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FOREWORD

House of Representatives, 
Committee on International Relations, 

Washington, D.C., December 1, 1975.
The material contained in this volume was requested of the Con­

gressional Research Service of the Library of Congress by Hon. 
Clement J. Zablocki, Chairman of the Subcommittee on International 
Security and Scientific Affairs.

It is expected that these materials will be of assistance to the com­
mittee and its members in considering various pending legislative pro­
posals relating to the first use of nuclear weapons.

Thomas E. Morgan, Chairman.
(m)





LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

Committee on International Relations, 
Subcommittee on International Security 

and Scientific Affairs, 
Washington, D.C., December 1, 1975.

Hon. Thomas E. Morgan,
Chairman, Committee on International Relations, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Chairman : The Subcommittee on International Security 
and Scientific Affairs will open hearings on pending legislation dealing 
with the issue of first use of nuclear weapons. Involved are complex 
and significant questions of U.S. policy with far-reaching implications.

The legislative proposals introduced in this session of Congress ap­
proach the matter in various ways.

In fact, the entire subject is replete with many preconceived notions 
and assumptions.

It is obvious that there is the need to establish certain clear bases of 
discussion as a means of enhancing the effectiveness of the hearings. 
Foremost among the many factors clouded by potential confusion and 
uncertainty and therefore requiring clarification is the central issue 
of what are the prevailing circumstances surrounding any decision to 
use nuclear weapons in each of the nuclear weapons states. In other 
words, what are the bases of authority by which the momentous 
decision to use nuclear weapons may be made.

Therefore, I requested the Congressional Research Service of the 
Library of Congress to review that question as it applied to the United 
States, the United Kingdom, France, the Soviet Union, and the 
People’s Republic of China.

Because I believe this information will prove helpful to the mem­
bers of the committee and the subcommittee, I respectfully request 
that the resulting studies be made available in the form of a com­
mittee print. As always, please be assured that your favorable con­
sideration will be appreciated.

With best wishes, I am,
Sincerely yours,

Clement J. Zablocki,
Chairman, Subcommittee on International

Security and Scientific Affairs.
(V)





MEMORANDUM ACCOMPANYING BACKGROUND PAPERS 
ON THE AUTHORITY TO ORDER THE USE OF NUCLEAR 
WEAPONS

Library of Congress, 
Congressional Research Service, 

Washington, D.C., October 16, 1975.
Hon. Clement J. Zablocki,
Chairman, Subcommittee on International Security and Scientific Affairs

Dear Mr. Zablocki: In accordance with your request of July 25 
and our subsequent discussions, I am forwarding herewith five papers 
dealing with the locus of authority to order the use of nuclear weapons 
m the United Kingdom, France, the Soviet Union, and the People’s 
Republic of China. The paper dealing with the situation in the 
Umted States includes some discussion of the President’s authority 
in relation to the U.S. wartime role in NATO.

For the Western democracies (the United States, United Kingdom 
and France) the authority of the heads of government to order the 
use of nuclear weapons is relatively clear. In the case of the Soviet 
Union and China, our information is not so clear. In all cases, however, 
the pertinent directives and contingency plans to implement this 
authority are highly classified and very closely held, involving as they 
do considerations of national security and, possibly, national survival.

ilnC^ PaPers being transmitted are based only upon what we 
could find in the open literature and on our own logical inferences, 
they do not provide full and authoritative descriptions of the policies 
and practices of the governments concerned. They may serve, however, 
to indicate the dearth of public information concerning these very 
sensitive questions and to indicate lines of inquiry to be explored 
further by the subcommittee.

Charles R. Gellner,
Chiej, Foreign Affairs Division.

(vn)
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AUTHORITY TO ORDER THE USE OF NUCLEAR 
WEAPONS

UNITED STATES*

Summary

Under existing law, the President alone has the basic authority 
to order the use of nuclear weapons. This authority, inherent in his 
constitutional role as Commander in Chief, may be delegated to 
subordinate officers in the chain of command virtually without limi­
tation. Whether the President has, in fact, delegated the authority to 
use nuclear weapons under certain circumstances has not been ascer­
tained. Such delegations, if they exist, would be highly classified.

The President’s authority to order the use of theater nuclear 
weapons in the event of a war involving NATO, while subject to 
certain procedural arrangements, is similarly unlimited. While the 
U.S. Government has agreed to consult with other NATO allies 
before using nuclear weapons in the NATO area, this obligation is 
limited to situations where time and circumstances permit. Further, 
while NATO operational plans contemplate the assignment of U.S. 
theater nuclear forces to the Supreme Allied Commander, Europe 
(SACEUR), in time of war, the President would retain his constitu­
tional responsibility to control these forces and could order or forbid 
the use of U.S. nuclear weapons by U.S. forces even after assignment 
of these forces to SACEUR.

Formal programs of cooperation and stockpile agreements contem­
plate the transfer of U.S.-owned nuclear warheads from the custody 
of U.S. military units located in Europe to certain of the NATO 
allies for their use. Before such weapons can be lawfully transferred 
to the host nations, an order of release, based on Presidential authority, 
would be issued to U.S. custodial units.

This paper concerns the authority of the President and other 
Federal officials to order the use of nuclear weapons. Excluded from 
its scope is a discussion of the broader question of whether the Presi­
dent may initiate a war (i.e., order a first strike) except in the event 
an attack or invasion is imminent,.1

One of the underlying factors generating interest in this matter is 
the concern which several Members of Congress have expressed 
relating to U.S. strategic policy which excludes a first strike, but 
which does not rule out the first use of nuclear weapons, if necessary,

♦Prepared by Andrew C. Mayer, Specialist in National Defense, Foreign Affairs Division, Oct. 16,1975.
i On the more controversial question of the President’s authority to commit forces to combat without the 

consent of Congress, see a discussion of The War Power. Congressional Research Service. Constitution of 
the United States of America—Analysis and Interpretation. Washington, U.S. Government Printing 
Office, 1973. Senate Document No. 92-82. Pp. 323 et seq.

(1)
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after a war is constitutionally initiated.2 This concern centers around 
the fact that, under existing law, the President may, on his own 
authority, decide to initiate the use of nuclear weapons after a conven­
tional war is commenced. Congress would not necessarily share in 
such a decision.

The other major circumstance which is of concern is the possibility 
that the President might delegate to a subordinate his authority to 
order the use of nuclear weapons. As will be shown, broad delegations 
of command authority by Presidents to military commanders in time 
of war have been the rule, not the exception, throughout our national 
history.

The awesome implications of nuclear warfare, perhaps un­
precedented in the history of man, may indicate a need for the Congress 
to consider whether more legislative control of nuclear weapons in 
time of war is necessary. This paper does not offer solutions to any 
of the many questions which these concerns raise. It does attempt to 
trace the boundaries of authority within which the President may 
act under the Constitution and current law, and it provides a back­
ground which may be helpful in a consideration of this important 
subject.

The question of which officials have the authority to initiate the 
use of nuclear weapons is one which has periodically generated con­
siderable interest and controversy. The most exhaustive public 
debate of the issue took place during the 1964 Presidential campaign 
when Senator Barry Goldwater suggested 3 * that small tactical nuclear 
weapons should be considered conventional weapons, and that au­
thority to use them should be given to local commanders. While the 
response on behalf of President Johnson was an overwhelming negative, 
the answer to this basic question was never really given, nor does it 
appear that an answer is possible now without reference to highly 
classified material.

President Johnson emphatically rejected Goldwater’s proposal:
Make no mistake. . . . There is no such thing as a conventional nuclear weapon. 

For nineteen peril-filled years no nation has loosed the atom against another. 
To do so now is a political decision of the highest order. It would lead us down a 
path of blows and counterblows whose outcome none may know. No president of 
the United States can divest himself of the responsibility for such a decision.*

In a similar vein, Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara 
stated that the decision to use any nuclear weapons carried such 
consequences “that the man to make that decision is and must con­
tinue to be the President of the United States.” 5

On the other hand, although all administration spokesmen under­
lined as strongly as possible the fundamental political point that the 
President did not intend to divest himself of the responsibility for 
making the decision, on at least one occasion President Johnson 

2 First-Strike—The first offensive move of a war. As applied to general nuclear war, it implies the ability 
to eliminate effective retaliation by the opposition.

First Use—The initial employment of specific military measures, such as nuclear weapons, during the 
conduct of a war. A belligerent could execute a second strike in response to aggression, yet be the first to 
employ nuclear weapons.

3 See The Nation, “ Goldwater’s Military Views,” August 10, 1964, p. 41; Life, “Our Defense,” Sept. 25, 
1964, p. 10.

< Folliard, Edward T. Johnson Assails Rival's A-Plan—Sees Peril in Shifting Control. Washington Post, 
Sept. 8, 1964: Al, A8. (Italic supplied.) Officially reported in Lyndon B. Johnson, Public Papers of The 
Presidents, 1963-64, vol. II, p. 1051.

