement in October 1964, there are quite a number of important paragraphs to highlight China’s concept to this effect: 

 “The atomic bomb is a paper tiger.  This famous statement by Chairman Mao Zedong is known to all.  This was our view in the past and this is still our view at present.  China is developing nuclear weapons not because it believes in their omnipotence nor because it plans to use them.  On the contrary, in developing nuclear weapons, China’s aim is to break the nuclear monopoly of the nuclear powers and to eliminate nuclear weapons.

 “The Chinese government fully understands the good intentions of peace-loving countries and peoples in demanding an end to all nuclear tests.  But more and more countries are coming to realize that the more exclusive the monopoly of nuclear weapons held by the US imperialists and their partners, the greater the danger of a nuclear war.  They are very arrogant when they have those weapons while you haven’t.  But when those who oppose them also have such weapons, they will not be so haughty, their policy of nuclear blackmail and nuclear threats will not be so effective, and the possibility of complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons will increase.  We sincerely hope that a nuclear war will never break out.  We are deeply convinced that, so long as all peace-loving countries and peoples make joint efforts and persist in the struggle, nuclear war can be prevented”.5 
 This thinking towards nuclear weapons led China to adopt a nuclear policy on two legs as soon as it acquired the nuclear capability.  On the one hand, Beijing insisted on maintaining a nuclear retaliatory force to meet the nuclear threat.  On the other hand, it exercised greatest restraint on the role of these weapons, and was active to call for nuclear arms control and disarmament.  

In the 1964 statement, China “solemnly declares that China will never at any time or under any circumstances be the first to use nuclear weapons”. 6  In the subsequent years, China also explicitly undertook unconditionally a commitment not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against any non-nuclear weapons states.  Since then, China has consistently abided by this no-first-use obligation, which has virtually become Beijing’s nuclear doctrine to protect its national security interests, and to promote world peace and nuclear disarmament.  In China’s perspective, pending the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons, nuclear weapons states should at least undertake the minimum obligation to reduce the role of nuclear weapons to the only one of retaliation of a nuclear attack. 

In the same statement, China also “proposes to the government of the world that a summit conference of all the countries of the world be convened to discuss the question of the compete prohibition and thorough destruction of the nuclear weapons, and that as the first step, the summit conference conclude an agreement to the effect that the nuclear powers and those countries which may soon become nuclear powers undertake not to use nuclear weapons either against non-nuclear countries and nuclear–free zones or against each other” 7 
This was indeed the first ever proposal coming from a nuclear weapon state, which pointed to a new but most practical and effective approach to the nuclear disarmament.  As China argued:

“The proposal of the Chinese Government, which takes the pledge not to use nuclear weapons as the first step towards the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons, is both reasonable and feasible.

 “It is easy and simple for those countries who possess nuclear weapons to implement it as long as they do not harbor the intention of aggression.  After they undertake the obligation of not using nuclear weapons, there will be no need to conduct nuclear tests, nor to manufacture nuclear weapons”.8     

It should be pointed out that despite the zigzag evolution of the world situation in the subsequent years, China has never changed these two basic positions with regard to its commitment of no-first-use and the desire to conclude an international treaty on the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons.

For China, the no-first-use is not only a politically declaratory policy, but also the fundamental doctrine to guide its nuclear strategy, which is only relevant to the nuclear weapon states as China does not consider using nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon states under any circumstances.  So, China will consider the use of nuclear weapons only when it is attacked by nuclear weapons.    Unlike other nuclear weapon states, it does not plan to use its nuclear force to make for the inefficiency of conventional capabilities.  

Thus the no-first-use doctrine provides a conceptual guidelines for the development of China’s nuclear force.  In accordance with the no-first-use doctrine, China didn’t find it essential to develop a large nuclear arsenal in number.  The idea was as long as you are able to give a devastating counter-attack against one or two U.S. big cities, the scenario was enough to make the attacker who had the intention of pre-emptive nuclear strike pause, and hopefully drop the plan.  Furthermore, China didn’t find it essential either to seek the qualitative improvement of its nuclear force such as acquiring the capability of striking at the military targets, with much greater precision guidance, or fitting more nuclear warheads on a single missile (MIRVed).  Nor did China feel a need to develop battlefield nuclear weapons, as these weapons would often be prone to be first used in a military conflict, thereby triggering the escalation of nuclear exchanges.  This self-restraint is vividly reflected in the fact that China has never put nuclear modernization program as its top priority on its national agenda.  It conducted the least nuclear tests among the five de jure nuclear weapon states, and the pace of its nuclear modernization program has been deliberately slowed.  Against the backdrop, China has been able to be away from the nuclear arms race between the major nuclear powers.  More importantly, this non-provocative stance contributed to the emergence of a strategic framework in the Cold War, in which global strategic stability was sustained.  One cannot imagine how the world structure would have been had China followed a different course of action and also built up a large nuclear arsenal.  

Meanwhile, China has been consistently pushing for the progress on the international obligation of no-first-use.  

The effort was of course first of all directed to urging the United States to accept the obligation.  Immediately after the first successful nuclear explosion in 1964, China challenged the United States by suggesting to conclude a bilateral agreement on the non-use of nuclear weapon against each other. 9 In the following years, in order to make it less difficult to be acceptable, China slightly modified the proposal by suggesting to the United States to first conclude an agreement that each side undertakes not to be the first to use nuclear weapons against each other. 10 Unfortunately all these proposals are rejected by the United States. 

When China resumed its rightful status in the United Nations in 1971, it immediately carried the issue to the UN General Assembly, stressing the importance of the no-first-use as the first step to the nuclear disarmament: 

“In order to initiate the first step to the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons, it is essential to grasp the key to the issue instead of beating bushes around on the details.  What is of the first and foremost importance is that the nuclear weapon states should undertake the obligation not to be the first to use nuclear weapons against each other; particularly the obligation not to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon states, nor against nuclear-free zones.  If there is indeed the will to avoid a nuclear war and to work towards complete prohibition of nuclear weapons, it should not be difficult to undertake such obligations”.11. 
At the Second Special Session of the UN General Assembly on Disarmament on June 21, 1982, China took the opportunity to put forward a set of systematic proposals on essential measures for an immediate halt to the arms race and for disarmament.  Among the many specific measures proposed, the first was related to the no-first-use. 
China suggested:

“All nuclear states should reach an agreement on the non-use of nuclear weapons.  Pending this, the nuclear states should each undertake unconditionally not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon states or nuclear-weapon-free zones and not to be the first to use nuclear weapons against each other at any time or under any circumstances”.12
Again, China’s proposal was turned down by the Western nuclear powers.  But to the surprise of many people, the Soviet Union accepted it.  For the first time, Moscow pledged not to be the first to use nuclear weapons.  However, the fact that Soviet Union continued to strengthen its already excessive nuclear striking force by further enhancing the counter-force capabilities led the world to seriously doubt the validity of the Soviet pledge.  When the Cold War ended, the Russians reversed its position of no-first-use.  China remains now the only nuclear weapon state that has self-made and abided by such a commitment.

Obviously, China’s consistent pledge of no-first-use, its self-restraint on the development of the nuclear program and its active participation in seeking an international agreement on the no-first-use as the first step towards the nuclear disarmament has made it a unique nuclear weapon state, who appears to have more common language with the non-nuclear weapon states than nuclear weapon states.  In association with China’s no-first-use pledge, for example, China has often been on the side of the non-nuclear weapon states to urge the nuclear weapon states (including itself, of course) to respect further the security requirements of the former, and to undertake greater obligations for peace, stability and disarmament.

China has consistently rejected the policy of nuclear deterrence of the major nuclear powers, as it inherently carries recognition of using nuclear weapons as legitimate.  It has repeatedly pointed out that the theory of deterrence had become the major obstacle to the no-first-use obligation, and the primary source of nuclear arms race among nuclear weapon states.

China is the most explicit among nuclear weapon states to give negative assurance to the non-nuclear weapon states, which it considers fully accords with China’s pledge not to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon states under any circumstance.

China also strongly supports the establishment of nuclear-free zones, and calls for the respect of their status as such and undertake corresponding obligations.  Among these obligations on the nuclear weapon states, China urges that states with nuclear weapons deployed outside their borders should withdraw all these weapons home.

Challenges to China’s no-first-use policy in the current situation

The Cold War ended rather abruptly beyond the world anticipation at the beginning of the 1990s.  The bipolar global structure collapsed with the disappearance of the Soviet Union, which led to the general relaxation of the world situation, dominated by the military competition of the two former superpowers.  The fundamental change of the world situation apparently had benign bearing on people’s perceptions of the role of nuclear weapons.  No longer did the nuclear issue stand as the central piece of the international security, as people no longer regard nuclear war was feasible or acceptable.  There seem to be widespread sentiments that nuclear weapons are increasingly usable in terms of technological development, but increasingly unusable politically.

It is against this background, a propitious atmosphere developed for the progress of the multilateral effort for nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation at the initial period of the post-Cold War era.  Among other things, the international community almost unanimously agreed to the indefinite extension of NPT in May 1995.  Under the auspices of the United Nations, a comprehensive test ban treaty was open for signature of the world countries in September 1996.  By the end of 2000, 160 nations had already joined the treaty.  During this period of time, the effort for creating nuclear free zones were also fruitful, witnessing the establishment of those regions in South Pacific, Southeast Asia and Africa.  Although the above progress in nuclear disarmament and arms control was not directly relevant to the no-first-use policy, it had an indirect positive impact on the universal perception of a reduced role of nuclear weapons, as well as the changing policies of nuclear weapon states towards less reliance on them.  In all the above effort, China was an active participant, and played an important role in materializing their success.  

But the seemingly benign situation changed also quite abruptly when the world was prepared to enter into the new millennium.  A series of events happened, having important bearing on the strategic stability of the world.

