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Statement of the Government of the
People’s Republic of China

October 24, 1962

Serious armed clashes have recently taken place on
the Sino-Indian border. This occurrence is most un-
fortunate. The Chinese and Indian peoples have always
been friendly to each other and should remain so from
generation to generation. That China and India should
cross swords on account of the boundary question is
something the Chinese Government and people are un-
willing to see, it is also what the peace-loving countries
and people of the whole world are unwilling to see.

The Sino-Indian boundary question is a question left
over by history. There is a traditional customary bound-
ary between the two countries, but the boundary between
the two countries has never been formally delimited.
The so-called McMahon Line in the eastern sector is a
line which the British imperialists attempted to force
upon China by taking advantage of the powerlessness of
the Chinese and the Indian peoples. It is illegal and has
never been recognized by the Chinese Government. After
the independence of India, and especially around the time
of the peaceful liberation of the Tibet region of China,
the Indian side gradually extended its scope of actual
control in the eastern sector northward from the tradi-
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tional customary line to the vicinity of the so-called |
McMahon Line. In the middle and western sectors, up |
to 1959 the extent of actual control by China and India |

in the main conformed to the traditional customary line,

except at individual places. Although India occupied j
more than 90,000 square kilometres of Chinese territory 4
in the eastern sector, provoked two border clashes in 1959 3

and made claim to large tracts of Chinese territory, the
Chinese Government has always stood for a peaceful
settlement of the Sino-Indian boundary question through
negotiations and held that, pending a peaceful settlement,
the extent of actual control by each side should be
respected and neither side should alter the state of the
boundary by unilateral action.

Seeking a peaceful settlement of the Sino-Indian
boundary question, Premier Chou En-lai went to New
Delhi in April 1960 to hold talks with Prime Minister
Nehru, and tried hard to reach a preliminary agreement
conducive to a settlement of the boundary question.
Regrettably, the sincere effort of the Chinese side did
not evoke a response from the Indian side. Following
that, the meeting of the officials of China and India
likewise failed to yield results as it should.

The Chinese Government has always held that, even
though China and India cannot for a time reach agreed
opinions on the boundary question, this should not lead
to border clashes. As early as 1959, the Chinese Govern-
ment repeatedly proposed that the armed forces of each
side withdraw 20 kilometres all along the border and stop
frontier patrols so as to disengage the armed forces of
the two sides and avoid conflict. After the Indian side
rejected these proposals, China unilaterally stopped
patrols on its side of the boundary in the hope that this
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might help ease the border situation. Contrary to our
expectations, the Indian side, taking advantage of this
circumstance, pressed forward steadily and Penetrated
deep into Chinese territory, first in the middle ?nd
western, and then in the eastern, sectors of the Sl-no-
Indian boundary, set up scores of military strongpomts
and continually caused armed clashes, thus making the
border situation increasingly tense. ’

In the past year and more, the Chinese Govgrnment
has again and again asked India to stop *changing the
status quo of the boundary by force and return to 1;}1'e
table of negotiations. In the last three months3 tl'le Chi-
nese Government three times proposed negotiating tl:te
Sino-Indian boundary question without any pre-condi-
tions, but all three times met with the refusal. of. the
Indian Government. The Indian Government. insisted
that negotiations cannot start until China has withdrawn
from vast tracts of China’s own territory.

Especially shocking to China is the fact that the In-
dian Government, after rejecting China’s peaceful pro’—:
posal, on October 12 ordered the Indian forces to “free
Chinese frontiers of Chinese troops. Then, on Octqber 20,
Indian forces started a massive general offensive In both
the eastern and western sectors of the Sino—Indiffln border.
In these serious circumstances, the Chinese frontier guards
had no choice but to strike back in self-defence.

Fierce fighting is now going on. The occurrence o(i
this grave situation pains the Chinesg Governme.nt and
people and disturbs the Asian and African couptr}es and
people. After all, what issue is there between China an.
India that cannot be settled peacefully? What reason 1s
there for bloody clashes to occur between Cbl,na an.d
India? China does not want a single inch of India’s terri-
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tory. In no circumstances is it conceivable for the Sino-
Indian boundary question to be settled by force. China
and India are both big countries of Asia having a major
responsibility for peace in Asia and the world. They are
initiators of the Five Principles of Peaceful Co-existence
and participants of the Bandung Conference. Although
the relations between China and India are presently very
tense, there is no reason to abandon the Five Principles
of Peaceful Cp—existence and the spirit of the Bandung
Conference. The Chinese Government holds that both
the Chinese and Indian Governments should take to
heart the fundamenta] interests of the 1,100 million peo-
ple of China and India, the common interests of the people
of the two countries in their struggle against imperialism
and the interests of Asian peace and Asian-African soli-
darity, and try their best to seek a way to stop the border
conflict, reopen peaceful negotiations and settle the Sino-
Indian boundary question.