* McNamara Reopens Nuclear Issue. Washington Post, Sept. 19,1964: A6.
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indicated that the means whereby his decision would be carried out 
would involve some judgment on the part of other officials:

Complex codes and electronic devices prevent unauthorized actions, and every 
further step along the way, from decision to destruction is governed by the 
two-man rule. Two or more men must independently decide the order has been 
given, and must independently take action.6

In this connection, it is pertinent to insert the following quotation, 
from a book dealing with the 1964 campaign, as evidence that the 
question had arisen even earlier:

As far back as October 7, 1958, General Earl E. Partridge, former commander 
of NORAD (North American Air Defense) had told the New York Times that 
his was the only command authorized to fire a nuclear weapon in combat without 
the specific approval of the President. As General Partridge outlined the situation, 
the enemy attack might be so swift that NORAD headquarters would not know 
of the decision to retaliate with nuclear weapons until well after the retaliation 
had been ordered. Thus, it might be a division commander with the rank of 
brigadier or major general who would give the order to fire the first nuclear 
weapon of World War III. Recalling the Partridge interview during the campaign, 
the New York Times wrote that although communications had improved since 
1958 “there has been no indication that the specific delegation of authority to 
the NORAD commander has been withdrawn.”7

While statements like the foregoing appear with a certain regularity, 
it has not been possible to examine the highly classified documents 
which contain the delegations on which they were based, and it is 
not possible to confirm whether current procedures include such 
delegations. Indeed, the official response of the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Atomic Energy) to our inquiry in this matter 
was that:

Only the President can authorize the use of our nuclear weapons, and there 
are positive controls to preclude the use of such weapons without Presidential 
authority. The specific details of our nuclear release procedures are highly 
classified.8

History abounds with precedents supporting the power of the 
President to delegate his function as Commander in Chief to sub­
ordinates; indeed, broad delegation of command authority of the 
Active Forces to military officers has been the rule rather than the 
exception. Included in such delegations has been the authority to 
choose between alternate tactics, strategies, and choices of weapons.9 
Of course, the basic responsibility for general conduct of the war 
resides in the President, the Commander in Chief, under any 
circumstances.

Because nuclear weapons can wreak unprecedented havoc, there 
has arisen a popular belief that the President’s authority to delegate 
authority for their use is more limited than in the case of conventional 
weapons. While such a proposition has a certain appeal, we have been 
unable to find any constitutional or statutory basis supporting it.

The realities of command and control in the nuclear age would seem 
to increase the necessity for prior delegation of authority under certain 
carefully defined conditions. For example, in the event that the 
President were disabled in a surprise attack and his lawful successor 

6 Kiker, Douglas. Atom Issue: President’s Declaration. New York Herald-Tribune, Sept. 17,1964: 6.
7 Lokos, Lionel. Hysteria 1964. New Rochelle, N.Y., Arlington House, 1967. P. 47.
8 Letter to the author from Lt. Comdr. L. P. Gebhardt, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 

(Atomic Energy), dated Aug. 5, 1975.
9 For a review of how several wartime Presidents have operated in this sphere, see E. May, ed., “The 

Ultimate Decision—The President as Commander in Chief.” New York, George Braziller, 1960.
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were not immediately accessible, a contingency plan, containing a dele­
gation of authority to order the use of nuclear weapons under certain 
conditions, would seem to be a logical and prudent precaution— 
perhaps necessary to national survival.

And in situations where U.S. forces deployed overseas face poten­
tially hostile nuclear-equipped forces, a President might deem it 
prudent to make a conditional, prior delegation of authority to use 
nuclear weapons in the event of surprise attack and a breakdown in 
communications.

In light of the foregoing, it is possible only to set forth a few general 
principles, based on the provisions of the Constitution and the appli­
cable statutes.

Fundamental to a discussion of this issue is the constitutional pro­
vision: ^The President shall be Commander in Chief of the Army and 
Navy of the United States, and of the Militia of the several States, 
when called into the actual Service of the United States * * *.10

In the absence of a specific congressional restriction, the vast author­
ity of the President to conduct operations during a constitutionally 
initiated war is virtually unlimited. Thus, one noted constitutional 
historian has stated that “of all his powers, the most basic, spectacular, 
and injurious to private rights” is that which the President holds as 
Commander in Chief.11

This power necessarily includes the power of delegation. Section 301 
of title 3, United States Code, provides that—

The President of the United States is authorized to designate and empower the 
head of any department or agency in the executive branch, or any official thereof 
who is required to be appointed by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
to perform without approval, ratification, or other action by the President: 
(1) Any function which is vested in the President by law, or (2) any function 
which such officer is required or authorized by law to perform * * *.

But it would be wrong to conclude that the President’s power of 
delegation is limited by the language of the statute just quoted. It 
provides, among other things, that: “Such designation and authori­
zation shall be in writing, shall be published in the Federal Regis- 
^er * * *•” In the present context, it seems particularly clear that 
the President’s power to delegate cannot be made subject to a re­
quirement of pubheation in the Federal Register. Although Executive 
orders which delegate authority generally cite 3 U.S.C. 301 as author­
ity, in appropriate cases they also cite the authority of “President of 
the United States and Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces of 
the United States.” It is generally conceded that these roles consti­
tute a separate and distinct source of power, and that delegations 
made pursuant to the President’s authority as Commander in Chief 
probably cannot constitutionally be made subject to limitations of 
the type spelled out in 3 U.S.C. 301.

However, there is another statute which must be considered in this 
connection. Section 91(b) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 2121(b)), provides that—

Th,e ^r®?ldent from time. to time may direct the (Atomic Energy) Commission: 
(D 1° deliver such quantities of special nuclear material or atomic weapons to 
the Department of Defense for such use as he deems necessary in the interest of national defense * * *.

10 U.S. Constitution, art. II, sec. 2.
11 Clinton Rossiter, quoted in May, Ernest R., “The Ultimate Decision,’’ p. 5.
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Again, it seems clear that the President’s decision to use nuclear 
weapons—or his delegation of the authority to make such a decision— 
is not limited by the provisions of the act. Further, the fact that the 
statute uses the phrase, “such as he deems necessary,” does not 
prohibit or limit such a delegation.

The Atomic Energy Act also contains a prohibition against the 
“export” of an atomic weapon. In the last analysis, and especially 
where the survival of the Nation may be at stake, it seems unrealistic 
to suggest that a President, acting as Commander in Chief in time of 
war, would necessarily consider himself bound by such limitations.

Finally, it should be pointed out that lawsuits have been brought 
attacking the constitutionality of the Atomic Energy Act, although 
they have protested against atomic testing rather than the use of 
nuclear weapons. None of these cases is particularly relevant to the 
problem under discussion, and they are significant for present purposes 
only in that they fail to suggest any limitations on the authority 
which may be delegated under the Atomic Energy Act.

While the authority of the President to order the use of nuclear 
weapons in the event of a war involving the NATO alliance is generally 
consistent with the principles set out above, command and control 
of U.S. nuclear forces and weapons assigned to NATO in time of war 
are subject to other considerations which may complicate the determi­
nation of U.S. policy.

First, the United States has entered into an agreement with other 
members of the NATO Defense Planning Committee to follow certain 
consultation procedures—time and circumstance permitting—before 
ordering the use of nuclear weapons earmarked for NATO theater 
use.12 Additionally, a substantial number of U.S. warheads are de­
ployed in Europe for use by allied delivery vehicles under formal 
“programs of cooperation and stockpile agreements.” 13

While a factor the President would undoubtedly consider, the agree­
ment to consult hardly constitutes a constraint on his authority; more 
accurately, the obligation would serve to influence the President’s 
policy decision. There is little reason to doubt that the President 
would consult with the heads of government of the NATO allies if such 
consultations were not considered prejudicial to the national interest, 
including the protection of America and allied forces. Nevertheless, 
considering the nature of modern Soviet nuclear delivery vehicles, 
there might be a very limited time for such a decision. It is this reality 
which must have led to the inclusion of the “time permitting” condi­
tion in the NATO consultation guidelines.

But time limitation is not the only exception to the obligation of 
the allied nuclear powers to consult. These heads of government are 
not so obliged if, upon their consideration of the attendant circum­
stances, it is deemed necessary to order the use of nuclear weapons 
without such consultation. The United States and each other NATO 
nation with an independent nuclear capability retains the option to 
forgo consultations, if, in the sovereign judgment of the concerned 
government, circumstances—for example, the necessity for surprise— 

H NATO Facts and Figures, Brussels, NATO Information Service, 1971, p. 91.
>5 According to a recent report by the Secretary of Defense, “♦ * * on Aug. 5, 1974, the United States 

had about 7,000 nuclear warheads deployed in Europe * * *. A substantial proportion (of these warheads) 
are deployed for use by allied delivery vehicles under programs of cooperation (POC’s) and stockpile 
agreements.” James R. Schlesinger, “The Theater Nuclear Force Posture in Europe,” p. 6.
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do not permit such consultation. The existence and importance of both 
exceptions are well known and understood by NATO member nations.

The simple fact is that NATO has remained an international and 
not a supranational organization. European NATO members remain 
a collection of middle-sized and small sovereign national states whose 
disparate interests make it difficult in many instances to gain the 
consensus required for action. Achieving a consensus on the use of 
nuclear weapons could be extremely difficult. However in the last 
analysis, as Secretary of Defense Schlesinger has stated, “the nuclear 
power or powers have the responsibility for making the decision on 
whether or not nuclear weapons will be used.” 14

Presidential authority to release U.S. nuclear warheads to NATO 
allies for their use must be considered in a slightly different context 
These warheads are closely held by U.S. military custodial units, and, 
according to Secretary of Defense Schlesinger, will remain in U.S. 
custody until released by the President in time of war.

The President’s authority to transfer nuclear warheads to the 
country for which they are earmarked might appear to be limited by 
a provision of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. That act provides, 
in part:

It shall be unlawful, except as provided in section 91 of this act, for any person 
to transfer or receive in interstate or foreign commerce, manufacture, produce, 
transfer, acquire, possess, import, or export any atomic weapon * * *.

However, another provision of the same act provides that:
Any provision of this chapter or any action of the [Atomic Energy] Commission 

to the extent and during the time that it conflicts with the provisions of any inter­
national arrangement made after August 30, 1954, shall be deemed to be of no 
force or effect.15 * * 18

Since transfer of these earmarked weapons would presumably occur 
pursuant to an “international arrangement made after August 30, 
1954,” the ban prohibiting the export of nuclear weapons would not 
appear to be controlling. Further, as has been previously noted, any 
possible limitation of the President’s power as Commander in Chief 
expressed or implied in this provision would undoubtedly be over­
ridden.