In May 1998, India conducted a number of nuclear explosions, which forced Pakistan also to make its response in kind.  Two more new nuclear de facto nuclear weapon states emerged in the sub-continent.  Although it was no secret that these two countries had long time ago acquired nuclear capabilities surreptitiously, it still had very negative shocking implications to the region as well as to the world for them to go nuclear openly.  The conflict between India and Pakistan is added a new dangerous nuclear element.  That India used “China’s threat” as its motivation to develop nuclear weapons obviously undermined the already tenuous relations between the two largest Asian countries.  In a more broad sense, the explosions has dealt a heavy, if not fatal, blow to the international nonproliferation regime.  The danger of further nuclear proliferation is particularly ill-boded in Southwest and Northeast Asia as more possible next nuclear candidates are all concentrated in these regions.

Meanwhile, In the United States, the conservative force especially from the Republicans were on the rise with its increasing desire to influence the American security policy.  This found expression especially in its criticism on the nuclear policy of the Clinton administration, and the demand for the development and deployment of ballistic missile defense (BMD) systems.  The CTBT was shelved by the Republican dominated congress.  Yielding to the great pressure from the Republicans, Clinton found himself obliged to make a reversal of its original opposition to the BMD, and opted for controversial programs for both national (NMD) and theatre (TMD) missile defense systems.  The decision was bound to have serious impact on the global nuclear structure, posing challenges to the lesser nuclear weapon states in particular.  As the development and deployment of NMD systems invariably impel the U.S. withdraw from the ABM treaty, the world would stand with danger of no rules of game, thereby eroding much of the strategic stability built through the joint international effort. 

If all these were initial signs of the changing U.S. policy into the new century, George W. Bush coming into power signalled a dramatic turn for a much more conservative and hard-line position that immediately generated world instabilities and regional tensions.  Indeed, the Bush administration comprised mostly those Cold War warriors that had previously closely associated with Pentagon, the armed forces, or the military industrial complex.  Rigid in ideological prejudice, they seemed solely preoccupied with consolidating the U.S. predominance in the world by military superiority, and claimed that they acted only for the American interests, which, unfortunately were narrowly defined.    Military superiority was stressed as the top priority on the national agenda of the administration. And they are more willing to take a confrontational approach towards countries thought to be hostile, whether practical or potential.  In the field of arms control and disarmament, the Bush administration was particularly characterized by what people labelled as unilateralism, aimed at seeking the maximum freedom of action and greatest flexibility in developing new military capabilities.  

The 9.11 event took the U.S. by surprise.  It was hoped that the tragedy may help somehow the administration to reexamine its unilateral approach and come back for greater international cooperation for the common security of the world.  This expectation fell apart.  As a matter of fact, the 9.11 event seemed only to augment the determination of the administration to enhance absolute security by absolute military superiority.  Military expenditure is increased substantially.  The advanced military programs like the BMD and those into the outer space have been added greater dynamism. 

In early 2002, the Bush administration was reported to reveal part of its nuclear posture, which demonstrated a new trend “that the U.S. will be prepared to use nuclear weapons in a much wider range of circumstances than before, with a particular emphasis on tactical uses.  Such an emphasis in a declaratory policy has not been seen since the days of ‘flexible response’ forty or so years ago, when tactical nuclear weapons were deployed in Europe and elsewhere.”  In addition, according to the media reports, the nuclear posture also stresses: 

That nuclear weapons are legitimate weapons, which the U.S. plans to retain in large numbers for the indefinite future.
That the U.S. may be prepared to use nuclear weapons against a non-nuclear weapon state, which should attack the U.S. or its allies with chemical or biological weapons.  This is evidently a step back off from the previous administration.
That the U.S. will invest heavily in its nuclear weapons infrastructure; that new warheads may be developed and nuclear explosion testing may resume.
That the U.S. is unlikely to allow itself to be constrained by existing arms control commitments, and unlikely to engage in additional meaningful measures of nuclear arms control and disarmament. 13 
What is worth pointing out is that in the readjustment of the U.S. policy, the Bush administration has manifested a clear vigilance against China.  In fact, Washington has barely cared to veil its belief in its threat perception that China has become the U.S. greatest potential adversary in the future.  Quite a few strategic measures taken by the administration have first spearheaded against China.  In the 2002 nuclear posture, it is reported that China is among the seven countries that are the U.S. nuclear striking targets; it is also revealed that the U.S. is prepared to use nuclear weapons against China during a military conflict across the Taiwan Strait.14  

The new developments as indicated above have important implications to China’s nuclear security.  In short, the security environment has been much complicated, compared to the time when China had first exploded its nuclear bomb.  In those years in the Cold War, China had to address the threat but only from one superpower.  There were times the threat came from both the two major nuclear powers.  But even in that case, the nature of the threat to China was the same whether it came from one or two powers.  Moreover, nuclear technology at those times was relatively primitive.  Under the circumstances, the response to the nuclear threat was fairly easy and simple: as long as you also have the bomb yourself, you are fairly safe in ensuring the effective deterrent to the others.  Now, evidently the nuclear threat from the major nuclear power, namely the United States, remains.  What makes things more difficult to manage is that the situation involving an attack from it could be far more fluid and complicated than ever before. To China, for example, the following scenarios are easily conceivable suppose a military conflict occurs with the United States:

--If Washington uses a tactical nuclear bomb against China’s military assets in a conflict at Taiwan Strait as it has alleged;

--If Washington uses conventional weapons to attack China’s ICBM silos or its nuclear infrastructures as it clearly indicated in the nuclear posture that in the U.S. new triad, conventional weapons will replace strategic weapons to perform part of its missions; or

--If Washington launches a limited nuclear attack against China after it has successfully deployed a limited NMD system which is specifically aimed at coping with the possible China’s incoming warheads.

Under any one of the situations, China will feel in a dilemma to make the decision to use its nuclear retaliatory force to counter-attack.  For one thing, from an operational point of view, China’s no-first-use pledge seems to have greatly bound its hands to maintain flexibility in seeking the optimum options.  For another, China will find lack of multiple means to differentiate its responses to different scenarios.  

On the other hand, nuclear proliferation in South Asia, and possibly to Northeast Asia (Japan, for example) has also complicated China’s security calculation.  For the first time, regional tensions are greatly affected by a nuclear element not directly from the major nuclear powers.   Beijing will confront a new challenge as how to put these nuclear capabilities into the regional equation of various forces.  Furthermore, nuclear proliferation may also raise a prospect, however remote it seems now, that Taiwan, a renegade province from China, acquires nuclear weapons to resist peaceful unification with the mainland.  China will not tolerate such kind of thing happening. 

There is apparently an inside debate about the future nuclear policy in China, facing the new situation.  The result of this debate is unknown as quite a number of decisions will have to depend on the evolution of the future situation.  But already a small but discernable voice can be heard in China calling for the drastic change of China’s nuclear strategy.  It argues since China faces a more complex and practical nuclear threat, no-first-use policy perhaps only serves in the future to bind its hands to seek greater flexibility of actions.  It also argues that since the US has changed its nuclear strategy emphasizing pre-emptive strike, particularly given the deployment of missile defense systems, China should perhaps realize that the present minimum nuclear arsenal is inadequate to meeting the new challenges, and therefore should greatly expand its nuclear force to the extent that it can be actually used in different scenarios.

But the above view from this small group in China’s defense community, however, is plausible.  It seems extremely unlikely that China will fundamentally change its nuclear policy; particularly its no-first-use position.  The reasons are many-fold: First, from China’s grand national strategy of putting the sustained economic development as its top priority, and of continuing to seek a long-term peaceful and stable international environment, and greater international cooperation to ensure its security, it is clear that China’s defense modernization will continue to be at the backseat.  This will definitely also apply to its nuclear posture and doctrine.  China certainly is concerned about the drastic implications if it changes its nuclear policy.  Second, China still does not believe that nuclear weapons are usable, or a nuclear war could really work in any country’s interests.  Third, change of its nuclear policy will inevitably lead to a nuclear arms race with the United States, which China certainly has no interest in.  Finally, China may also be concerned that change of the nuclear policy will tarnish its image in the non-nuclear weapon states, which China has so consistently proud of.  Thus, all these considerations combined,  China will make effort to enhance the survivability and effectiveness of its small nuclear force, but it will do so only in proportion with its defense needs.  There is no reason to suggest that China will change its course of action in the nuclear field although one must acknowledge that the government will under greater pressure to review its nuclear doctrine and posture.

Nor is China expected to reduce its interest in the participation in the international multilateral efforts for nuclear arms control and disarmament.  In fact, Beijing continues to push forward the conclusion of a multilateral treaty on mutual no-first-use of nuclear weapons.  In January 1994, China formally submitted a draft treaty on the no-first-use of nuclear weapons to U.S. Russia, France and Britain and suggested a consultation between the five nuclear weapon states at an early date.  It has also been actively seeking support of the other nuclear weapon states to undertake no-first-use commitment on bilateral basis.  On September 4, 1994, China and Russia agreed to undertake not to be the first to use nuclear weapons against each other or target their nuclear weapons at each other.  The U.S. still refused to consider any obligation of no-first-use either on the multilateral or bilateral basis, but Washington did agree to conclude an agreement with China on the non-targeting of each other under Clinton administration.

Future prospect of turning no-first-use into an international treaty

The idea of developing thermo-nuclear weapons was first raised during the second world war by a group of natural scientists in order to deny the Nazi Germany any opportunity of acquiring this capability and bring to the world the unimaginable catastrophe.  They successfully manufactured the weapons thanks to the support of the U.S. government before the Germans did; the bombs were actually used at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, demonstrating such huge destructive power that the effect immediately shocked the world.  Among those who were particularly alarmed by the ensuing nuclear armed race between the two superpowers and the increasing risk of a nuclear exchange are those very scientists engaged in the development of the nuclear weapons themselves.  “The men who know most are the most gloomy”.