In line with its consistent stand for a peaceful settle-
ment of the Sino-Indian boundary question, the Chinese
Government now solemnly puts forward the following
three proposals:

(1) Both parties affirm that the Sino-Indian boundary
question must be settled peacefully through negotiations,
Pending a peaceful settlement, the Chinese Government
hopes that the Indian Government will agree that both
parties respect the line of actual control between the two
sides along the entire Sino-Indian border, and the armed
forces of each side withdraw 20 kilometres from this line
and disengage,

(2) Provided that the Indian Government agrees to
the above proposal, the Chinese Government is willing,
through consultation between the two parties, to with-
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draw its frontier guards in the eastern sectorl . oft :ﬁ:
border to the north of the line of actual contro ; acmss
same time, both China and India undex:t::nke not :) o
the line of actual control, ie., the traditional cus (:1!:1- y
line, in the middle and western sectors of the 1ll)or n;ed
Matters relating to the disengagement of t et. ar o
forces of the two parties and th? ] cessa {on el
armed conflict shall be negotiated by officials des.lgnla
by the Chinese and Indian Governm?nts respect.:lve y‘ier
(3) The Chinese Government con§1ders t.hat, n 0(11' )
to seek a friendly settlement of the Slno-.lndnan bou; .a:n Z
question, talks should be held ozcte af'an:a lzntslil;erez;; e
Ministers of China and Indi.a. a tim omsidered to
be appropriate by both partles., the (.Zh.mese oP nment
welcome the Indian Prime Mlms.ter to Peking;
:;71(1): lghould be inconvenient to the Indian Govg:;lrlxilefnot;
the Chinese Premier would be ready to go to
tal;;.e Chinese Government appeals to the In;l;azeGZ\;_
ernment for a positive response to the aboveh r ovzm_
posals. The Chinese Government apl_)eals to the ffort "
ments of Asian and African countries for an e0 x k
bring about the materialization of these three pr _I;oviné
The Chinese Government ap}lreals tota.llrl1 ’;)1;1(3) rﬁﬁiliclfg g
i eople to do their part i .
ggl;;;t:e;r?erﬁlsgﬁpf) Asian-African solidarity and world

peace,




Premier Chou En-lai’s Letter to the Leaders of .
‘ Asian and African Countries on the
Sino-Indian Boundary Question

November 15, 1962

Peking, November 15, 1962
Your Excellency,

The unfortunate border conflict between China and
India has been going on for several weeks. There are
indications that this conflict, far from being halted, will
grow in scale. The Chinese Government feels deeply
disturbed over this situation which has also evoked the
profound concern of many Asian and African countries.
I am taking the liberty of writing to you in the hope
that my letter may be of help to Your Excellency in your
endeavours to promote a peaceful settlement of the Sino-
Indian boundary question.

(1) China has worked consistently for the peaceful
settlement of questions related to its boundaries. China
has a boundary question not only in relation to India,
but also in relation to several of its other southwestern
neighbours. Traced to their root, these boundary ques-
tions were largely created by the imperialists and colo-
nialists before our countries attained independence. Since
we won independence, the imperialists and colonialists
have tried to make use of these boundary questions to
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create disputes among us newly indfependent st.ates. 'I.‘he
Chinese Government therefore considers that, in d(.eahng
with such boundary questions, we should cleal.ﬂly discern
that these are issues between Asian and African cqun—
tries which are not the same as issues between Asian-
African countries and the imperialist powers; we shoulctI:
be on guard lest we be taken in by the imperialist attemp
iscord among us.
'fO IiO:stich as the bgoundary questions are a lfegacy of
history, neither New China nor the other newly indepen-
dent countries concerned should shoulder t%1e blarpe.
Hence the Chinese Government holds th.at, in deahrll{g
with the boundary questions, both the hlstor%cal baf: -
ground and the actual situation that has. come into befng
must be taken into account, and that, instead of t;"ygllg
to impose its claims on the other party, eac:h 0! <_e
parties concerned should seek a settlemen.t that is reaslc)tn_
able and fair to both parties through fr1gnd1y consut a1
tions and in a spirit of mutual understagdmg a'nd.n;u uaf
accommodation on the basis of the .Fn{e Princip. e; ot
Peaceful Co-existence and the Ten Principles adopted a
Bandung Conference. .