NATO planning does contemplate a delegation of the President’s 
authority to order the use of theater nuclear weapons to the Supreme 
Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR) under certain wartime condi­
tions. SACEUR is, in theory at least, responsible to the collective 
governments represented in the NATO Defense Planning Committee. 
It is significant, however, that SACEUR also serves as the U.S. Com­

14 Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy, hearings before the Subcommittee on U.S. Security Agreements
and Commitments Abroad and the Subcommittee on Arms Control, International Law and Organization
of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, 93d Cong., 2d sess., p. 157. Secretary Schlesinger’s statement 
regarding consultation is reprinted in appendix 1. Also of significance is a 1973 staff report prepared for
another subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, excerpted in appendix 2.

18 An exhaustive review of the act’s legislative history throws no light on the question of how Congress 
intended that the two provisions would interact, or how the predecessor sections in the 1946 statute would 
interact. For a brief discussion, see p. 9357 of the Congressional Record for July 18, 1946; also S. Rept. 1699, 
83d Cong., pp. 19 and 21; H. Rept. 2181, 83d Cong., pp. 19 and 21. The most detailed reference to the problem 
is in the Senate report on the 1946 act; “ The committee recognizes that the ultimate solution to the problems 
posed by the development of nuclear energy and atomic weapons lies in the adoption of effective and enforce­
able international safeguards. The bill therefore seeks to create a system of domestic control designed to 
protect the common defense and security, without constituting an obstacle to the attainment of satisfactory 
international controls.” S. Rept. 1211, 79th Cong., p. 23. Finally, as a further illustration of this paper’s 
principal thesis—namely, that control over nuclear weapons is exclusively in the President—reference may 
be had to the committee’s statement that “ In view of their enormous military significance, atomic weapons 
are subject, under this bill, to full control by the President as Commander in Chief. All determinations as 
to production rates, custody, and transfers are to be made by him.” Ibid., p. 19.
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mander in Chief, Europe, and, in the latter capacity, has always been 
in the U.S. chain of command. The question of whether SACEUK, as 
a NATO commander, could order the employment of U.S. theater 
nuclear forces in a manner not consistent with the President s desires 
is most sensitive, but it seems clear that the President’s orders would 
always control. . .

There have been frequent assurances from officials of the executive 
branch that the ultimate decision on the use of U.S. nuclear weapons 
will always lie with the President. The basis documents, if any, which 
spell out the procedures through which the U.S. President will retain 
positive control, even after U.S. Forces are assigned to SACEUK, are 
highly classified and have not been examined. In any event, it would 
not appear to be constitutionally permissible for the President to 
transfer his responsibilities as Commander in Chief, particularly it 
the transferee were responsible, in part or in whole, to the govern­
ments of other sovereign states.

Appendix 1
CONSULTATION 16

The fact that nuclear weapons could be launched from or used on 
allied soil necessitates the closest type of dialogue and coordinated 
planning between the United States and the allies. We recognized 
early on that the need for close consultation within NAW would 
be essential to alliance solidarity and our collective security.

Accordingly, in 1962 the alliance established what has become 
known as the Athens Guidelines, which deal with the question of 
consultation in a variety of situations involving aggression against 
NATO. Subsequent elaborations of the Guidelines provided that 
special weight be accorded the views of those NATO countries on or 
from whose territory nuclear weapons would be employed, countries 
providing the nuclear warheads, or the countries providing or manning 
nuclear delivery systems. The necessity of avoiding inflexible or overly 
elaborate procedures which might inhibit action or endanger the 
credibility of the deterrent also was recognized.

In accord with these principles, procedures and channels were 
established through which national capitals could be consulted and 
would be able to transmit their views through the North Atlantic 
Council or the NATO Defense Planning Committee (DPC) to the 
nuclear powers, or directly capital to capital. Requests for use oi 
nuclear weapons in defense of NATO by a member government or 
major NATO commander, or a proposal to use weapons by a nuclear 
power would be communicated directly to NATO governments 
and to the Council/DPC. The focal point for consultation normally 
would be the Council/DPC, where interest likely would center on the 
political and military objectives and consequences of the proposed 
use and nonuse. The views of countries expressed there would be 
communicated to the nuclear power or powers concerned by the 
fastest means available.

Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, 93d Cong., 2d sess., Apr. 4,1974, pp. 156-157.

60-993 0 - 75 -3
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Two additional points should be made. First, it is well understood 
that the agreed consultation procedures would be exercised, time and 
circumstances permitting. Second, the nuclear power or powers have 
the responsibility for making the decision on whether or not nuclear 
ST#??8 be used' That decision in then transmitted to the major 
NATO commander(s) and to the NATO governments and their 
representatives at the NAC/DPC.

Naturally, the nuclear consultation process is woven into the on­
going process of general consultation in time of crisis. NATO countries 
would be consulting from the earliest stages of any crisis, hopefully 
before commencement of hostilities. In this manner, nuclear considera­
tions would mesh with the structure of general consultation already 
in process.

I might add here that consultation with our allies about nuclear 
weapons and policy is of course not limited to periods of crisis. As I 
mentioned earlier, the Nuclear Planning Group has provided an excel­
lent mechanism for conducting a continuing dialog on these matters. 
By facilitating such a dialog in peacetime, the NPG fulfills a key 
purpose of familiarizing NATO Ministers with the kinds of information 
and questions that would be relevant to consultation on the possible 
use of nuclear weapons.

Appendix 2
F. GUIDELINES FOR NATO CONSULTATION ON NUCLEAR WEAPONS 17

In 1969, NATO drew up agreed general guidelines for consultation 
procedures on the use of nuclear weapons. These guidelines proceeded 
from three decisions that had already been taken. The first decision 
was taken at the Athens meeting of the North Atlantic Council in 
1962 and produced what were called the “Athens Guidelines.” The 
sccond decision was taken at The Hague in April 1968 by members of 
NATO’s Nuclear Planning Group. The third was taken in London in 
May 1969 at a ministerial meeting of the Nuclear Planning Group.

In brief, NATO doctrine is that in the event of a Soviet attack with 
nuclear weapons in the NATO area, the alliance would respond with 
nuclear weapons on the scale appropriate to the circumstances. Con­
sultation would [deleted]. In the event of a full scale Soviet attack 
with conventional forces, indicating the opening of general hostilities 
in any sector of the NATO area, the forces of the alliance would if 
necessary, respond with nuclear weapons on the scale appropriate to 
the circumstances. Again consultation would [deleted]. In the event of 
a Soviet attack which did not fulfill the conditions described in the 
first two cases, but which nevertheless threatened the integrity of the 
forces and the territory attacked and which could not be successfully 
held with the existing conventional forces, the decision to use nuclear 
weapons would be subject to prior consultation in the North Atlantic 
k a11 cases> sPecial weight would be given to the views of

the NATO country most directly affected—that is, the country on, 
or from, whose territory nuclear weapons would be employed; the 
country or countries providing the nuclear warheads; and the country 
or countries providing or manning the contemplated means of delivery.

Europe: Burden Sharing and Offset, MBFR and Nuclear Weapons, a staff report 
°f n *1 Subcommittee on U.S. Security Agreements and Commitments Abroad ofthe 

Committee on Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, committee print, 93d Cong., 1st seas., Dec. 2,1973, pp. 19-20.
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As far as consultation procedures are concerned, any request for the 
use of nuclear weapons in the defense of NATO either from a member 
government or from a major NATO commander any possibility 
for the use of nuclear weapons in defense of NATO by a nuclear 
power would be communicated immediately to the NATO govern­
ments and to the Defense Planning Committee (composed of all 
NATO members except France). The normal forum for consultation 
would be the Defense Planning Committee where member govern­
ments would be able to express their views, m particular on the politi­
cal and military objectives of the proposed use of nuclear weapons th 
methods of use and the possible consequences either of use or nonuse. 
These views would then be communicated to the nuclear power con­
cerned and the decision of the nuclear power would be conveyed 
to the’allied governments, the North Atlantic Council and the major 
NATO commanders. U.S. officials estimate that this consultation 
procedure could be accomplished in [deleted].
P SACEUR would thus not be permitted to use nuclear weapons 
unless there were consultations with NATO member governments 
directly and with NATO itself through the Defense 
tee. But the converse does not apply, because no NATO ^dy 
authority to order SACEUR to use miclear weapon^ 
nuclear weapons can only be authorized by the President ■of the 
United States (or, for British weapons, the British Prime Minister). 
Before releasing or ordering the use of nuclear weapons in Europe, 
the President is bound to consult if time and circumstances P“m .

In a technical sense, the President cannot order SACEUR (who is 
simultaneously the allied commander responsible to NATO s Defense 
Planning Committee as well as the commander, U.S. Forces m 
Europe) to fire a nuclear weapon; he can only release the weapon to 
him (although he can unilaterally direct the same commander, m his 
national capacity as commander of U.S. forces in Europe, ^ employ 
nuclear weapons). SACEUR would then regard the Presidents 
decision to release a nuclear weapon to him as a valid reflection of 
NATO’s collective interest and will, although the release is not a 
command so that SACEUR would still retain discretion as to whether 
or not to fire the weapon. The NATO guidelines do not explicitly 
cover [deleted]. Nor do they provide guidance for situations in which 
^The^greed NATO guidelines state that in times of crisis the pro­
cedures for general consultation should be set in motion a\^epe*r1^ 
possible stage in the crisis—[deleted]. We were told at SHAPE tha 
in most NATO procedural exercises the decision to use nuclear weapons 
is usually reached [deleted].