So at the very outset in the Cold War, the scientists with great consciousness to humanity were pioneers for alerting the world of the danger of nuclear weapons and the calling for their abolition.  The Russell-Einstein Manifesto issued by eleven such eminent scientists in July 1955 was just one example.  With a sense of great urgency, they pointed out that “a war with H-Bombs might quite possibly put an end to the human race.”, and asked the question, “stark and dreadful, and inescapable: Shall we put an end to the human race; or shall mankind renounce war”.  The Manifesto particularly called for an agreement to renounce nuclear weapons as part of a general reduction of armaments. 15 Following the release of the Russell-Einstein Manifesto, efforts were begun to convene an international conference of scientists for a more in-depth exchange of views on ways to avert a nuclear catastrophe.  The first Pugwash conference was thus held from 7-10 July 1957, ending up with a report on nuclear radiation hazards, control of nuclear weapons, and the social responsibilities of scientists.  From this first meeting the Pugwash Conferences have evolved into an international organization with national groups in more than 50 countries, which by the summer of 2001 had organized 265 meetings, involving more than 3,500 individual scientists, academics and policy specialists.  In recognition of its efforts to eliminate the nuclear threat, Pugwash and its then President, Joseph Rotblat, were jointly awarded the 1995 Nobel Peace Prize. 16 Today, anti-nuclear non-governmental organizations like Pugwash Conference are over several thousands all over the world.  They have been playing a unique role in arousing the international awareness of the nuclear risks and mobilizing the world efforts for nuclear disarmament, including the no-first-use of nuclear weapons.  

But of course these international efforts were not only confined to the peace movement. In the United States and the Western world, there has been growing criticism from government officials or research institutions about the role of nuclear weapons.  As early as in 1982, four Americans who had held high office in the US government proposed reconsideration of the NATO understanding and of an agreement not to use nuclear weapons first. 17  The proposal contained in the article in Foreign Affairs immediately gave rise to a heated debate on the NATO nuclear strategy for many ensuing years.  In 1991, right on the eve of the dismantlement of the Soviet Union, the Committee on International Security and Arms Control (CISAC), the U.S. National Academy of Sciences, which comprised a number of well-known scientists, former high-ranking officials and generals, released a report on “the Future of the U.S.-Soviet Nuclear relationship”, highlighting a conclusion in its findings that “the principal objective of U.S. nuclear policy should be to strengthen the emerging political consensus that nuclear weapons should serve no purpose beyond the deterrence of and possible response to, nuclear attack by others”. 18 After the Cold War was over, the European allies have also been uneasy about the nuclear deterrence policy which seemed so outdated for the changed situation.  One illustrating example is that the German government raised the issue of a nuclear no-first-use policy at the NATO foreign ministers meeting in Brussels on December 8, 1999, defying outspoken U.S. opposition.  The German Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer explicitly stressed the support of renouncing the first use of nuclear weapons and lowering the alert status, arguing that “the nuclear powers’ failure to take steps toward disarmament or reducing the role of nuclear weapons will reduce the incentive for non-nuclear weapon states to forgo the nuclear option”. 19 Although the German initiative was unable to shake the U.S. dominant nuclear concept within the alliance, it was reported that there was wide support by other non-nuclear members of NATO of the opposition against the indefinite reliance on nuclear weapons.  In November the same year, Germany and 11 further NATO member states decided no to vote against resolution A/C.1/53/L48 “Toward a nuclear Weapon Free World: The Need for a New Agenda” in the UN First Committee.  This was indeed a courageous step towards a right direction for a nuclear-free world.20 

Facing the new reality, it is increasingly essential, as the Statement of Pugwash Council stressed after its 52nd annual conference on August 10-14 August 2002, that all the nuclear weapon states should “recognize the illegality and immorality of nuclear weapons and move expeditiously to eliminate such weapons in the near future”. 21  In order to achieve this aim, it is perhaps of greater significance to call the establishment of a common understanding of the value of no-first-use policy of all the nuclear weapon states.  No-first-use is first of all the greatest confidence building measures politically among the nuclear weapons states, which seems so absent now in there mutual relations.  It also provides the way for genuine nuclear disarmament by these states.  If all the nuclear weapon states are committed to no-first-use, requirements for the modernization of major nuclear systems will become far more modest than has been assumed, thus making the real, irreversible deep cuts of the nuclear weapons possible and feasible.  Finally, this meaningful obligation by the nuclear weapon states will have great positive impact on the strengthening of nonproliferation regime in the world since the role of nuclear weapons is fundamentally reduced and restrained.

But sadly, the international efforts for the no-first-use seem now confronting a daunting major obstacle from the policy of the Bush administration, that still takes nuclear weapons as integral part of its military force, and moreover, usable in its future war planning.  Unless the U.S changes its nuclear doctrine, there virtually seems no hope that other nuclear weapon states will give up their first-use option.  The problem on the part of the Bush administration, however, lies not only in its conceptual guidance for the utility of nuclear weapons; it also related to the huge material interests of various groups of people, who benefit from the nuclear arms development.  As one American author noted many years ago: “in the United States more than just public institutions are involved in a defense-industrial complex.  Besides the civilians and uniformed personnel employed by the Pentagon and other security agencies, many of the nation’s largest corporations are defense contractors, and much of the labor force has learned the skills of defense-related trades.  Our most prominent research institutions, universities included rely on weapons-related contracts for their prosperity, and most members of Congress come from districts where military based or defense industries are located”. 22  This situation has not changed under the Bush administration.  It is even more consolidated that the powerful influence of defense-related interests have increasingly important implications for the U.S. arms control policy.    

Under the circumstance, it is the author’s belief that the hope lies in the people, the average people that will have increasingly the constraining power to influence the government’s policy with the fast spread of information technology.  That’s why the Pugwash Council stresses the importance of the education campaign that is badly needed “to alert all peoples to the very real and continuing risk of a nuclear catastrophe”. 23  Once peoples of the world are knowledgeable and mobilized, they will become a decisive force to force all the nuclear weapon states to honor their obligations, including the no-first-use, and lead the world eventually towards the one free of the nuclear threats.    
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South Asia Nuclear Crisis And Its Impact on Regional Security

Fei Yongyi*
1, India and Pakistan have turned into countries with nuclear capability, both countries are now devoted to researching and developing nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, especially long-range missiles.

India started its nuclear program in the fifties of last century, and now has possessed a fairly strong strength and the capability of producing nuclear weapons after 50 years’ research and development. Taking the nuclear test of 1998 as a turning point, India abandoned the nuclear threshold policy of discreetly developing nuclear strength, and accelerated the speed of nuclear armament. In recent years, India has been putting stress on the development of nuclear warheads (including hydrogen bomb) of various equivalent and applicable to different delivery vehicles and striking targets. It is also striving to increase the productivity of nuclear fuels.

    India has possessed in the main the capacity of nuclear warheads delivery. It is equipped with modified airplanes capable of carrying nuclear warheads. India started to develop ballistic nuclear missiles in 1980s, and has gained the capacity of delivering short and medium range ballistic missiles, and is now developing-- in cooperation with Russia-- sea-based nuclear forces provided with stealth and capacity of carrying nuclear warheads.

Nuclear Command Authority has been set up and the missile unit is to be formed in India. The “ Draft Nuclear Doctrine”, published in 1999, lays stress on carrying out nuclear research and development program without any restriction, establishing the minimum nuclear deterrent, putting the dependable strategy of minimum nuclear deterrence into practice, building a moderate sized strategic nuclear force which is triad composed of land, sea and air based war heads and capable of launching the second strike. According to the 2001—2015 armament budget drawn by the defense ministry of India, US$20billion (about 21% of the total budget out of US$95 billion) will be allocated in nuclear armament, among which US$15billion for developing nuclear weapons, US$5billion for setting up command and control system. India is persisting in the principle of “building up sufficient nuclear strength”, keeping the development scale flexible, laying stress on sufficient quantity, reliable and trustworthy striking devices and capability of withstanding nuclear strike and viability. The post of chief of staff of defense has been newly set up for commanding and controlling nuclear force. In April, 2001, India published detailed rules and regulations regarding the establishment of the command and control system of nuclear force. After the formal set up of the command system at the beginning of this year, India is now accelerating the pace of forming the nuclear missile unit, which is the main component part of India’s nuclear deterrent.

Irritated by India’s vigorous development plan of nuclear and missiles, Pakistan is increasing the allocations for the nuclear and missile program and accelerating the development speed. The nuclear arms race between India and Pakistan is escalating unceasingly. Pakistan started its nuclear program in 1950s. From 1986, Pakistan began to produce weapon-grade uranium, and conducted nuclear tests in May, 1998, therefore, crossed nuclear threshold. From 1980s on, Pakistan has been developing the techniques of ballistic missiles, producing and deploying short and intermediate range missiles, stepping up the development of missiles with 2500kms range, so as to offset the unsymmetrical military strength. Relying heavily on and guided by the theory of “missile zone”, Pakistan has changed its policy of “overall improvement and minimum deterrence” to “forward position defense and limited deterrence”.

2, India and Pakistan have fallen foul of each other over Kashmir issue in the past 50 years, numerous armed conflicts of various scales erupted continuously. From the end of 2001 to October 2002, there were more than one million troops of two countries confronting each other along the border areas. Since both India and Pakistan are countries with nuclear capabilities, there is the danger of escalation of the conventional war to the ever first nuclear war of the world. South Asia has become a hot pot of the world once again.

India is the major country in South Asia and overwhelmingly superior to Pakistan in respect of territorial areas, population, natural resources, total volume of economy and conventional military strength. It has been spending huge amount of money on armaments. From 1998 to 2001, India spent US$7.2billion on munitions importation, ranking second among those developing countries, stockpiling advanced weapons like supersonic fighters, main battle tanks etc. Its defense expenditure in 2002 increased by 50% than that in 1999. The main body of India’s armed forces is deployed to confront Pakistan. The large- scale arms expansion of India further increased the disparity in military strength between India and Pakistan and tip the unbalance of the military strength in South Asia. The imbalance of the conventional weapons and military strength between India and Pakistan is a dangerous omen, poses great challenge to regional security. It’s alleged that Pakistan planned to deter India’s war attempts by war escalation, to deter India’s “limited war” by all round war, and to deter India’s all round conventional war by nuclear war. The already tense relations between two countries were sharply deteriorated after the terrorist attack on India’s parliament on December 13, 2001. Both countries moved their missiles with nuclear warheads closer to the border areas. The two countries were almost on the verge of nuclear war. The tense relations between India and Pakistan have been eased to some extent recently, but the military situation in Kashmir still remains tense. It’s only time that can tell that never-ending conflict in Kashmir brings two countries to the brink of war again. Any provocation by either side may result in catastrophe. If the situation is out of control, or any unexpected grave incident happens, the possibility of nuclear conflict can’t be completely ruled out.