th<Ien this siirit China and Burn'1a have? settled.nu;aci
friendly way their boundary question, which v(v:ahs; 1{5l fact
much more complicated than that between . n e
India. Similarly, a friendly settlement of the o
Nepalese boundary question was .brought about nﬁestiong
ago. In regard to the Sino-Indian boundar'y. :_[ triven’
the Chinese Government has, in the same sp1r(1i 5 S e
for a friendly and peaceful settlement with Iﬁ 1a.alrt v
withstanding every conceivable effort on the 1:1 e o
China during the past three years or more, t de q]’1 ostion
remains unsettled, and indeed has developed 1
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sanguinary border conflict of today. Why this is so is a
question that deserves serious thought. For this reason
I deem it necessary here to review the background of
the Sino~-Indian boundary question.

(2) Historically, the Chinese and Indian peoples have
always lived together in peace and amity. Although the
boundary between China and India has never been
formally delimited, no border dispute had ever arisen
between them before the British colonialists came to the
East. This was so because a traditional customary bound-
ary line had long taken shape on the basis of the extent
of each side’s administrative jurisdiction in the long course
of time during which the two peoples lived together in
peace. This line was respected by the Indian as well
as the Chinese peoples. The eastern sector of this tradi-
tional customary boundary runs along the southern foot
of the Himalayas, the middle sector along the Himalayas,
and the western sector along the Karakoram range (see
attached Map 1).

In the eastern sector, the area disputed by the Indian
Government north of the traditional customary line has
always belonged to China. This area comprises Monyul,
Loyul and Lower Tsayul, which are all part of the Tibet
region. It covers a total area of 90,000 square kilometres
and is equivalent in size to three Belgiums or nine
Lebanons. The inhabitants who have long lived in this
area are either Tibetans or peoples closely akin to them.
A case in point is the Monba people, who speak the
Tibetan language and believe in Lamaism. Most of the
geographical names here are in the Tibetan language
For instance, a river is called “chu” here, hence the
Nyamjang River is called Nyamjang Chu; a mountain

pass is called “la,” hence the Se Pass is called “Sela”;
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a district is called “yul,” hence the Mon district is called
“Monyul.” The administrative set-up here was th_e .same
as that in the other parts of Tibet; the basic administra-
tive unit was called “Dzong,” as in the .case of Senge
Dzong and Dirang Dzong. Up to the tlme.when the
British colonialists and the Indians came to this area, t.he
local authorities of China’s Tibet region hac:l glways main-
tained administrative organs, appointed officials, col.lected
taxes and exercised judicial authority he.zre. Tl?ls ad-
ministrative jurisdiction was never called in questlon._

In the middle sector, the places disputed by th.e Indian
Government east of the traditional customary line have
always belonged to China. They cover a total area cﬁ
2,000 square kilometres. The inhabitants are nearly a
Tibetans. The Tibet local government hac? all al.ong
exercised jurisdiction over these plgcgs, and(lt.s archn{es
to this day contain documents pertaining to this exercise

jurisdiction. .
* IJIIH;ISS ::Nestern sector, the area disputefi by the Indian
Government north and east of the traditxpnal customgry
line has always belonged to China. 'Th1s area consmti
mainly of Aksai Chin in China’s Sinkiang and a partog0
the Ari district of Tibet. It covers a tqtal area of 33,.
square kilometres and is equivalent in size t(? one Bfelglum
or three Lebanons, Though sparsely 1nh§b1t.ed,. tl}lskfslrea
has always served as the traffic artery l}nklng Slr:i iang
with Ari in Tibet. The Kirghiz an.d Ulgh-ur helr ime:
of Sinkiang are in the custom of grazing their cat:c‘ gh.er’s.
The name Aksai Chin is the Uighur ber.m for ina
desert of white stones.” To this day, this area remains
hinese jurisdiction. |
ung}e;z (t:raditionill customary boundary was not on}ydre;
spected by both China and India over a long period o
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time, but also reflected in early official British maps

Bgfore 1?65, the delineation of the western sector of the
Slno-Ind1ar} boundary in official British maps coincided
roughly with the traditional customary line (see Ref-

erence Map 1), and before 1936 their delineation of the 3

eastern sector similarly coincided rou i
' ' ghly with the tradi-
tional customary line (see Reference Map 2 A and Bl) l