UNITED KINGDOM*
Summary

iWSWtes

SBS?^stances permitting0 ““sultation procedures, time and circum-

Bbitain’s Nuclear Capability

deXd^e'o^he ^^“^ajlon wifh^nd
=teTh^^

stoategic program? “d missiles ”e ^noffs °f *« U.S.
Washington ST told CRS thT'^T’ °“gh itS Embasyin 
NATO except in circumstonces^NATO c“oTe^

’ ahp~f tTrt ^‘-"atbBri^Xs
force.2 U’&‘ approval to launch a nuclear weapon from its Polaris
nnSl!at Britain al4so Possesses atomic bombs and an array of tactical

‘ Groom, A. J. Ra“BritishST°tonktogaA^ Affairs Division, Sept. 29,1975.
’ Brown, Neville. “Arms Without E^re/’Ba^^ ^4. P. 595. 10

(10)
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Pjessive.* * * The actual hardware which formed this capability was 
oi U.S. origin and subject to U.S. control.* * * Only with bomber 
command did the British have the independent ability to nuclearize 
a situation m Central Europe—a capability not without significance.” 3 
In 1967, another author suggested that nuclear weapons carried in 
Boy al An- Force aircraft were “wholly under British control.” 4 
Whether this is the case or not, it is apparently true that at least some 
of the nuclear weapons available for use by British aircraft are free of 
the U.S. veto. The British capability, as evaluated by the Interna­
tional Institute for Strategic Studies,5 includes the following systems 
capable of a tactical nuclear role:

Systems whose warheads are under U.S. custody and control- 
unguided rocket (being replaced by U.S. Lance rocket).

M-110 8-inch self-propelled and towed howitzers.
Systems whose warheads are under either United States or United Kingdom control: °
Vulcan medium range bomber
F-4, Buccanneer, and Jaguar strike aircraft.

Command and Control

While final authority in the United Kingdom rests in the Parlia­
ment, in practice the Prime Minister, advised by the Cabinet, is

Y^. responsibility for directing the defense of the state. 
Ihe Official British Handbook for 1975 says: “Supreme responsibility 
for national defense rests with the Prime Minister and the Cabinet, 
who are responsible to Parliament. Defense problems and their re­
lationship with foreign and economic policy are dealt with on the 
Cabinet s behalf by the Committee on Defense and Overseas Policy, 
under the chairmanship of the Prime Minister.” 6

In response to a CRS query, the British Government through its 
jimbassy in Washington made the following statement about authority 
m Great Britain over the use of nuclear weapons: “The Secretary of 
State for Defense said in Parliament in July 1974 that the whole of 
the United Kingdom’s nuclear capability is committed to NATO and 
that our weapons remain subject to political control through alliance 
consultations procedures and could in no circumstances be used 
without the consent of British ministers. The statement applies to the 
British Polaris force and to U.S. weapons stored in the United King- 
dorn for United Kingdom use. The final decision about their use rests 
solely with the British Prime Minister. ” 7

It seems reasonable to assume that the Prime Minister, ' efore 
ordering the use of nuclear weapons, would attempt t» hold consulta­
tions within his government before issuing such an order. In a crisis 
situation, the extent of consultations undertaken by the Prime Minis- 
ter before authorizing the use of nuclear weapons would presumably 
depend on the circumstances, particularly the time available. The 
practice of collegial decisions is more a part of the British parliamen­
tary cabinet than of the U.S. Presidential system. In certain cir-

3 Groom, op. cit., p. 513.
4 Brown, op. cit., p. 115.
»International Institute for Strategic Studies. “The Military Balance 1974-75.” London, 1974. Pp. 76-77
, Her Majesty s Stationery Office. Britain, Official Handbook, 1975. London, 1974. P. 112.
7 Italic supplied.
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’ however, a Prime Minister might not be able to hold 
finn h In the case of an enemy attack requiring retalia-

Km^dT s strategic force, the time could be severe- 
In other cases however, some warning and possiblv a pe­

riod of conventional hostilities might precede such a decision, allowing 
iVX^ consultations. The Prime Minister might

fee obligated to discuss the recommended course of action
Wkn m the sovereign’s role as head of state.

dpS. k Sh Government has stated (see above) that the final 
& the use of nuclear weapons rests solely with the British 
JX™S^t1011 remains whether secret contingencv 

^ch would, in extreme circumstances, allow military 
commanders to initiate the use of nuclear weapons. During the 1950’s 
when the West had clear nuclear superiority over the Sovfet Union it 

b°th m W^hl?^n and London that field commanders 
dX™? S°me flexibihty, granted in contingency or ers, to 
determine whether or not defense of their units required the use of 
Zv ar .weapons. The British perception of the inability of their own 

forc®?’ Concert ^h other NATO forces, to mount 
conve^tlo?al. defense against a Soviet attack in Europe also 

argued for some flexibility for field commanders. According to A J R 
of the latter problem [of conventional' 

weakness] was made m an Anglo-American proposal to the NATO
^ay 1962 that NATO commanders in the field 

S^rpt? p.0Sltl0n?° prescribe the use of tactical nuclear weapons 
under certain circumstances by authority delegated a short while in 
iW ThR%tb! °f States appeared to be approach-

B dispensing with the con-
overrun” »aUSe’ that feW commanders were likely to risk being 

of ^ough nuclear parit^ between East and 
™ imtiation of nuclear combat, even at the tactical level, took 
stratX^T^ doctrine of flexible response, adopted as NATO 

W ?9/67 after ?early 5 years of prodding by the United 
other things) for the strengthening of conven- 

0?^^^ he aim confining the level of conflict to the use 
NATO woi^ Orn°^ lenSthemnS the period of time before 
ElpvihlpL d b • ^P^d to resort to tactical nuclear weapons, 
men^of XP ™sPect Puts a high premium on the manage-

tb k fl 3? conflict. It makes imperative a tight system of 
nupfl °Ver battlefield tactics and assurance that anv escalation to 
nuclear weapons will be deferred as long as possible.10 In this connec- 

commUtee^Tu.s: Security AgreementTand C±1?mlg? P.oMcy. Hearings before the Sub- 
Armed Conrro.UntS^^

’ Groom, op. clt„ p. 517 (italic supplied).
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tion, Britain is acutely aware that by itself it has relatively limited 
means of conducting nuclear war.

These circumstances suggest the desirability of minimum delegation 
of authority to use nuclear weapons beyond the office of the Prime 
Minister and in any case of very strictly defining any such authority 
that is delegated. It is conceivable, for instance, that certain British 
military commanders might have prior authorization to use nuclear 
weapons in extreme cases, such as the total disruption of established 
command and control procedures in an ongoing military crisis or 
conflict. Tending to constrain delegation of authority, however, are 
certain political considerations such as the reluctance of a Labor 
government, because of the traditional antimilitaristic views of its 
left wing, to expand the authority of British military officers.

External Constraints

As mentioned earlier, the United Kingdom has a number of war­
heads under exclusive British control, including the Polaris weapons, 
which a British Government could use to initiate nuclear warfare 
without external approval or consultations, should it so desire. The 
maintenance of an independent nuclear capability remains important 
to Great Britain in terms of national prestige. But British defense 
policy is founded on a close bilateral relationship with the United 
States and multilateral ties with the United States and the other allies 
in NATO. Only in extreme cases, including that of an imminent 
nuclear attack on the British Isles, would Great Britain be likely to 
use nuclear weapons without advance consultation with the United 
States and other allies.

Most of the warheads for the British tactical nuclear force are of U.S. 
origin and under U.S. control. They can be used only with the approval 
of the U.S. Government. Furthermore, the British forces using them 
are earmarked for assignment to NATO. In the NATO framework, the 
use of nuclear weapons by British forces assigned to the Supreme 
Allied Commander, Europe (SACE UR) requires a specific order from 
him. SACEUR must obtain permission from political authorities—the 
NATO Council and member governments.11 Although Britain would 
have the option of not assigning its forces to SACEUR, the chances 
that the United Kingdom would hold back its forces earmarked for 
NATO in the case of a war in the NATO area seem slim indeed.12

The NATO allies, meeting in Athens in 1962, agreed on a set of 
rules governing allied consultations on the use of nuclear weapons— 
the “Athens Guidelines.” The guidelines, which are classified, have 
been elaborated in the intervening years. U.S. Secretary of Defense 
James Schlesinger described the guidelines in the following terms in 
testimony before subcommittees of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee in 1974:

* * * in 1962 the Alliance established what has become known as the Athens 
Guidelines, which deal with the question of consultation in a variety of situations 
involving aggression against NATO. Subsequent elaborations of the Guidelines

ii Hansard; House of Commons, vol. 629, cols. 34-5x, 8. xi 60, Joseph Godber, Joint Under Secretary of 
State for Foreign Affairs.

I2 Most NATO forces remain under national command “earmarked” for NATO unless and until member 
countries decide to ‘assign” them to the NATO command, as would be expected in time of war.
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provided that special weight be accorded the views of those NATO countries on 
or from whose territory nuclear weapons would be employed, countries providing °r fthe Priding or manning nuete^dX^
which^mi S inhS Slty • Of aV01dlng mflexible or overly elaborate procedures 
recogniX^ U aCtl°n °r endanger the credibility of the deterrent also was 

In accord with these principles, procedures and channels were establishpd 
through which national capitals could be consulted and would be able to transmit CommS A“antiC Council or th" NATO “fiZg

t0 the nuclear powers, or directly capital to capital. Requests XS NATO 'JW ” defense ot, NAT0 by * member government or 
major NATO commander, or a proposal to use weapons by a nuclear nnwer 
where d£ectly.to NAT0 governments and to the Council/DPC’
where interest likely would center on the political and military objectives and 
thpro^enm‘l°f the ProP°sed use and nonuse. The views of countries expressed 
fastest means aS“ t0 nU°lear P°Wer °r P°Wers concerned by the 
agreed co™nt^^^ bei^tde: First’ k is wel1 understood that the

W°uld be exercised> time and circumstances per­mitting. secondly, the nuclear power or powers have the responsibility for making 
the decision on whether or not nuclear weapons will be used.1^ g
■ Th.u.s’ ‘^e “embers, of ‘he NATO Defense Planning Committee, 

eluding Great Britain, have agreed to certain “consultation pro- 
cedures concerning the use of nuclear weapons in the case of ao-gies- 
sion against NATO unless time and circumstances do not allcw& such 
consultations to take place. But the ultimate decision rests with the 
nuclear powers, in this case the United Kingdom 13

13 U.S. Congress. Senate, op. cit., p. 157.



FRANCE*

Summary

Under the constitution of the French Fifth Republic, the President 
is commander of the Armed Forces. As such, and through subsequen 
decree law, he commands both the strategic and tactical nuclear 
forces, and a decision to employ either requires his explicit approval. 
There are at present no treaties or external obligations which would 
limit the authority of the French Government over the use of nuclear
weapons.