3, The development of nuclear arms by India and Pakistan, which regard each other as a rival, has shaken the preventive scheme of nuclear proliferation, upset the process of international nuclear arms control. It is worsening the security situation in South Asia, and posing a threat to peace and stability of this region and the whole world as well.

There are people both in India and Pakistan who have talked about the possibility of launching a short and limited nuclear attack and its advantages and disadvantages  while the situation in border areas was highly tense with one million troops confronting each other. According to some experts’ analysis, should Indo-Pak conflict be escalated to a nuclear war and major cities of two countries were attacked by nuclear bombs, the immediate death toll could be as high as 3million. The impact of geo-politics and the radioactive dusts from nuclear attack will not be limited to South Asia only, the relations of big powers within the region as well as the relations of big powers out of the region will inevitably undergo significant readjustment.

    Countries in South Asia and the whole international community are concerned about the escalation of Indo-Pak confrontation, and appealing to both countries to restrain themselves so to ease the tension and avoid loss of control of the situation. Both countries have acknowledged that the possibility of using nuclear weapons would highly increase if one party suffers heavy casualties in an all round conventional war. A nuclear war would cause mass destruction to both sides that neither of them can afford. Seeing that, leaders of both countries have promised in different ways in restraining the use of nuclear weapons. On August 15, 2002, President Musharraf indicated that Pakistan would never fire the first shot in South Asia and its’ nuclear weapons were purely for self-defense, Pakistan and India would not go to a nuclear war. He also asked Russia to mediate between India and Pakistan. Indian foreign minister declared that India adhered to the policy of not being the first to use nuclear weapons. On September 14, 2002, the Prime Minister of India appealed in the UN Assembly to the international community to take more measures for easing the tense situation in South Asia.

     The pressing matter of the moment for international community is to urge two countries to ease the tension in border areas, work out a final solution for Kashmir dispute through dialogue and consultation and stop arms race especially nuclear arms race. The nuclear arms race in South Asia does not only create negative effects to the international efforts of preventing nuclear proliferation, but also increases instable factors to the situation in South Asia. The international society should take joint efforts to prevent nuclear proliferation and oppose spread of WMD and its delivery vehicles, adhere to resolution 1172 of UN Security Council of refusing to recognize India and Pakistan as nuclear weapons states, so to maintain a relatively stable pattern of nuclear strategy. The universal acceding to and comprehensive observation of NPT should be ensured. Countries that haven’t joined the NPT should join it at an early date. The international community should give a strong push on the earlier operation of CTBT in accordance with the provisions concerned. The global strategic balance and stability should be maintained. The agent of developing and keeping nuclear weapons of some countries should be eliminated, so as to prevent a new round nuclear arms race from happening.

From the very beginning of this year, India and Pakistan started a new round race of missile tests that caused strong repercussions over the world. All South Asian countries are good neighbors of China. We are willing to see a tranquil and stable South Asia. We are much worried abut the arms race, especially the nuclear arms race in South Asia, and hope countries concerned in this region would restrain themselves to the utmost and stop developing nuclear weapons, abandon nuclear weapon programs, accede to CTBT and NPT, so as to contribute to peace, security and stability in South Asia.

     ( The article is completed in December 2002)
Prospect and Trend of Development

of the DPRK Nuclear Issue

By Miao Weicheng*

The beginning of 2003 saw a continuous escalation of the DPRK nuclear issue, which became an important factor having bearing on the diplomacy in Northeast Asia. The special envoy of the ROK paid visits to China and Russia. The Japanese-Russian summit meeting focused on the DPRK nuclear issue, and the Russian President also sent his special envoy to meet Kim Jong-Il. While strengthening consultations with its allies, the U.S. President sent his special envoy to visit China and Russia to seek cooperation. In mid February, the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) submitted to the UN Security Council its reviewed results on the DPRK nuclear issue. Currently, this issue has become the second hot spot issue after the Iraqi issue in the world. What is the background for the DPRK nuclear issue to happen, and what’s its essence? What’s the prospect of the DPRK nuclear issue in face of a looming war from the U.S. against Iraq? The continuous intensification of these issues and the DPRK nuclear issue attracted extensive attention of the peace-loving people in the world.

Background and Causes of the Reeruption of the DPRK Nuclear Issue


From relevant reports we could find that the direct cause of eruption of the recent NK nuclear issue is different from that in 1993. Ten years ago, relying on the intelligience information collected by its spy satellites, the U.S. believed the DPRK was developing nuclear programs, thus bringing about a crisis involving sharpening disputes on nuclear inspections between the two sides. The recent nuclear issue developed in October, 2002 after American presidential special envoy Kelly visited Pyongyang. The U.S. said in its meeting with the DPRK that it had sufficient evidence to prove the DPRK was developing nuclear weapons. The DPRK, making a tit-for-tat response, stated that it had the right to possess nuclear weapons and weapons more powerful than nuclear weapons. It should be noticed that Mr. Kelly did not release this news to the ROK and Japan on his way back after the visit. Only half month later and after well-arranged coordination of relevant domestic sources did the U.S. officially state that the DPRK possessed nuclear programs.


On the surface, the DPRK nuclear issue was brought up after the American special envoy Kelly’s visit to Pyongyang. But, it should be recognized that the reoccurrence of the DPRK nuclear issue has its profound background. First, the DPRK had carried out a series of large-scale economic adjustments on prices, redistribution, foreign exchange and management system, etc. Attaching importance to the economic development in all fields, the government had decided to establish a special tourist zone and an industrial park area in Kumkangsan and Kaesung respectively, and the national development urgently needs a peaceful and stable external environment. Second, since the Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi visited Pyongyang on Sep. 17, 2002, the leaders of Japan and the DPRK have categorically resolved the pending issues hindering development of relations between the two countries, which had accelerated their paces to improve relationship. This fast development trend would give rise to a change of the security pattern in Northeast Asia. Third, the ROK government actively followed a Sunshine Policy, so the independent awareness of the Koreans on the Korean peninsula was strengthened, the exchanges and cooperations between the North and the South increased. Especially the start of the joining project of Keungye railway and the joining project of Keungwon railway which had been suspended for more than half century would exert great influence over the situation on the Korean peninsula. 


However, all these were not carried out under the domination of the United States. The 1993 DPRK nuclear crisis also happened as there was a relaxation of tension on the Korean peninsula and a marked improvement of the DPRK-Japan relationship, and positive progress being made for the DPRK-ROK dialogue. Historical events are always surprisingly identical. After the outbreak of the recent nuclear crisis, both the DPRK and the U.S. condemned the other side for violating the Geneva Nuclear Framework signed in Oct. 1994, thus triggering an escalation of struggle on the nuclear issue between the two sides. The recent DPRK nuclear issue was essencially a struggle between the US dominance and the DPRK sovereignty. From this it can be seen that the recent nuclear crisis was stirred up by the U.S., for it’s trying to strengthen its control over the affairs of Northeast Asia. The goals of the U.S. are: 1, To dominate the Northeast Asian situation and prevent the development of the Northeast Asian situation from slipping out of the American control. 2, To coordinate the policies of the U.S., Japan and the ROK toward the DPRK and coordinate the pace for improvement of the DPRK-Japan and the DPRK-ROK relationship. 3, To coerce the DPRK with different values and social system from those of the U.S..

A DPRK-U.S. Tit-for-Tat on the Nuclear Issue


After the eruption of the DPRK nuclear issue, neither the DPRK nor the U.S. has made a compromise, and both sides have taken a tough stance. The U.S. first demanded to suspend the shipment of heavy oil to the DPRK, saying that the DPRK had failed to implement the 1994 Nuclear Framework Agreement. The KEDO (the Korean Energy Development Organization) announced on Nov. 14, 2002 that it would stop supplying the DPRK with heavy oil. To exert further pressure on the DPRK, the U.S. decided to add restrictions to the food aid given to the DPRK. The U.S. State Department spokesman stated on Dec. 6, 2002 that the U.S. had already informed the DPRK that the provision of food aid would “depend on the progress it made in allowing the international observers to the areas where food aid were scattered”. This was the first time the U.S. had ever attached restrictions to the food aid program since it began in mid 1990’s. 


The DPRK is taking advantage of the favorable opportunities of the intensification of the U.S.-Iraqi confrontation and implemented a “super-tough policy” toward the U.S.. To bring the U.S. back to the negotiation table, the DPRK has demanded to sign a Non-Aggression Treaty with the U.S. for national security. The DPRK Foreign Ministry made a statement on Dec. 12, 2002 that since the U.S. had suspended its committed shipment of heavy oil as the compensation for freezing of the nuclear facilities, the DPRK believed it had no other choices except restarting its nuclear program, and expressed that it would immediately restart its nuclear program to build nuclear equipments for the production of electricity. On Dec. 12, 2002, the DPRK removed the IAEA’s video camera recorder monitoring its nuclear activities, tore off the seal on the Yongbyon nuclear laboratory storing the spent fuel rods of the nuclear reactor and on the radiochemical laboratory, opened 1000 spent fuel rods among the sealed 8000 spent fuel rods, and started the 5-MWe pilot nuclear reactor. At the end of last year, the DPRK told the two IAEA nuclear inspectors to leave the country. The DPRK’s tough action stunned the United States, for it never expected that the DPRK would have immediately opened the spent nuclear fuel rods warehouse. Hence, the DPRK nuclear crisis is considered to have intensified. The former chairman of the US Senate Foreign Relations Committee Bydon said that the DPRK’s actions posed a bigger threat toward the U.S. interests than the Iraqi President. The U.S. Defense Secretary Rumsfeld threatened on Dec. 23 last year that the U.S. could fight two wars and win them all. As it is reported by the DPRK’s military resources that since the eruption of the nuclear issue, the U.S. military increased spying on the DPRK’s important military facilities with the U-2 high-altitude strategic reconnaissance plane, the EP-3 electronic reconnaissance plane and the RC-12, RC-7B tactical reconnaissance planes. In last December alone, there were more than 190 reconnaissance flights over the DPRK and more than 1800 taking off and landing by planes in air maneuver aiming at the DPRK.