(3) The Sino-Indian boundary dispute is a legacy of 1

British imperialist aggression. After it had completel
broyght India under its domination, British imperialismy
taking advantage of the powerless state of the Indian’
people, turned its spearhead of aggression and expansion
tow.;vards China’s southwestern and northwestern frontiers
using India as its base. From the second half of the’
mr.le.teel.ith century to the beginning of the twentieth
Brl.t1§h_ imperialism was actively engaged in conspiratorial,
agt1v1t1es of aggression against China’s Tibet and Sin-
klapg. Its attempt to force open China’s back door was
des1gned to co-ordinate with its aggression along the coast
and in the heartland of China. In 1911 there occurred
the I.'evolution which overthrew the absolute imperial
rule in China. Seizing upon this as an opportune moment
to detach Tibet from China, British imperialism sought
to negate China’s sovereignty in Tibet by recognizign
mt_arely China’s so-called suzerainty there. It was againsgt
this hlstorif:al background that the Simla Conference was
cor.n{ened in 1914. But even at that Conference the
Br{tlsh representative dared not openly demand that
tch}:ng C(;de large tracts .of its territory. It was outside
e O;)I;hereg}clg and behind the back of the representa-
reprecont :t Chinese Central Government that the British
theouat lve drew the notorious “McMahon Line”
gh a secret exchange of letters with the representa~
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tive of the Tibet local authorities, attempting thereby to
annex 90,000 square kilometres of China’s territory to
British India. The then Chinese Government refused to
recognize this illegal McMahon Line. So have all Chinese
Governments since then. That is why even the British
Government dared not publicly draw this Line on its
maps before 1936. :

The illegal McMahon Line was wholly imposed on the
Chinese people by British imperialism. Although it con-
trived this Line, for quite a long time afterwards it dared
not intrude into the area lying south of this illegal Line
and north of the Sino-Indian traditional customary line.
It was not until the last phase of the Second World War
that British imperialism, utilizing the opportunity af-
forded by the then Chinese Government’s inability to
look after its southwestern frontiers, seized a small part
of this area.

In the western sector of the Sino-Indian border, British
imperialism, seeking a short-cut for invading the heart
of Sinkiang, laid covetous eyes on the relatively flat Aksai
Chin in the eighteen sixties and dispatched military in-
telligence agents to infiltrate into the area for unlawful
surveys. In compliance with the will of British impe-
rialism, these agents worked out an assortment of bound-
ary lines for truncating Sinkiang. The British Govern-
ment did try at one time to alter according to its own
wishes the traditional customary line in the western
sector of the Sino-Indian border, but was promptly re-
buffed by the Chinese Government.

Britain’s attempt was to obliterate the traditional
customary boundary line formed between China and
India over a long period of time, and to attain its im-
perialist aims of aggression by carving up China’s terri-
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tory and expanding the territory of British India. Yet "

it dared not completely negate the traditional customary
boundary line between China and India or bring out in
their entirety the illegal boundary lines it had contrived.
From 1865 to 1953 British and Indian maps either did
not show any alignment of the boundary in the western
. sector at all, or showed it in an indistinct fashion and

marked it as undefined. It was only from 1936 onwards

that the illegal McMahon Line in the eastern sector
appeared on British and Indian maps, but up to 1953 it
was still designated as undemarcated (see Reference Map
3).

(4) India and China attained independence in 1947 and
1949 respectively. Friendly relations were developed by
the two countries on a new basis. However, owing to
causes from the Indian side, there has been a dark side
to the Sino-Indian relations from the very beginning.

Thanks to their mutual efforts, China and India estab-
lished diplomatic relations quite early, jointly initiated
the famous Five Principles of Peaceful Co-existence, and
signed the Agreement on Trade and Intercourse Between
the Tibet Region of China and India. This brought about
a definite development in the friendly relations between
the two countries. China and India ought to have cast
away the entire legacy of imperialism and established
and developed their relations of mutual friendship on a
completely new basis. The Indian Government, however,
inherited the British imperialists’ covetous desires
towards the Tibet region of China and persisted in re-
garding Tibet as India’s sphere of influence, or sought
at least to transform it into a buffer zone between China
and India. For this reason, the Indian Government tried
its best to obstruct the peaceful liberation of Tibet in
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1950. When these attempts proved of no avail,_Indla
pressed forward in an all-out advance on the illegal
McMahon Line in the eastern sector of the bordgr and
completely occupied China’s territory south of’ that illegal
Line and north of the traditional customary line. In the
middle sector of the Sino-Indian border, apart from long
ago inheriting from British imperialism the encroach-
ment on Sang and Tsungsha, India further encroached
on Chuva, Chuje, Shipki Pass, Puling-Sumdo, Sangcha,
and Lapthal after 1954. After 1954, India also encroached
on Parigas in the western sector of the border._

While it was occupying large tracts of Chllnese ter-
ritory, India suddenly made a unilateral alteratl'or.l of the
Sino-Indian traditional customary line in its official map
published in 1954. It presented in its entirety thg version
of the Sino-Indian boundary insidiously _contrlv'ed by
British imperialism and tried to impose this version on
China as the delimited boundary between China and
India (see Reference Map 4). .