France’s Nuclear Capability

The French decision to become a nuclear power dates back to the 
1950’s and the Fourth Republic; France developed a nuclear weapons 
capability under De Gaulle and the Fifth Republic. The initial goa 
of France’s nuclear program was to develop a strategic nuclear capa­
bility which would enhance France’s political prestige and its military 
security. Militarily, the force served largely as a mechanism to help 
guarantee that any Soviet attack on Europe would be met with a 
nuclear response, thus hopefully dissuading the Soviets from attacking 
Europe with their superior conventional forces. The French strategic 
nuclear force consists of 18 land-based intermediate range ballistic 
missiles, 48 submarine-launched ballistic missiles and weapons carried 
on the Mirage IV aircraft.1 . .

Only late in the 1960’s did French strategic thinking begin to 
accept the need for a flexible nuclear response capability, already 
doctrine for the United States and the other NATO allies. Flexible 
response called for a broader range of choices of responses to a Soviet 
attack. In the late sixties, France thus undertook to develop a tactical 
nuclear capability and delivery system. This system—the Pluton 
surface-to-surface missile on a mobile launcher with a range of bO to 
70 miles—is now being deployed with French Army units near France s 
border with West Germany. When fully deployed the system reported­
ly will include 120 missiles with 10 to 15 kiloton warheads. France 
probably also has some Mirage and Jaguar aircraft configured tor a 
tactical nuclear role.

Command and Control

The Constitution of the Fifth French Republic provides that the 
President of the Republic is the commander of the Armed forces:

Article 15. The President of the Republic is commander of the Armed Forces. 
He shall preside over the high councils and committees of national defense.
wamsHra® 

^Translations from DeVries, Henry P. Materials for the French Legal System 12 (1969).

(15)
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of the pom^tofron is more specific about the nature of the 
President s responsibilities to the Republic and the Nation •

He shall inform the Nation of these measures in a message
goverX^S ?y the desire to insure to the constitutional

Parliament shall convene as of right.
arX%g“e^ may Dot be d'SMlwd ’Me the extraordinary powers 

arS'of^n^ thus deaLly Sade the President the ultimate 
execution T/ P° 1 r?’- the Pre™er ’as responsible for the
execution of national defense. His responsibilities in time of war were 

dhCreeSi°df ^o18’ ^62- These ^es kft some am!
thTuse of “V"1 £ “ake .tha final iudgments concerning
f ? th nuclear forces. And so, on January 14 1964 I
then comin?^ quite clearly that the strategic nuclear forces, 
As onA femg’ wouldbe und.er the c°ntrol of the President.
7ffprt tho h de^se,e5Pe.rt has written: "The decree conferred in 
President ofX decisl™on th* President of the Republic as
pres dent of the defense committee and commander in chief’ in mat­

ters concerning the engagement of the strategic air forces that is to 
say the French nuclear force de frappe.” * Th? Premier would[assume 
the responsibility only if the President were disabled 6

further decrees issued on December 10, 1971, acknowledged the 
capabiht^^^ strateS^ and tactical nuclear
Sees”T J™ dr P^*^d ln Pf^ that the “ministre des 
^rrnees in time of war would “insure the command of all military 
operations, under the particular limitations concerning the strateaic 

nMlmr i0r which s?6™11forcS-fhe th,at—aa with strategic nuclear
hands of th/pScJ? A8® tactlcal nuclear weapons remains in the 
nands of the President. As one analyst sees it: “• * * tactical atomic 
mX^d^ be related to the overall French strategy of 

^k1} 1S nOW away from all-or-nothing 
tn^?g p X d a fle¥b]e 01 graduated response strategy designed 
L /t the enemy before resort to strategic nuclear arms. Control 

/ of tactical nuclear arms will therefore remain in the hands of 
the head of state and will not be delegated to field commanders.”8

b rance has also provided for continuing civilian control over nuclear 
weapons during conflict. As Kohl has said of the Mirage system- 
b^'W ^eaS?rA[ there two distinct command chains 
between the President, the commander of the CAS (Commandement 

«Ibid.
analy&tra^ Contemporains de Defense Nationale. Paris, Dalloz, 1974. Pp. 160 (CRS

; IS® press’197r pp-182-
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des Forces Aeriennes StraUgiques) and the Mirage IV pilots. Separate 
sets of orders must be issued to activate the planes and later the 
atomic weapons. Detailed war plans apparently exist to send the 
planes first to points over friendly or neutral countries for aerial 
refueling, before they proceed to preselected Soviet targets. The 
planes are also equipped with “black boxes” that can be activated 
directly by remote control signals from the civilian political authority 
to neutralize the atomic bombs, as an added safety measure.” 9

It can be assumed that equally rigid controls have been provided 
for France’s tactical nuclear force as well as her submarine and land- 
based strategic missile force.

External Constraints

There are at present no external constraints through treaty or other 
obligations which inhibit a French decision to use nuclear weapons. 
France had in the past flirted with the possibility of nuclear coopera­
tion, first in terms of a United States-United Kingdom-French nuclear 
triumvirate in the late 1950’s and then in terms of a European force 
based on the French force de frappe in the early 1960’s. Both options 
would have limited France’s decisionmaking independence. But the 
French opted for national independence in nuclear defense questions 
by leaving NATO’s integrated military structure in 1967. The develop­
ment of a French tactical nuclear capability nonetheless poses serious 
problems both for France and NATO. The various tactical nuclear 
forces in NATO are closely coordinated, but the French force, in the 
absence of some working arrangements with West Germany and 
NATO, remains located in France, useful only if Soviet forces have 
already penetrated far into West Germany. France may at some point 
in the future be willing to work out cooperative arrangements with 
NATO and the West Germans that would permit more rational 
stationing of the Pluton system and closer coordination with employ­
ment plans of the other NATO countries. To do so, of course, would 
place some qualifications on French freedom to employ the system.

• Kohl. op. cit. p. 182.



THE SOVIET UNION*
Summary

to^nitiate^thZnJo oZ°n Z the Soviet.Government of the authority 
to initrate the use of nuclear weapons is not spelled out in published 
°™ sources, Western experts on Soviet military affairs believe that 

power rests m the Communist Politburo. In the present situation 
where the collegiate power of the Politburo is dominated bv

General Secretary, the key fi“s M 
ezhnev There is no available information about contingency ar 

rangements whereby the authority to order the use of nuclea^we^oons 
ZbnZTZKk w batUe co°ditio“s can be delegated to sub- 
ordinate officials or field commanders. Soviet strategy calls for a 
but t0 deter ite Portia! enemies from attacking it
out to wage a nuclear war and win it. 6

location m the Soviet Government of the authority to order 
publX^Sovie^ DUdear Weap°nS iS nOt SPelled °ut in 

b con“n. deals with the question of authority over
SS foK:OnS °nly “ the most general telms-
its W?e“^ RePoblta as represented by

*
b. questions of war and peace. * * *

ofgthe°»±^e 0/?e UW direction of all the Armed Forces 
of the military formationTof°the Union^Rfpub^^^ governing the organization 

asPects of the relationship between the Communist Partv 
he effective center of political power in the Soviet Union and the 

Partv^Zt^c St r?6011™^111 °f -the “Rules of the Communist 
oJni f ® Soviet Union. The section, which is entit ed, “Party 
Organization in the Soviet Army,” reads as follows: y
^proS^Tth^^ take. guidance in their work from
issued by the Central Committee0 SU Operate on the basis of instructions

forffiestrengS t^unitTo^^
tary and nohS 8™me“ to carrV out the tasks of mili-

pe"form their military duOtfyna7dffieh3 ^d

in Foreign Affa^Msi^^ Aflairs and Pamela HoughtaUng, Analyst
SyStem °f OovenmenL 'TMrd edition. Chicago. The University of Chicago

(18)
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65. The guidance of party work in the Armed Forces is exercised by the Central 
Committee of the CPSU through the chief political administration of the Soviet 
Army and Navy, which functions as a department of the CC CPSU.

The chiefs of the political administrations of military areas and fleets, and 
chiefs of the political administration of armies must be party members of 5 
years’ standing, and the chiefs of political departments of military formations 
must be party members of 3 years standing.

66. The party organizations and political bodies of the Soviet Army maintain 
close contact with local party committees and keep them informed about political 
work in the military units. The secretaries of military party organizations and 
chiefs of political bodies participate in the work of local party committees.2

Section VIII does not reflect the total relationship between the 
Politburo and the military high command because it deals only with 
the political role of the party in the Armed Forces. However, a more 
comprehensive description of the power of the Politburo over the 
military high command can be found in the book, “Soviet Military 
Strategy,” edited by Soviet Marshal Sokolovskii, published by the 
Soviet Ministry of Defense, and translated into English in 1963. 
The pertinent passage reads as follows:

The whole country and the Armed Forces will be led in wartime by the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, possibly with the 
organization of a higher agency of command for the country and Armed Forces. 
To this higher agency of command may be delegated the same powers the State 
Defense Committee held during the Great Patriotic War; its presiding officer 
may be the First Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of 
the Soviet Union and head of the Government to whom the functions of Supreme 
Commander in Chief of all the Armed Forces may be assigned.3

A leading Western expert on Soviet military affairs, Malcolm 
Mackintosh, consultant on Soviet affairs to the International In­
stitute for Strategic Studies, in a recent article on Soviet military 
influence on foreign policy, discusses in greater detail the role of the 
Politburo as follows:

Clearly, the Politburo is the decisionmaking body with respect to both defense 
and foreign affairs in the Soviet Union, and traditionally the General or First 
Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
(CPSU) has assumed top responsibility for directing Soviet foreign and defense 
policies. This is as true of Brezhnev today as it was of Khrushchev and Stalin. * * * 
We may assume from what we know of the Soviet system that only the Politburo 
can make a decision to go to war, to send troops into a foreign country (as in the 
case of Czechoslovakia in 1968), to deploy combat units (as in case of Egypt in 
1970, or to use nuclear weapons.” 4

There is no available information about contingency arrangements 
whereby the authority to order the use of nuclear weapons under 
specifically defined battle situations can be delegated to subordinate 
officials or field commanders. However, in view of the nature of the 
potentialities of modern war, this possibility cannot be excluded. It 
may therefore be of some interest to indicate the names of the top 
officials dealing with military decisions and to describe briefly the 
organization of nuclear forces in the Soviet Union. Organization 
charts of the Politburo and the Secretariat of the Communist Party 
Central Committee and of the Ministry of Defense and the Military 
Council of the Strategic Rocket Forces are provided in appendix A. 
These charts contain the names of the current incumbents of leading 
positions in these organizations.