The DPRK did not yield to the American military pressure and threats. The DPRK government newspaper issued a comment on the New Year’s Day that all the signs indicated the U.S. did not need a relaxation but intensification of the tense situation on the Korean peninsula. The U.S. deliberately imposed “nuclear crisis” on the DPRK and took it as an excuse to try to subdue the DPRK with increasing pressure. The comment stressed that to respond the United State’s tough attitude with an even tougher attitude was the DPRK’s consistent practice. On Jan. 10 this year, the DPRK declared to withdraw from the Non-Proliferation Treaty and informed the IAEA that this decision would take effect on Jan. 11. On the same day as the decision went into effect, a million Pyongyang residents held a rally to demonstrate their firm support for the government decision. On Feb. 5, the DPRK announced its restart of a nuclear reactor for the production of electricity. Since then, the DPRK made two launches of short range missiles, restarted the 5-MWe nuclear reactor, pursued and intercepted the US military reconnaissance planes. 


The United States reacted strongly. U.S. Defense Secretary Rumsfeld considered the DPRK government’s behaviour threatening. Before this, the U.S. further strengthened its military pressure over the DPRK by sending its aircraft carrier Kittyhawk to the waters close to the Korean peninsula. The U.S. Defense Department also decided to send an additional aircraft carrier, extend the service time of the U.S. troops stationed in the ROK for 6 months, and ordered the B-12, B-1 bombers to prepare to support the U.S. troops based in the ROK. The U.S. has also leaked to the media the previously implemented pre-emptive war plans toward the DPRK. 


The DPRK was highly alert to Rumsfeld’s words and the United State’s strengthening of military forces around the Korean peninsula. The DPRK’s party newspaper pointed out on Feb. 6 that the military attacks by the U.S. on the DPRK’s nuclear facilities would bring about an “overall” warfare. These serious developments indicated that the United State’s military attack plans on the DPRK had entered into an implementation stage. Under such circumstances, the DPRK would take powerful actions to defend itself. 

Prospect for Resolution of the DPRK Nuclear Issue


The continuous escalation of the DPRK nuclear issue has attracted extensive attention. Because neither the DPRK nor the U.S. has given up the resolution of the nuclear issue through political and diplomatic means, all sides concerned are committed to push forward a peaceful settlement of this nuclear issue. To reach a political resolution of the nuclear issue, the ROK, Russia, Australia, the European Union and international organizations etc. paid shuttle visits to the DPRK and the Korean peninsula’s major neighbours. UN Secretary-General Annan also sent a special envoy to the DPRK to mediate. The Russian presidential special envoy, Deputy Foreign Minister explained to Kim Jong-Il the Russian package plan for the peaceful settlement of the nuclear issue. The U.S. administration also continuously sends special envoys to visit its allied countries, as well as China and Russia to actively explore a way to peacefully resolve the nuclear issue. Currently, the exchanges and cooperation within the Korean peninsula are continuously increasing, the ethnic coherence is stronger than anytime in the past. The DPRK pointed out in the New Year’s editorial carried by three major newspapers that the confrontation on the Korean peninsula was between the North-South Korean ethnic and the United States. The editorial advocated cooperation between the two sides. The ROK President-elect Roh Moo Hyun will inherit the Kim Dae Jung administration’s Sunshine Policy. He put forward 3 principles for the resolution of the DPRK nuclear issue in meeting with the visiting American presidential envoy James Kelly, namely, no tolerance of the DPRK’s attempt of possessing nuclear weapons, a peaceful resolution through dialogue, and the ROK playing the leading role. The 3 principles of Roh Moo Hyun basically revealed the new ROK admininstration’s attitude toward the DPRK nuclear issue. 


The strengthening of centripetal force on the Korean peninsula and the efforts to reach a peaceful resolution of the DPRK nuclear issue by the neighbouring countries will affect the development trend of the DPRK nuclear issue. On one hand this trend will strongly contain the escalation of the DPRK nuclear issue from going beyond the tolerence of the DPRK and the U.S., and prevent the two sides from resorting to force. On the other hand, just because of the existence of this positive factor, the nuclear issue will probably continue to deteriorate before the DPRK and the U.S. realize their goals. There are 3 prospects for the resolution of the DPRK nuclear issue:


1, To reach a resolution through political and diplomatic means, which is also a common aspiration of most countries including the DPRK and the United States. On Jan. 15, the American presidential envoy Kelly expressed to China that the U.S. was seriously concerned about the DPRK’s withdrawal from the NPT, and hoped the international community to work together to seek a peaceful resolution through diplomatic channels. The position of the Chinese government on the nuclear issue is to continue to safeguard peace and stability on the Korean peninsula, support the de-nuclearization of the peninsula, not in favor of the emergence of nuclear weapons on the peninsula, and to advocate a peaceful resolution through dialogue. China doesn’t stand for the DPRK’s withdrawal from the NPT and hopes to coordinate with the sides concerned to push forward an early peaceful resolution of the DPRK nuclear issue. As for the current fierce disputes between the DPRK and the U.S., neither side is likely to make relevant compromise. 


2, The DPRK-US nuclear issue would continue to exist for some time to come, because the U.S. is not eager to resolve the issue, and its top priority is the settlement of the Iraqi issue. Even if the two sides begin negotiations, which shall take quite a long process to reach a compromise. For this, the American assistant State Secretary Kelly expressed on Jan. 16 that the settlement of the DPRK nuclear issue would be a “slow process”, and couldn’t be realized very quickly. 


3, Outbreak of some local military conflicts between the DPRK and the U.S.would escalate the crisis. This is because American unilateralism has been on the rise in the world in recent years, and Asia plays a more important role in the American global strategy. The reason that the U.S. said it preferred a peaceful resolution of the nuclear issue through diplomatic dialogues to military actions against the DPRK may well be that the U.S. hasn’t completely resolved the Iraqi issue. Once the Iraqi issue is completely settled, the U.S. might transfer its troops to Northeast Asia, and use them to subdue the DPRK. There is a possibility that the U.S. might bring the Japanese and the ROK policies toward the DPRK in line with its own by undertaking military attacks against the DPRK and consolidating the Japanese-ROK alliance. However, the possibility of a unilateral local military action taken by the U.S. alone should not be ruled out, too. Of course, this would run counter to the current trend of peace and development in the world, and is also a situation to be avoided with great effort by DPRK and ROK and their neighbours.


(This paper was completed in Feb. 2003)

The Model of Traditional Arms Control Has Become History,

Nuclear Weapons Have Been Given to Actual War-fighting Function,

Anti-proliferation Has Become A Hot Issue of Arms Control
------A Review of Arms Control and Disarmament Situation in 2002

Hou Hongyu*
At present, the imbalance of international strategic forces has further intensified. On one hand, the U.S. seeks Pax-America by conducting aggressive strategic offense in world key areas and has succeeded to some degree. The U.S. has tried to keep its absolute military superiority as a pillar to realize its strategic goal. And this is reflected in its acceleration of the development of NMD, new-type nuclear weapons and high-tech long-range precision strike weapons. Geo-strategically, the U.S. has made use of anti-terrorism as a good opportunity to expand its forces and influences globally. In the western front, the U.S. has pushed NATO to expand to the east. In the middle front, the U.S. has sent military forces to Central Asian and the outer Caucasus Region and tried to transform the Middle East by attacking Iraq and toppling Sadam. In the eastern front, the U.S. has consolidated its military alliance. Thus, the U.S. has combined its European and Asian strategy into a whole and further squeezed Russia’s strategic space. On the other hand, from the point of making its people rich and building up its national power, Russia has started the process of integrating into the Western world, thus voluntarily contracting its strategic influence and playing down the differences and attached great importance to cooperation with the Western countries. Therefore, the U.S. could implement its offensive strategy without scruple. Although many countries are discontent with power politics carried out by the U.S., they could only play a limited role in restraining the U.S.. The change of international situation is more obviously reflected in the field of arms control and disarmament.   

A series of significant events took place in the field of arms control and disarmament in the year of 2002, which declared the traditional model of arms control and disarmament become history, made clear to all the balance of international forces based on Mutual Assured Destruction has started to come to an end and raised the curtain on U.S. intention to seek world military hegemony in a long period of time to come.    

I. The U.S. has formulated its new nuclear strategy capable of defense and offense.

At the beginning of 2002, the U.S. put forward the NPR, which reflected Bush administration’s new nuclear strategy and developing trends of U.S. nuclear strategy. The new nuclear strategy mainly includes the following changes. (1) The guideline has changed from “Mutual Assured Destruction” to “Seeking Absolute Superiority”, and attaches great importance to the integration of offense and defense in order to establish U.S. absolute military superiority and ensure U.S. absolute safety. (2) In its choice of targets, the U.S. tries to seek comprehensive deterrence and has listed China, Russia, Iraq, the DPRK, Iran, Libya and Syria as its nuclear strike targets, which means the U.S. has given up its negative security assurance. (3) Formerly, the U.S. mainly relied on offensive nuclear force, now tries to rely on offensive nuclear forces, missile defense and conventional strike. (4) The new nuclear strategy stresses nuclear and nuclear warfare, thus lowering the threshold of using nuclear weapons. (5) The U.S. tries to develop a new generation of nuclear weapons and suggests shortening the current preparation time of nuclear test from 2 or 3 years to 18 moths. Therefore, Bush administration has changed U.S. nuclear strategy. The purpose of nuclear weapons is not only to contain a war, but also to start a war. Nuclear weapons will become a tool to be used to strike terrorism, “rogue states” and in regional conflict.     

II. Strategic Offensive Weapons Reduction Treaty signed by the U.S. and Russia is only in name but not in reality.

The U.S. and Russian proceeding from their respective interests and needs signed the symbolic and meaningless Strategic Offensive Weapons Reduction Treaty. The Treaty signed by the U.S. president and Russian president in May 28, 2002 in Moscow stipulates that in the coming ten years, both sides will reduce their deployed nuclear warheads to 1700—2200. The Treaty neither strictly stipulates the types, models, the period of reduction and the counting rule of warheads, which the other side should abide by, nor stipulates strict detailed verification measures. The day on which the Treaty becomes effective is also the day on which the Treaty becomes invalid. What needs to be pointed out is the U.S. has clearly indicated that it would stockpile a large number of reduced nuclear warheads in case situation changes in Russia. Therefore, the Treaty names itself as reduction of nuclear weapons, actually it is a transfer of nuclear warheads and the Treaty exists only in name but not in reality.

Signing the Treaty by the U.S. and Russia means that the struggle in the field of nuclear arms control and disarmament has come to a end for a period of time to come and also means the end of the traditional model of arms control. Now arms control and disarmament has no longer been the dominant factor in U.S.-Russian relations and the imbalance of international forces will not be changed in the foreseeable future. The signing of the treaty is a typical reflection of Bush administration’s unilateralism in the field of arms control and disarmament. Bush administration has made full use of American economic, technological and military superiority to further broaden its military superiority over others. In order to avoid the possibility that other countries may use arms control to restrict the U.S. and to keep its ability to quickly respond to changes of international situation, the U.S. government would not sign any arms control treaty binding on the U.S.. The change of the U.S. government’s attitude towards arms control is nothing accidental, but is a reflection of the fact that the U.S. comprehensive national strength is at its peak. Actually, the U.S. government’s attitude of emphasizing arms build-up but looking down on arms control has emerged since the last years of President Clinton’s administration and has become more strengthened in Bush administration. Therefore, the past restrictive, verifiable and irreversible model of arms control has changed dramatically in terms of content and form. It can be predicted that from now on to 2012 before the Treaty signed by the U.S. and Russia expires, multi-lateral or bilateral arms control or disarmament will not make any substantive progress. During this period, the U.S. will further expand its military superiority over other countries and Russia will attach great importance to developing its Topol-M force and try to guarantee the reliability and safety of its huge nuclear arsenals.

Russia has basically reached its strategic goal and defended its maximum national interests by avoiding confrontation in strategic forces with the U.S.. Through negotiations, Russia has persuaded the U.S. to agree to put the issue of reduction of strategic forces in the form of a treaty, to link development of NMD up with reduction of offensive strategic forces to a certain degree and successfully bring the U.S. into a dialogue mechanism of strategic stability. After declaring to withdraw from START-II, Russia can keep its 154 SS-18 intercontinental missiles and 36 SS-24 mobile strategic missiles. Meanwhile, Russia can make use of the leeway of the Treaty to deploy new-type ground-based multiple warhead missiles. Therefore Russia can keep nuclear balance with the U.S. at a low level.   

III. The Anti-ballistic Missile Treaty ceased to exist, the U.S. has started to develop NMD and the development of missile defense technology is gaining momentum.

The    Anti-ballistic    Missile   Treaty 

ceased to exist and the U.S. began to develop missile defense system on a large scale. Bush administration has attached great importance to defense, aiming at getting absolute military superiority combined with offense and defense so as to ensure the absolute safety of the U.S. homeland, its forces stationed overseas and its allies and to ensure its unrestricted military interference. President Bush accelerated the development and deployment of ground-, sea-, air-, and space-based missile defense systems, so that multiple level interceptions from boost phase, middle to re-entry phase could be realized. At current period of anti-terrorism, Bush administration believes only by developing missile defense system, can the U.S. stop missile attacks and blackmail from the “rogue states”, reduce the desire of “the rogue states” to develop missiles and prevent the proliferation of missiles and the related technologies. Therefore, Bush administration has upgraded the rank of the Missile Defense Bureau. Bush administration will spend 7.6 billion U.S. dollars on the development of NMD in the year of 2003.

In the very evening of June 13 on which the U.S. withdrew from the ABM Treaty, the U.S. military successfully conducted its first sea-based anti-ballistic missile test. On June 15, in order to celebrate the withdrawal from the ABM Treaty, the U.S. held a ceremony of breaking ground in Alaska to construct 6 underground silos and relevant communication facilities. This means the U.S. has formally started to build the first part of NMD bases, which would protect the U.S. 50 states and its allies from being attacked by missiles. The U.S. plans to primarily deploy its ground-based missile defense system in 2004. On July 18th, the U.S. used air-based super-laser to intercept ballistic missile at its boost phase. On August 6th, the U.S. proclaimed that the missile defense system had made a major breakthrough in tackling the enemy’s decoy missiles. On the same day, the U.S. Department of Defense approved a low-orbit air-based infrared program and planed to launch 2 satellites to primarily establish its ballistic missile warning system. On August 14, the U.S. carried out its 7th missile-intercepting test after 1999 and successfully intercepted the “attacking missile” in the flying phase. On November 5th, the U.S. military successfully shot down a flying shell by super-laser. The U.S. has conducted sea-based defense flying test.

The U.S. has indicated that it would seek to cooperate with Britain, France, Germany, Italy and Japan to develop NMD and TMD. The U.S. believes its cooperation with its allies is critical. The areas of cooperation include jointly developing components of the missile defense system, taking part in tests or exercises and allowing the U.S. to use their territory to deploy radar or interceptors. The British government has been trying hard to urge its Parliament to approve the cooperative program of missile defense with the U.S.. During his visit to Japan and South Korea in last February, President Bush expressed that the U.S. would deploy the most effective missile defense system to protect its allies in the Asia-Pacific region. The U.S. urged Japan to transform the joint research of missile defense into the joint development. Japan has already made the decision on the joint development of TMD with the U.S. under the pretext of the DPRK’s nuclear program. The U.S. has proposed to sell South Korea advanced missile defense system and even tries to sell TMD system to Taiwan. The U.S. has cooperated with Israel in developing TMD system. The new-type Patriotic missile developed by the U.S. and Israel has tested successfully. India is stepping up the development of its missile defense system and has reached agreement with Russia to buy 25 sets of anti-missile systems. India has expressed its desire to buy TMD systems developed by Israel and the U.S. on several occasions. .

Russia has expressed that it would restore its early warning system of the missile attack and develop its own anti-missile system.

Besides, the process of space weaponization has been quickened. The U.S. army and air force plan to deploy ground-based and spaced-based anti-satellite system, which can destroy satellites. Russia has already begun to strengthen its efforts to build its space army and will launch a series of satellites. Japan will use 2.5 billion U.S.$ to develop its space program, including making 4 satellites. India has proclaimed that it will be a country with laser weapons in 5 years and will have laser weapons, which can be used in star wars in 2007. 

IV. Non-proliferation has become the focus of cooperation and struggle in the field of international arms control

Anti-terrorism and non-proliferation have become top priorities of the U.S. national strategy, which have been used as tools to contain the expansion of influence of other major powers, to deprive the small and medium-sized countries of the ability to deter the U.S. and also as a major pretext and critical means for implementing the U.S. world hegemonic strategy.

The U.S. has made dramatic efforts to promote the importance of non-proliferation in Sino-U.S. and U.S.-Russian relations and tries to block up the so-called “sources of proliferation”.  Bush administration believes the direct challenge it faces and the top priority in its non-proliferation efforts is to prevent the proliferation of WMD and the related material, technologies and technicians left by the former Soviet Union. Non-proliferation has become a critical area of U.S.-Russian cooperation and struggle. After evaluation, Bush administration restarted  “the Cooperative Threat Reduction” program between the U.S. and Russia, which provides fund and technological support to help Russia destroy strategic nuclear weapons, protect and dispose of fissile materials and chemical weapons and help Russian nuclear scientists with jobs. In the fiscal year of 2003, the U.S. has allocated one billion U.S.$ for the initiative, which is the biggest amount for many years. At the same time, in order to disarm Russia’s nuclear forces step by step, the U.S. and its 6 allies established “the global partnership” with Russia, by which the 7 western nations would provide 20 billion U.S.$ (the U.S. itself will offer 10 billion U.S.$) in coming 10 years to be used in the non-proliferation programs in the CIS. Although U.S.-Russian relationship has improved dramatically since “the September 11th” , the U.S. has publicly doubted Russia’s non-proliferation efforts and sincerity and indicated that Russia’s progress in non-proliferation would affect the quality of U.S.-Russian relations. The U.S. has repeatedly urged Russia to stop its nuclear cooperation with Iran. The U.S. has attached great importance to non-proliferation in Sino-U.S. relations and non-proliferation has become a major issue in Sino-U.S. summit and strategic relations. The U.S. believes that China’s position and action on non-proliferation would affect the general Sino-U.S. relations. Although China has made great progress in the field of non-proliferation, the U.S. still has deep doubts and asks China to do more.

Bush administration has put forward the concept of “the axis of evil”, the pre-emption strategy and directly linked non-proliferation with anti-terrorism, so as to deter and put pressure on those countries which are not in favor of U.S. leadership. The U.S. has put forward the term of axis of evil and pre-emption strategy, has listed Iraq, the DPRK, Iran, Syria and Libya as nuclear strike targets and would conduct pre-emption against its adversary countries that try to acquire WMD or support terrorism. At present, the U.S.’ key striking target is Iraq. Bush administration believes Iraq has not observed the relevant articles of weapons verification in the cease-fire agreement of the Gulf War and doubts Iraq has developed WMD since UN weapon verification experts withdrew from Iraq. In order to destroy Iraq’s ability to develop WMD completely, Bush administration has urged UN to pass a new resolution on Iraq. Iraq is forced to accept the resolution and allow UN inspectors to inspect in Iraq. But it is still unclear that whether Iraq will completely disarm itself. It seems Bush administration has made up its mind to attack Iraq militarily. The DPRK’s nuclear program has become a hot issue in the Northeast Asian security situation. How to solve the nuclear and missile issues of the DPRK will affect the future development of the DPRK and the general security of the whole Northeast Asia. Although Bush administration has shown it would seek to solve the problem through diplomatic channels and attach importance to roles played by China, Russia, South Korea, Japan and the European Union, the U.S. pressure on the DPRK has gradually become heavier. The U.S. has stopped providing heavy oil to the DPRK and does not give up the choice of using force. The U.S. has take an approach of political isolation and military deterrence to Iran so as to prevent it from getting nuclear and missile technologies from Russia and the DPRK and delay Iran’s WMD programs. The U.S. has canceled its economic sanctions against Pakistan and India for the purpose of anti-terrorism, but keeps high vigilance on Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal and intends to make sure Pakistan’s nuclear weapons not to be stolen by terrorists and the Islamic extremists. 