» Ibid., p. 260. , . ,
3 Soviet Military Strategy, edited by Marshal of the Soviet Union V. D. Sokolovskii. Translated and with 

an analytical introduction, annotations, and supplementary material by Herbert S. Dinerstein, Leon Goure, 
and Thomas W. Wolfe, The Rand Corp., Santa Monica, Calif. 1963. P. 494.

< Mackintosh, Malcolm. The Soviet Military Influence on Foreign Policy. Problems of Communism. 
September-October 1973. P. 2 (italic supplied).
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r.whtffD?P"^ent expert, on Soviet military affairs Raymond 
the ‘hiLV’/ K ?e 5T °f the Present members of what may be 
the highest body dealing specifically with military and defense 
Cpnlr?]’ c?e .SQPr®me -Defense Council. The membership includes 
KosZtn Brezhnev (Chairman), Prime Minister Aleksei N.
Pndon^’ °* the Supreme Soviet Presidium Nikolai V
toed^th,^ y STS"'’ Pnutr E Ustinov (candidate member of 
the Politburo), and Minister of Defense Andrei A. Grechko All 
except Ustinov are full members of the Politburo. Others are called 
upon to attend meetings on occasion.5 The Council apparently does 
but ?°.rr? o£ .U-S- National Security d>Xu
but seems to consist of the inner Politburo group of men who handle 
defense questions. As a member of the Politburo KGB Chief Uri 
on Politburo •Presuma“y also exercise consideiable influence 
of KofcS regarding nuclear questions because of the role 

troops in nuclear affairs (see below)
marv ofThf^u infT”atiKn about this subiect- a br‘ef sum- 

h f var.loulbranches of the Soviet governmental and 
as thVsyis l^b<! hmient “ -hr “aPaB«ment of nuclear matters, as far 
percent specialists in Soviet military affairs, may be

The Ministry of Medium Machine Building, one of the eight 
“fa behevl^ the U°uncil of Ministere,
program™’ b be admuustj-at«r of the Soviet atomic energy 
So^TmihL t0 «01' Scott, an American specialist in
Soviet military affairs, special troops of the KGB (Troops of the 

“gUar,d and cPntro'. the Soviet stockpiles 
filOMQ 1 ~ ~ 1 i • ,i ICVel communica-X? * th leadership and the military forces, as well 
the KGB the Ministry of Defense” although?? J<GB k 1 part -0/ Marshal Grechko’s Ministry of Defense
a^soX te™”® COnS» erS tb® release of nuclear weapons to Soviet 
the ^GR (T™ wel -as ^her “P6013 of command and control, 
MediumM^X/n Vgm.fica?t f5°tor<’ Since the Ministry of 

Machine Building is also described as “custodian of the 
aX^Kc”^ s^ckP^ the roles of the Ministry
Deduct Th? may stockpile weapons it
or theMinkt™ CkSt°d? und’ PTlbly> the control of the KGB, 
owr fn^^ry ?aV- fUu custody until the weapons are turned 
ever to the military (as is the case with the Energy Research and 
Development Agency in the United States). J 
So^!^ ?e Strategic Rocket Forces constitute the main 
thfln 1 nnnv^ f Assigned land-based missiles with ranges greater 
mpn VhP0 cthl® c°mmand consists of approximately 350,000
the Strate??^ ?! T?0Viet Armed Forces. “Security with respect to 
its ne^ 1S S° tlg^ that even the identification of

Pn ^P1 SeCret’ for a few members of the senior 
stall. Personnel do not wear identifying uniforms. The commander 
p * Garthoff, Raymond L. Salt and the Soviet Military. Problems of Communism. January-February 1975.

fto a o",-s-
8 Gallagher, o™dt.^P?2a Aerospace Forces and Doctrine. Air Force Magazine. March 1975. P. 33.
• Scott, op. cit. P. 35.
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in chief of this group, V. F. Tolubko, appears to enjoy greater prestige 
than his counterparts in the other four services.

In conclusion, a brief summation of Soviet views about nuclear 
strategy may provide some idea of the context in which a Soviet 
command to use weapons might be issued.

A recent book by well known American specialists in Soviet affairs 
which deals with the role of nuclear weapons in current Soviet strategy 
comments on Soviet views about a conventional war between the 
United States and the U.S.S.R. After stating that the Soviets consider 
that such a war would “most likely escalate into general war,” the 
book goes on to say:

While the Soviets require their armed forces to be flexible in the use of either 
category of weapons [conventional or nuclear], they also argue that in view of the 
unlimited aims of both sides in a confrontation, the war is likely to lead to the use 
of all weapons. The Soviet view is reflected, for example, in the following state­
ment by Grechko:

“At the present stage the armed forces must be capable under any conditions to 
frustrate a surprise attack by the aggressor with the use of nuclear as well as con­
ventional weapons and with rapid, devastating blows to destroy his main missile- 
nuclear weapons and troop formations, thereby assuring favorable conditions for 
the further conduct and victorious outcome of the war.” 10

Appendix A
Organization charts of the Politburo and the Secretariat of the 

CPSU Central Committee and of the Soviet Ministry of Defense and 
the Military Council of Command and Staff of the Strategic Rocket 
Forces follow:

POLITBURO
MFuM»S

CPSU CENTRAL COMMITTEE- 
EXECUTIVE AND ADMINISTRATIVE APPARATUS

CANDIDATE MEMBERS

SECRETARIAT

GENERAL SECRETARY 
Leonid If<h Brezhnev

OTHER MEMBERS

(Chief. OrgonUotionol Party Wort Dept. CPSU Central Comimtteel

(Member. Politburo, CPSU Control Committee)

(Chief. Intemotienol Dept. CPSU Control Committee 
(Member. Politburo, CPSU Control Committee'
(Candidate Member. Politburo. CPSU Control Committee

ADMINISTRATION Of AFFAIRS 
Georgiy Sergeyevich Pavlov

AGRICULTURE 
Fedor Davydovich Kulakov

cadres abroad

SCHOOLS
ACADEMY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES 

Mikhoil TriFonovich loechuk

HIGHER PARTY SCHOOL 
Yevgeniy MAhoylonch Chekhonn

INSTITUTE Of MARXISM LENINISM 
Anatoliy Gugoryevich Yegorov

INSTITUTE Ol SOCIAL SCIENCES

DEPARTMENTS
DEFENSE INDUSTRY 

Ivon Dmitrievich Serb*

GENERAL 
Konstantin Uttmovich Ch t mtn he

HEAVY INDUSTRY

ORGANIZATIONAL PARTY WORK

PROPAGANDA

SCIENCE A EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS

TRADE A DOMESTIC SERVICES

PARTY CONTROL COMMITTEE

ADMINISTRATIVE ORGANS 
NAoloy Ivanovich Savinkin

TRANSPORT A COMMUNICATIONS

LIAISON WITH COMMUNIST & 
AORKERS PARTIES OF 
SOCIALIST COUNTRIES

UGHT A FOOD INDUSTRY
Fedo l.ono Mocholin

INTERNATIONAL
Born Nikolayevich Ponomarev

CULTURE

Dt K°hle[’ andMose L. Harvey. The Role of Nuclear Forces in Current Soviet 
1 International Affairs, Center for Advanced International Studies. University of
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MINISTRY OF DEFENSE

OTHER SECTIONS 
(Headed by Deputy Ministers of Defense)

MEMBERS OF THE MILITARY COUNCIL OF COMMAND AND STAFF 
OF THE STRATEGIC ROCKET FORCES

N"’ ....................  t'SUOhMtM!

Note.-Information on organization of the Soviet Armed Forces is considered classified hv the <?n^et 
government; hence official organization charts are not available The charts that follow havp

nonsne fi Or 5ank of an in^mbent has been deduced from a number of relatedbut
definitely
Aerospace Forces and Doctrine” by Col. William F. Scott, USAF (Ret.) gaZ'ne’ March 1975 Sovlet



PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA*
Summary

The armed forces cf the People’s Republic of China are controlled 
by the Communist Party of China, and the state constitution des­
ignates the Chairman of the Central Committee of the Party as the 
commander of the armed forces. Mao Tse-tung holds this position, 
and it is likely that a decision regarding the use of nuclear weapons 
would be made by Mao and the other members of the Politburo who 
constitute the inner decisionmaking group of the Party and the state. 
Many major decisions in recent years have been collective decisions 
because of the several centers of power (including the armed forces) 
represented on the Politburo. Though Mao has been the arbiter 
between the various factions, his age (81) and his frail health both 
point toward more reliance or a collective decision. If circumstances 
prevent a quick decision by the entire Politburo, it seems probable 
that alternative arrangements have been made for a decision by the 
Politburo’s Standing Committee or through some alternate head­
quarters.

We do not know whether China has deployed tactical nuclear wea­
pons, but there have been indications that the Chinese are developing 
such weapons, and their use would be compatible with present Chinese 
military capabilities and with what is known of China’s military 
strategy. While we do not have information on the command and 
control arrangements for tactical nuclear weapons, control of such 
weapons—if they have been developed—is probably held tightly by 
the central leadership in Peking. It is reasonable to expect, however, 
that authority to use such weapons in exceptional circumstances 
under carefully prescribed regulations may have been delegated to 
military leaders.