Although Bush Administration has doubted the effectiveness of international arms control treaties, it has showed great interests in strengthening multi-lateral export control systems and repeatedly expressed its willingness to support the universality of the Nuclear Suppliers Group, the Australia Group, MTCR, the Wassenaar Agreement, the Zangger Committee and strengthen their power of management and control. Bush administration has indicated to strengthen the NPT Treaty and emphasizes the importance of adhering to the universality of non-proliferation and strengthens IAEA’s safeguard measures and protection of nuclear materials. The U.S. would like to provide financial, technical and political support to IAEA, strengthen measures to prevent proliferation of missiles and its technologies, increase financial support to the organization of international chemical weapons and conduct intrusive inspections on those countries that violate the Treaty.

Preventing terrorists from using WMD has become a major concern of the international community. The incidents of anthrax attacks and the dirty bombs that took place in the U.S. after September 11th have brought about social panic and drawn great attention of the international community. The U.S. spent 1 billion U.S.$ in protecting nuclear materials and allocated 4.6 billion U.S.$ in anti-biological and chemical weapon attacks by terrorists. How to protect nuclear weapons, radioactive materials, biological and chemical weapons from being stolen and how to protect key targets from being attacked by terrorists have become a hot topic of study by experts in the circle of arms control in many countries.

What must be pointed out is that the U.S. takes a pragmatic attitude towards the international arms control system and uses arms control to expand its military superiority and tie other’s hand. On one hand, the U.S. resists those treaties that are not in the U.S. interests, even withdraws from a treaty and thus challenges international arms control system. For example, in order to ensure the safety of its nuclear arsenal and develop new-type nuclear weapons, the U.S. refuses to ratify the CTBT and attempts to make preparations for resuming nuclear tests by shortening the current preparation time of nuclear tests from 2 to 3 years to 18 months. In order to develop biological weapons, the U.S. refuses to ratify Convention of Biological Weapons. In order to develop missile defense system, the U.S. has withdrawn from the ABM Treaty. On the other hand, for its own strategic interests, the U.S. has continuously proliferated missiles and high-tech weapons to strengthen the military superiority of its allies in respective regions and increase its allies’ dependency on the U.S.

V. Multilateral arms control negotiation achieved no results, demand for reduction of tactical nuclear weapons has become stronger, and negotiation of nuclear free zone in Central Asia has made progress

The Conference on Disarmament concluded on September 12th ,2002 and no consensus on work plan of disarmament was reached just as the conference in 2001. The negotiation of international arms control and disarmament has run into a deadlock. Now, different sides have different views on the priority of negotiation. The U.S. insists on negotiation of a fissile material cutoff treaty. Only after reaching such a treaty, the U.S. would like to carry out negotiation on the issues of nuclear disarmament and the prevention of arms race in outer space. Since the U.S. has proposed to develop low-yield new- type nuclear weapons and would possibly use such weapons to strike terrorists and “rogue states” and, in addition, the western countries also worry that Russian nuclear weapons could be stolen by terrorists due to poor control. The international community demands the U.S. and Russia reduce their tactical nuclear weapons. The U.S. has proclaimed that there exists a possibility of proliferation of tactical nuclear weapons in Russia. Since Russia possesses many more tactical nuclear weapons than the U.S., the U.S. has proposed to have a dialogue with Russia on tactical nuclear weapons. However, the U.S. only wants to reduce Russia’s tactical nuclear weapons but not to restrict itself from developing the new generation tactical nuclear weapons, U.S.-Russia dialogue on tactical nuclear weapons will not make any real progress in the new future. With the help of the UN, Kazakstan, Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan reached an agreement on the Treaty on Nuclear Free Zone in Central Asia.

VI.  Strengthening military forces by major powers and regional powers maintains momentum and counter-disarmament is quite prominent.

At present, world major powers and regional powers have made efforts to strengthen their military forces technically and improve the quality of their military forces, so as to get a favorable position and promote their international status in a new round of competition. The military expenditure of major powers has increased considerably. The U.S. military expenditure in the fiscal year of 2003 totals 393 billion U.S.$, about 15% more than its military expenditure in 2002 and is the biggest increase for 20 years. The U.S. will spend 10 billion U.S.$ in the war of anti-terrorism, 7.6 billion U.S.$ in the development of missile defense system, 5.2 billion U.S.$ in producing F-22. The U.S. military expenditure in 2001 made up 34% of the total military expenditure of the whole world. The total military expenditure of the top 20 countries and regions (excluding the U.S.) is even less than the U.S. military expenditure. Although Russia faces difficult economic situation, its military expenditure in 2003 will increase 26% than the year of 2002, which amounts to about 11 billion U.S.$ and takes up 15% of government expenditure. Russian President Putin has indicated that he would be in charge of the affairs of military reform and build a powerful ground, sea and air force so as to tackle new threats. Russia has spent a huge amount of money in developing new weapons and improving the quality of armaments. For example, the new Topol-M with multi-warheads will arm the army in the year of 2004. France plans to increase its military expenditure from current 12.5 billion  to 15.0 billion Euro dollar in 2008 and build its second aircraft carrier so as to strengthen its military presence overseas. Britain plans to increase its military expenditure from 24 billion pounds to 25 billion. Australia has decided to increase its military expenditure from 12.75 billion Australian dollar               (Continued to Page 31)
Joint Efforts to Sponsor and Cultivate

a Forrest for International Peace and Friendship

Liu Yumin*

On the afternoon of 28 March, the Project of Forrest of Peace and Friendship officially broke ground following the unveiling ceremony of the marble tablet engraved with beautiful Chinese calligraphy, Forrest of Peace and Friendship, (translation in English) by He Luli, President of the Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament and Vice-Chairperson of the Standing Committee, National People’s Congress (NPC).
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The Forrest of Peace and Friendship was jointly sponsored by the Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament (CPAPD), Fengtai District Government, Beijing Municipality and China International Association for Promotion of Science and Peace. The objective of the Project is to sow seeds of friendship, promote environmental protection and help make the home of mankind greener. Mme. He Luli, Mr. Ma Wenpu, Vice Chairman of the Standing Committee, NPC, Mme. Huan Guoying, CPAPD Vice President, Mme. Lin Wenyi, Vice Mayor of Beijing attended the ceremony and planted trees together with over a hundred volunteers.  

The Forrest of Peace and Friendship covers 200 Chinese mu (about 34 acres) of land and is located North to Dahuichang village, not far away from the Marco Polo Bridge in the Southwest of Beijing City. The Project is a part of huge Forest Park under construction. The Project covers an area where cypress, pine, maple and box, etc. are being planted. The area shall present its self unique scenery within the Forest Park after it is completed.

   The first group of foreigners having planted trees in the Forest of Peace and Friendship was the visiting delegation of Hiroshima Peace Cultural Foundation led by Professor Kamiya Kenji after a visit to Marco Polo Bridge last November. In the future, the funding for the project will be mainly provided through donations from institutions and individuals at home and abroad. 

Longing for peace

The Highlights of 14th International Week

of Science and Peace

Wu Kesheng*
The 14th the International Week of Science and Peace was held in the Great Hall of People in December 2002, Beijing. Present at the Opening Ceremony were Wang Guangying, Vice-Chairman of the National People’s Congress (NPC) and Chairman of China Organizing Committee of the International Week of Science and Peace; He Luli, Vice-Chairperson of Standing Committee, NPC, Chairperson of China Organizing Committee of the International Week of Science and Peace, and President of the Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament(CPAPD); Jiang Zhenhua, Vice-Chairman of Standing Committee, NPC, and Chairman of the Central Committee of China Peasants and Workers’ Democratic Party; Ma Wenpu, Vice Minister of the International Department, CPCCC; Gao Chao, Executive Director of China Organizing Committee of the International Week of Science and Peace, CPAPD Vice President and President of China International Association for Promotion of Science and Peace; and Zhu Shanqing, Executive Director of China Organizing Committee of the International Week of Science and Peace and CPAPD Vice President; Mr. Nyirongo, UNDP Deputy Representative to China; a dozen diplomats as well as several hundred people. A congratulatory message from Dr. Hanifa D. Mezoui the NGO Section, DESA, United Nations was received.


In her Opening Speech, He Luli, Vice-Chairperson of Standing Committee, NPC, emphasized that the Chinese people, stand for establishing a new international political and economic order that is fair and rational. Politically, all countries should respect and consult one another and should not seek to impose their will on others. Economically, they should complement one another and pursue common development and should not create a polarization of wealth. Culturally, they should learn from one another and work for common prosperity and should not exclude cultures of other nations. In the area of security, countries should trust one another and work together to maintain security, foster a new security concept featuring mutual trust, mutual benefit, equality and coordination, and settle their disputes through dialogue and cooperation and should not resort to the use or threat of force. We oppose all forms of hegemonism and power politics. China will never seek hegemony and never go in for expansion.

Dr. M. Nyironmgo, Senior Deputy Resident Representative, UNDP, congratulated the Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament and China Organizing Committee of the International Week of Science and Peace on unfolding a week long activities on the theme of Popularizing Science, Maintaining Global Peace and Promoting Development on behalf of the United Nations. He said that science, peace and development are interlinked. Those who dedicate their lives to scientific research need a lot of peaceful time to think and try out their ideas and technologies. New scientific discoveries expand people’s knowledge, make it possible to discover better and more nutritious foods so that people can grow up healthy to participate in their communities. Promising sustainable development should be promoted as the cornerstone for lasting peace.

In her congratulatory message, Mrs. Hanifa Mezoui, Chief, NGO Section, DESC/UNDESA, applauded the efforts of all those who seek a solution to the problems of today’s world conflicts in the love of scientific knowledge and the love of peace and endorse the theme of Popularizing Science, Maintaining Global Peace and Promoting Developments a powerful contribution to ensuring that the future generations will finally enjoy the peace and homonious co-existence that are the guiding principles of the United Nations and its valued partners in the quest for the well-being of humankind.