Command and Control

The focus of power in China is in the Chinese Communist Party’s 
Politburo and its Standing Committee. This central party leadership 
appears to have effective control over the state, party and military 
bureaucracies that implement decisions. But this leadership, as 
reflected in the Politburo, represents central and regional party and 
military groupings, the civilian bureaucracy and the mass organi­
zations. It is divided along ideological lines into radical and moderate 
factions, with the strength of various groups, and even their identi­
fication, difficult to assess. Both the party and state constitutions 
name the Communist Party as the leader of the armed forces, with 
the party leader as the commander of those forces. The present 
constitutions reflect the power situation as it existed when they were

* Prepared by M. T. Haggard, Specialist in Asian Affairs, Foreign Affairs Division, Sept. 19,1975.
(23)
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Iterative politioal systen? has not remained static, with
decadt? ‘ gth of groups changing considerably in the past

besmooth ^houtm3-trUC‘ufe- Th£ Pre,sent transitional peri^may 
theleademhi^^^^^

Ine central figure in the decisionmaking process has been Mao 
Tse-tung, who is considered the top ranking member onhe Standing 
ThTktterV^ °f the Central Committee8

tatter position, under the state constitution also makpq him mmSrf n Ma° is “ot in dayt da“ p““:
hlv Ld or the government, and his activities are considera-

because of his age and health, but he stiff is a factor?n 
important domestic and foreign policy decisions Premier Chou Fn Ini

£iia

C0n,mittee °f th^CP- TheSit^mX

^Xy^loteT^pT^ the determination of milit”^ 
n°!2fi i noted, the Politburo and its standing committee would mi^ht be klreTS^ °f n“lear.waaPo4 but this authority 
nugnt De snared with the Military Commission, and there is considor 
tion oV^^ ^et^ee? the groups. The membership and organiza- 
periods 0^^^ °vy p5tial*y k?»«. and for consiSble 
PublicizedTh‘rmembership and activities have been concealed or

W • 1 Commission has been under the control of Mao Tse- 
tung as official or unofficial chairman, with Lin Piao second to Mao 
?nJ> Commission during the 1959-71 period. Most of the other 
leading members have been from the senior military elite, with Wang

CIuitturair&taHC°” 288-292- There was a
authorHy . These divisions have been rediLed but nM resulting in the decline of Politburo

constitutions, particularly after thev ha™ bl?^ need t0 b/ cautious in using the existing

and missile forces^ ’ LA 1S eqwvaIent t0 military forces, since the PLA includes ground, air, naval
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Hung-wen, who became a member of the Politburo in 1973, a major 
exception.4

The Military Commission exercises direction of the Ministry of 
National Defense and of the PLA. According to one specialist in 
Chinese military affairs, the late Prof. Ralph Powell, the Com­
mission appears to combine most of the functions of the U.S. Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of Defense. The Commission has 
thus had a key initial role in the formulation of military policy and 
strategy, designating strategic aims for the PLA, and has probably 
been the organization tasked with working out command and control 
arrangements for the nuclear and missile program. Generally, the 
Military Commission operates through the Ministry of National 
Defense or through the General Political Department, but occasionally 
the Commission bypasses these levels and issues important directives 
to the armed forces in its own name.5

Military Forces

The People’s Liberation Army is organizationally a part of the 
Ministry of National Defense, but its top leaders are all members of 
the Standing Committee of the Politburo. Both the Minister of Na­
tional Defense (Yeh Chien-ying) and the Chief of Staff of the PLA 
(Teng Hsiao-ping) are also believed to be vice chairmen of the Mili­
tary Commission. Operational military responsibilities in the PLA 
are concentrated in the General Staff Department headed by the 
Chief of Staff. This post is highly sensitive as indicated by the frequent 
politically charged turnovers and the difficulty in the 1971-74 period 
in selecting a suitable candidate. The post was finally filled by Teng 
Hsiao-ping in January 1975, giving the Mao-Chou group more direct 
control of the armed forces. Chang Chun-chiao was named political 
commissar of the PLA in January.6

Military units concerned with nuclear testing and missile develop­
ment seem to have been largely insulated from the Cultural Revolu­
tion, but there was some slowdown in advanced weapons programs. 
The party leadership has apparently been careful in its dispersal of 
nuclear weapons within the military, and what is known of Peking’s 
nuclear strategy points to the establishment of an independent 
organization of the strategic forces facilitating the central leader­
ship’s undisputed control over nuclear assets.7

4 Other vice chairmen of the Military Commission include Yeh Chien-ying (the Minister of National 
Defense) and Hsu Hsiang-chien (now 73, a senior military leader, a member of the Central Committee 
but not of the Politburo). There have been unconfirmed reports that Teng Hsiao-ping is a vice-chairman 
of the Commission, and his present party, state and military positions would seem to indicate that these 
reports are accurate.

5 Townsend, op. cit. pp. 98-99. Gittings, John. The Role of the Chinese Army. London: Oxford University 
Press, 1967. Pp. 282-288. Powell, Ralph L. The Military Affairs Committee and Party Control of the Mil­
itary in China. Asian Survey. Vol. III. July 1963. Pp. 347-356.

Powell, Ralph. Politico-Military Relationships in Communist China. U.S. Department of State. Bureau 
of Intelligence and Research. P. 5. A study based on the “Military Papers” (29 issues of the Kung Tso 
T’ung Hsun, or Work Correspondence, dated from January-August 1961, a secret periodical issued by the 
General Political Department of the PLA).

Central Intelligence Agency. Reference Aid A 73-35 January 1974. Directory of Officials of the People’s 
Republic of China. P. 8.

8 Chang is also second deputy premier of the PRC and a member of the Standing Committee of the 
Politburo. Both Teng and Yeh are also members of the Standing Committee of the Politburo.

7 Barnett, A. Doak. A Nuclear China and U.S. Arms Policy. Washington: The Brookings Institution, 
1970. Reprint 181. Pp. 427-442 (Reprinted from Foreign Affairs, April 1970. Vol. 48).

Huck, Arthur. The Security of China. New York: Columbia, 1970 (for the Institute of Strategic Studies). 
Pp. 71-72.

Harding, Harry, Jr. The Making of Chinese Military Policy in Whitson, William W. (ed.) The Military 
and Political Power in China in the 1970s. New York: Praeger Publishers, 1972. P. 380.
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Several specialists on China’s nuclear development and policy 
believe the Second Artillery is China’s strategic missile command. 
The Second Artillery is responsible directly to the Chief of Staff of 
the PLA in the formal organizational structure, but the actual chain 
of command and control of its units and weapons is not clear. The 
central leadership probably maintains direct control over this organiza­
tion. According to one specialist, as many as 60,000 men might be 
assigned to the Second Artillery (as of 1972).8

Possession of nuclear weapons has forced Peking to work out a 
strategic doctrine relating to their employment and procedures to 
insure tight control on their actual use. We know very little about 
Peking’s criteria for assessing nuclear risks, but the PRC has been 
careful in its military policies and anxious to avoid confrontation with 
either the United States or the Soviet Union.9 Peking does not discuss 
its nuclear weapons strategy or tactics except in political terms and 
here declares it will never be the first to use nuclear weapons. There 
has been little published in China which can be used to chart the 
PRC’s future nuclear strategy, and little has been released regarding 
the progress of China’s missile program.

It would seem that some formal, if not legal, procedure would be 
instituted, with adequate safeguards, to insure that the authority to 
order the initial use of nuclear weapons would be held tightly. It would 
also seem likely that the Chinese have formulated contingency plans 
to consider alternative uses of nuclear weapons in case of crisis. These 
problems and the dispersal of such weapons to avoid their being 
destroyed by surprise attack would seem to present difficult problems 
of command and control.10

China is not likely in the foreseeable future to approach nuclear 
parity with either the United States or the Soviet Union, but continues 
to progress in its efforts to achieve a credible nuclear deterrent. The 
PRC’s strategic forces program has lost some momentum, partly 
because of technical difficulties. Peking already has a modest number 
of MRMB’s and IRMB’s, but development of a limited range ICBM 
(able to reach European Russia) and full range ICBM (to have range 
of 7,000 nm) has been slower than expected. A number of the full­
range ICBM’s, according to the Department of Defense, may possibly 
be ready by mid-1980. The PRC is expected to need at least 4 years to 
achieve even a “token operational” SLBM capability.11

8 Murphy Charles H. Mainland China’s Evolving Nuclear Deterrent. Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. January 1972. P. 31.
Horner, Charles. The Production of Nuclear Weapons in Whitson, William W. (ed.) The Military and 

Political Power in China in the 1970’s. New York: Praeger Publishers, 1972. P. 246.
The Military Balance 1974-75. London. The International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1974. P. 48.

China is not the center of a military alliance system and her one major military alliance, the Sino-Soviet 
treaty of Friendship, Alliance and Mutual Assistance signed in 1950, may no longer be in force. China’s 
major security concern today is the Soviet Union and thus the value or even validity of the treaty today is 
questionable. The treaty, however, has not been publicly repudiated. The 30-year treaty provided that the 
Parties would ‘undertake jointly” all the necessary measures to prevent aggression by Japan or states allied 
with Japan, and that in case one party was thus involved in a state of war, “the other High Contracting 
Party will immediately render military and other assistance with all the means at its disposal.” The Soviet 
u n'?n has claimed that the treaty had a major deterrent effect in the 1950’s, protecting China from attack 
oy the Umted States during the Korean war and during the off-shore islands crisis in 1958. Chinese Foreign 
Minister Chen Yi, however, in 1963 declared Soviet promises of support to be worthless. Huck, op. cit. pp. 68-69.

The Military Balance 1974-75. London. The International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1974. P. 48.
10 Horner, op. cit. pp. 244-246.
11 Secretary of Defense James R. Schlesinger. Report to Congress. Annual Defense Department Report. 