Zhu Shanqing, Executive Director of China Organizing Committee of the International Week of Science and Peace introduced the activities during the week. Jiang Zhenhua, Vice-Chairman of Standing Committee of the National People’s Congress, and Chairman of the Central Committee of China Peasants and Workers’ Democratic Party, makes a speech on behalf of 38 sponsoring institutions. Xiong Jianguo from Yingcheng, Hubei Province,  spoke on behalf of the sponsoring enterprises. Prof. Hong Shujun, a well-known health expert and cardiologist spoke for the medical circle. Mr. Tu Haiming, a representative of Shanghai delegation, Chairman of Shanghai Haodu Real Estate Development Corp. delivered a congratulatory message.  Mr. Xu Xiaoyun, a representative of Guangdong delegation, President of Zhuhai Environmental Development Corp. delivered a congratulatory message.

(Continued from Page 28    )     to 14.3 billion in 2003, an increase of 12%. Turkey’s military expenditure for 2003 will increase to 7.74 billion U.S.$, an increase of 32.9% than 2001. India has decided to increase its military expenditure by 25%, to 810 billion Rubee. In recent years, in order to lift its international status and play a role as a major power, India has spent a huge amount of money in buying fighters, missiles and navy ships. According to some materials, India has imported armaments worth 7.2 billion U.S.$, which makes India the number 2 arms importer in the developing world. Besides, Singapore, Malaysia and other countries in the Southeast Asia have also bought or seek to buy advanced military armaments.      

  (It is completed in December 2002.)

INTERNATIONAL EXCHANGES

A CPAPD Delegation Visits New Zealand and Australia

Wu Kesheng*


At the invitation of Peace Council of Aotearoa New Zealand and Australian Anti-Bases Campaign Coalition, Liu Jingqin, Vice-President of the Chinese People(s Association for Peace and Disarmament (CPAPD), led a 3-member delegation on a good-will visit to the two countries 24th February – 5th March 2003.


New Zealand is far away from China, but it is not unfamiliar to the Chinese people since that is the home country of a New Zealanders’ envoy, Mr. R.  Alley, who dedicated his life to the Chinese people. Our wish to pay a visit to Mr. Alley’s home town was unable to be realized for our program was too heavy to be squeezed.  We still deeply impressed by the belief and resolve to maintain peace by the peace-loving New Zealanders. The dedication to the cause of peace by Australian friends also left deep impression on us. 

As the delegation was proceeding its visit to New Zealand and Australia, the American preparations of the military operations on Iraq was escalating, the war was to be launched. The American hegemonism and power politics on the Iraqi issue was fully exposed due to the US pursued unilateralism and pre-emptive strike strategy in spite of the fact that millions of people in over 600 cities across the whole world held anti-war demonstrations in mid-February. 

A Visit Helps Enhance Mutual Understanding and Friendship

The delegation was most warmly received and had a heavy program. Except meetings with Peace Council and National Consultative Committee on Disarmament, the host also made appointments with former President of the UN Security Council, Ambassador T. O’Brien, Chairman of Parliamentary Foreign and Trade Committee, the Hon. P. Dunne, Minister of Disarmament, the Hon. M. Hobbs, Deputy Mayor of Wellington Mr. A. Shaw and President of New Land Council of Trade Unions, Mr. R. Wilson as well as Mr. G. Randle, Director of Disarmament Division, MFAT and his assistant Ms. D. Pankhurst, and the Hon.R. Barker, the Custom Minister. During all these meetings, we were deeply impressed by the fact that the government and the people as a whole attached importance to development of Sino-New Zealand friendly cooperation, and the officials expressed their sympathy toward the victims of the earth-quake stricken area. Mr. R. Barker stood for constructive bilateral relationship, and stressed the fruitful visit to China he made a year earlier, and it is understandable for the two sides to have some differences but the development of friendly cooperation is beneficial to both countries. Mr. A. Shaw emphasized that any New Zealander who has been to China should have found out that China has recorded rapid development, recognized an important role it plays in the international community, and the bilateral cooperation is conducive to furthering the common interest of the two countries.

     We feel that the visit was undertaken at a important moment as the international hot issue was getting hotter. The visit helped peace organizations of the two countries to enhance mutual understanding and cooperation, and further the people-to-people friendly exchanges.

Attending the Commemorative Activities of Mr. Urlich and Acquire Further Understanding of New Zealander’s Love for Peace

CPAPD Vice-President Liu Jingqin and his party attended the unveiling ceremony for J. Urlich Peace Seat at the Lady Norwood Rose Garden, Botanical Garden in Wellington.

     Escorted by a host, CPAPD Vice-President Liu Jingqin and his party arrived at the site half an hour ahead of time so as to have pictures taken with the leadership of the Peace Council. Dr. G. O’Brien, President of Honor and E. Brough, National President of the Peace Council came up to our car upon it was pulling to a stop,  and shook hands with CPAPD Vice-President Liu Jingqin . They are in their early 80s and 70s, but look much younger. After pictures taken, Dr. G. O’Brien, pointing to the Urlich Peace Seat, said, it is a custom to place a seat for a historical figure in a number of countries, and the objective is that people can learn about the devotion of these figures to peace as they take a rest on the seat.

      By 11:00 am, a large crowd was gathering. Present at the ceremony were scores of peace activists as well as government officials such as Chairman of Parliamentary Foreign and Trade Committee, the Hon. P. Dunne, Minister of Disarmament, the Hon. M. Hobbs, Deputy Mayor of Wellington Mr. A. Shaw, etc.. Mr. E. Brough introduced Mr. J. Urlich to the audience by stressing his selfless devotion to the cause of peace in New Zealand and the world at large after the master of ceremony leading in silent tribute. Then, the Hon. P. Dunne, the Hon. M. Hobbs, Mr. A. Shaw, all made short speeches. They all confirm the significance of unveiling the Urlich Peace Seat at the time when the United States was making fast preparations of a military attack against Iraq. However, millions of people in over 600 cities in the world unfolded anti-war demonstrations, which indicates that the world people are appealing for peace and opposing war. The government of New Zealand was in favor of peaceful and diplomatic settlement of international crisis within the UN framework.

     In his speech, CPAPD Vice-President Liu Jingqin spoke highly of J. Urlich, and also emphasized that the Chinese people stood for peaceful and diplomatic solution to international crisis according to the principles enshrined in the UN Charter. Peace and development are aspirations of the people all over the world. 

Observing Anti-War Demonstration in Front of the Parliament Building

This was the third day in Wellington. After the meeting with President of New Zealand Council of Trade Unions, Mr. R. Wilson, CPAPD Vice-President Liu Jingqin and his party joined. Dr. G. O’Brien for lunch in the Parliamentarian restaurant. In mid-lunch, we could hear some noise outside, and Dr. G. O’Brien told us that it was demonstration in front of the Parliament Building organized by Wellington Peace Action---a coalition composed of trade union, youth, women, churches organizations.

After a quick lunch, we came down to the site where Dr. G. O’Brien introduced to Vice-President Liu Jingqin several peace activists who are         (Continued to Page 33)

A Delegation of the Hiroshima Peace Culture Foundation

Visit China

By Chen Huaifan*
    At the invitation of the Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament, a 6-member delegation from the Hiroshima Peace Culture Foundation  headed by Prof. Kamiya Kenji, Council of the Foundation, Director of the Institute of Medical Science on Atomic Radiology of Hiroshima University visited China from  November 23 to 29, 2002. In Beijing, Mme. He Luli, Vice-Chairperson of the Standing Committee of the National People’s Congress met with the delegation and hosted a dinner in honor of the delegation. Mme Huan Guoying, Vice- President of CPAPD held an working session with the delegation. In addition, the delegation also visited the Memorial of the War Against Japanese Aggression ,  No. 3 Primary School of Zhong Guan Cun to which the delegation presented some books and picture albums. The delegation also visited Nanjing and Shanghai. In Nanjing, the delegation held a meeting with survivors of the Nanjing Massacre and young students from the Nanjing Xiaozhuang Normal School. In Shanghai, the delegation visited the Songhu Memorial of the War Against Japanese Aggression and other places like the Pudong new development area. The delegation held extensive exchanges with Chinese people from different sectors of life and both sides expressed the wishes for peace and made the commitment that they will never allow the innocent people to be ravaged by war and the disasters of Hiroshima and Nagasaki be to be repeated.
(Continued from Page 33)  ex-Parliamentarians or ex-leaders of trade union. Then, the Hon. P. Dunne and a few others made short anti-war speeches. They were not in favor of the war to be imposed on the Iraqi people, because the civilians are the first to be affected by a war so that war is not the first choice, neither the last choice, not even a choice at all.

Deep Impression on a Short Visit in Sydney

CPAPD Vice-President Liu Jingqin and his party called on the Australian Peace Committee, Sydney Anti-War Coalition, and Australian Anti-Bases Coalition as well as Center for conflict Resolution of Victoria University, and also had a evening meeting with representatives of the above-mentioned organizations and Pax Chisti, teachers union, a Australian Branch, WILF. Peace activists of New Zealand and Australia pointed out that that the governments of New Zealand and Australia follow entirely different policies on the Iraqi issue. The Howard Administration follows the Bush Administration closely and announced the participation in the military operation.

    The selfless devotion to the cause of peace of these peace activists has won our admiration. For instance, Mme. A. Middleton, a convenor of Australian Anti-Bases Coalition, is making unremitting efforts to oppose war and maintain peace despite of her advanced age and poor health. They also do research, producing material on peace education and communicating with peace organizations throughout the world. 

Many of the activists are retired seniors, who are making their personal devotion to the cause of peace and  won our admiration.

* Former Director , Strategic Studies, National Defence University


* Senior Research Fellow and Coordinator, Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament(CPAPD).


* Guest Researcher, CPAPD.


* CPAPD Research Fellow.


* Peace Editor, CPAPD.


* Peace Editor, CPAPD.


* Peace Editor, CPAPD.


* Research Section Deputy Chief, CPAPD
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