Fiscal year 1976 and fiscal year 1977. Feb. 5, 1975, pp. 11-17.
The International Institute for Strategic Studies. The Military Balance 1974-75. London, 1974. Pp. 48-50.
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Tactical Nuclear Weapons

We do not know whether the PRC has tactical nuclear weapons, 
but China’s strategy in case of war and the indications of China’s 
weapon development program point in that direction. Underground 
nuclear tests and the use of plutonium could indicate an effort to 
develop weapons for battlefield use. The PRC clearly has the know­
how to develop such weapons. Tactical nuclear weapons could be used 
as a deterrent against massing of Soviet troops on the frontier or 
against possible Soviet attack. Any aircraft capable of carrying 
conventional bombs could also carry nuclear weapons; even transports 
could be modified to carry such weapons, and a new interceptor being 
developed by China could be used as a nuclear delivery system for 
tactical operations. The Chinese have operational large-caliber 
artillery (M-55 203 mm gun-howitzers received from the Soviet 
Union before the break) and conceivably could have developed (or be 
developing) nuclear ammunition for them.12

Information on a command and control system for tactical nuclear 
weapons is not available, but the Politburo and its standing commit­
tee (through the Military Commission) would probably retain control 
except in carefully prescribed circumstances under which authority 
might be delegated to the military command.

The Political Role of the People’s Liberation Army (PLA)
The People’s Liberation Army has had a special position in the 

national political structure in China. It has maintained an organiza­
tional visibility within the Communist movement in China equal to 
that of the party and greater than that of other state institutions. The 
1975 constitution of the PRC clearly points out the multiple roles and 
functions of the PLA as not only a fighting force but “simultaneously” 
a working force and a production force.13

The problem of pinpointing the officials or the individuals control­
ling the use of nuclear weapons is illustrated by the unique position of 
the PLA and its leadership during and after the Cultural Revolution. 
Party authority collapsed during the Cultural Revolution, and the 
army emerged as the only viable organizational link between the elite 
and the populace. By the time of the Ninth Party Congress in 1969, 
Mao and Chou En-lai had begun the move toward moderation and 
stability, with a restored party scheduled to play the leading role. Lin 
Piao, the Minister of Defense and Mao’s “chosen successor,” resisted 
the effort to return the army to a military role. Mao then set about to 
undermine Lin’s base of power in the PLA, was successful and then 
thwarted a coup attempt by Lin and his subordinates. The PLA’s top 
leadership then underwent the most extensive purge since the Com­
munists came to power. Most of the regional commanders retained

« Horner, op. cit. pp. 246-51.
Jane’s Weapon Systems, 1974-75 (Jane’s Yearbooks London:). Pp. 35, 54, 63.
Hsieh, Alice Langley. China’s Nuclear-Missile Programme: Regional or Intercontinental? The China 

Quarterly. No. 45. January/March 1971. Pp. 85-99.
Fraser, Angus M. The Utility of Alternative Strategic Postures to the People’s Repubhc of China in 

U.S. Congress. Joint Economic Committee. China: A Reassessment of the Economy. A Compendium of 
Papers. July 10,1975 Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1975. P. 456.

i» The Party organization and control in the PLA indicate the considerable involvement of the armed 
forces in the political system. Political departments and their commissars are not subordinate to the military 
commanders in their units, but receive their orders from the Military Commission and the General Political 
Department—one of the three major departments of the PLA—through political departments down the 
chain of command. Townsend, pp. 98-99.
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their positions of power in the immediate post-Lin period until a shift 
of several of these commanders took place at the end of 1973.14

The Information Problem and the Political Succession

The difficulties in understanding developments inside China are 
enormous, with China remaining basically a close and tightly con­
trolled society. The availability of reliable data is limited ^What 
PekEh°n haJe indicTes that the central party leadershipin 
Peking has tightened control over the military Ind over regional 
power centers since the September 1971 military purge.15 But despite 
mai Jr' wt or Tn Th P° of the military, the PLA remains a
major factor in the post-Mao succession process. Jockeying for 
Position in the coming post-Mao, post-Chou period is already under­
way. Best estimates are that over the short run no single figure is 
Chou Chn^T P?ssessing dominant position of Mao or even 
dnZ Ji Em Im apparently hopes gradually to transfer power 
during a transition period, now underway, to individuals and groups 
basically m agreement with present domestic and foreign PoE 
Concentratmn of leadership in the CCP elite would seeiE insure 
organizational contmiuty in the political process. If the system 
thro^h mta-ct, lhe n.atlonal leadership is likely to continue to be chosen 
through internal party processes. But with the old leadership gradually 

k?? replaced, it becomes increasingly difficult to pinpoint just
°r gr°Ups °f individuals may have theauthonty 

n^™te fhe to initiate the use of nuclear weapons. The
RTST transltlonal period has been described as one of unstable 
o La Dill LV.

Appendix

THE PARTY AND STATE CONSTITUTIONS AND THE PARTY’S TOP 
LEADERSHIP BODIES

bv^imb coustitution of the Chinese Communist Party (adopted 
AucJst 208 h197^nd t9oVgr^?of„the,Communist Party of China on 
bvSthe an?™3?- d °,f ‘he People’s Republic of China (adopted 
uL 17* wn U ®, C°ngress a‘ first session on Jan-
uary 17, 1975), specify that the Commumst Party directs all state 
S and -e a™ed f°rCes- The PRC constitution contains the fol­
lowing provisions: 16 *
^‘ Bndgham, Philip. The Fall of Lin Piao. The China Quarterly. No. 55. July/September 1973. Pp. 427- 

Quarterly58TApril/JuneP1974y Pp^lI^116 P°Wer Structure and the Succession Question. The China 

province, but it is not clear int^sXtedorwW^ hl rU?dr^ ?hma’ m<*t recently in Chekiang
could increase reports of unrest. ether it might be related to new political campaigns which
Tao-Tai Hsia andKathrynHarmPThe WTs’Re^i^^’onqHt^l8”81!^ °f the new state constitution, see 
Eastern Law Division. La^LU^ Ubrarv People’s Republic of China. Far
the armed forces was given to the Chairman of ihpSjoonKn 8’ -20’ 381 and G5- Authority over
of the Republic was eliminated in the™75 constitution Brno'S constl^tion- The title of Chairman 
forces was Mao Tse-tung. constitution. But, in both cases, the commander of the armed
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Article 2: The Communist Party of China is the core of leadership of the whole 
Chinese people.

Article 15: The Chinese People’s Liberation Army and the people’s militia are 
the workers’ and peasants’ own armed forces led by the Communist Party of 
China * * *. The chairman of the Central Committee of the Communist Party 
of China commands the country’s armed forces.

The party constitution points out the various party groups which 
have authority in the field of military policies: 17

Article 6 : The highest leading body of the party is the National Party Congress 
and when it is not in session, the Central Committee elected by it.

Article 7: State organs, the People’s Liberation Army and the Militia * * * 
must all accept the centralized leadership of the party.

Article 8: The National Party Congress shall be convened every 5 years. Under 
special circumstances, it may be convened before its due date or postponed.

Article 9: The plenary session of the Central Committee of the party elects the 
political bureau of the Central Committee, the standing committee of the political 
bureau of the Central Committee and the chairman and vice-chairman of the 
Central Committee. The plenary session of the Central Committee of the party 
is convened by the political bureau of the Central Committee. When the Central 
Committee is not in plenary session, the political bureau of the Central Committee 
and its standing committee exercise the functions and powers of the Central 
Committee. Under the leadership of the chairman, vice-chairman and the standing 
committee of the political bureau of the Central Committee, a number of necessary 
organs, which are compact and efficient, shall be set up to attend to the day-to-day 
work of the party, the government and the army in a centralized way.

The first plenary session of the Tenth Central Committee of the 
CCP on August 30, 1973 elected: 18

(1) Mao Tse-tung as chairman of the Central Committee;
(2) Vice chairman of the Central Committee:  Chou En-lai, Wang Hung-wen, 

Kang Sheng, Yeh Chien-ying, Li Teh-sheng.
19

(3) Members of the political bureau of the Central Committee:  (listed in the 
order of number of strokes in their surnames) Mao Tse-tung, Wang Hung-wen, 
Wei Kuo-ching, Yeh Chien-ying, Liu Po-cheng, Chiang Ching, Chu Teh, Hsu 
Shih-yu, Hua Kuo-feng, Chi Teng-kuei, Wu Teh, Wang Tung-hsing, Chen Yung- 
kuei, Chen Hsi-lien, Li Hsien-nien, Li Teh-sheng, Chang Chun-chiao, Chou 
En-lai, Yao Wen-yuan, Kang Sheng, Tung Pi-wu.

19

(4) Members of the standing committee of the political bureau of the Central 
Committee (listed in the order of the number of strokes in their surnames)  
Mao Tse-tung, Wang Hung-wen, Yeh Chien-ying, Chu Teh, Lit Teh-sheng, 
Chang Chun-chiao, Chou En-lai, Kang Sheng, Tung Pi-wu.

19

20

17 Peking Review, No. 4, Jan. 24, 1975, pp. 12-16.
M Peking Review, No. 35-36, Sept. 7, 1973, p. 10.
18 Teng Hsiao-ping was made a member of the Politburo in January 1974, and was named in January 

1975 to be a vice chairman of the Central Committee and to the standing committee of the Politburo.
* It should be noted that only a few of these men are major participants in the policymaking process.

Mao Tse-tung (age 81) and Chou En-lai (age 76) remain the two major political figures in China, but neither 
is in good health. Only Teng Hsiao-ping (age 70), Wang Hung-wen (age 40), and Chang Chun-chiao (age 64 
or 65) are in good health. Chu Teh is 89 and frail. Both Yeh Chien-ying (age 76) and Kang Sheng (age 72) 
have been ill within the past year. Li Teh-sheng has been downgraded since the 10th Party Congress. Tung 
Pi-wu (age 89) died in April.

o
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