The Chinese Government did not accept Indian en-
croachment on large tracts of Chinese territory, nonethe-
less it took the position that an amicable settlement of
the Sino-Indian boundary question should. be sought
through peaceful negotiations, and that, pending a sett}e—
ment, the status quo of the boundary should be main-
tained. China does not recognize the so—called‘ McMahon
Line, yet in the interest of settling the S.ino-Ind%an bo;md—
ary question through negotiations, it refrau;ed hrom
crossing this Line. As for maps of the tw.o parties s oy;r-
ing the boundary, they can be brought into conf}clmmg
only after the boundary question has beeg settled throug
negotiations between the two parties. This was the proce-
dure by which maps of China and Burma and maps
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of China and Nepal showing the boundary lines between }
them were brought into conformity. The delineation of |
the Sino-Indian boundary on maps published by China §

has its historical and factual basis. But in view of the

fact that the Sino-Indian boundary has not been formally
delimited, China has never imposed its maps on India; §

at the same time, China will under no circumstances
accept the maps unilaterally altered by India.

From 1950 to 1958, tranquillity generally prevailed |
along the Sino-Indian border because China adhered to the

policy of seeking an amicable settlement of the boundary
question through peaceful negotiations, although even in
that period India was already sowing seeds for provoking
future boundary disputes and border clashes.

(5) After the rebellion in Tibet, the Indian Govern-
ment formally laid claim to large tracts of Chinese terri-
tory., In March 1959 a rebellion of serf-owners broke
out in the Tibet region of China. The Indian Govern-
ment not only aided and abetted this rebellion, but gave
refuge to the remnant rebels after the rebellion had been
put down, and connived at their anti-Chinese political
activities in India. Soon after the rebellion broke out
in Tibet, Prime Minister Nehru formally presented to
the Chinese Government a claim to large tracts of Chi-
nese territory. He asked the Chinese Government not
only to recognize as legal Indian occupation of Chinese
territory in the eastern sector of the Sino-Indian border,
but also to recognize as part of India the Aksai Chin
area in the western sector of the Sino-Indian border
which India had never occupied (see attached Map 2).

India’s territorial claim to Aksai Chin was conjured
up and is devoid of any basis whatever. China has
always exercised its jurisdiction in this area. In 1950 it
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was through this area that units of the Chinese Péople’s
Liberation Army advanced from Sinkiang into Ari, Tibet.
And it was through this area that between 1956 and 1957
the Chinese side constructed the Sinkiang-Tibet Highway,
a gigantic task of engineering. As a matter of faet, up
to 1958, India had never disputed the fact of China’s
exercise of jurisdiction over this area. But now the
Indian Government asserted that this area had always
belonged to India, and that it was not until 1957 that
the Chinese had entered it clandestinely. If India had
always exercised jurisdiction over this area, it is beyond
comprehension how India could have been unaware .of
the passing of the Chinese People’s Liberation A.rmy units
through this area to Tibet and of the construction of ’Fhe
gigantic highway. It was only from a pictorial magazine
published in China that the Indian Government came to
know that China had built the highway. In September
1958 the Indian side sent patrols to intrude into this area,
but they were immediately detained by Chinese f‘rontier
guards. How could this have happened if Indla} had
really exercised jurisdiction over this area? In pomt. of
fact, Prime Minister Nehru himself said in the Indian
Rajya Sabha on September 10, 1959 that this :';u‘ea “has
not been under any kind of administration.” On
November 23 of the same year, he further stated in the
Indian Rajya Sabha, “During British rule, as far as I
know, this area was neither inhabited by any people nor
were there any outposts.” Though Prime Minister .N ehru
was in no position to assess correctly the situation on
the Chinese side, his words nevertheless demons.tra.te
authoritatively that India has never exercised jurisdic-

tion over this area.
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Having occupied 90,000 square kilometres of Chinese 1
territory in the eastern sector and 2,000 square kilo- |
metres of Chinese territory in the middle sector of the |

Sino-Indian border, India now wants to occupy another

33,000 square kilometres of Chinese territory in the
western sector. In other words, India views both the §
parts of Chinese territory it has occupied and the other |
parts of Chinese territory it has not yet occupied as §
belonging to India. This represents a demand which }
even the overbearing British imperialists dared not put }
to semi-colonial, old China. That a newly-independent |
India should have made such a demand came as a com-~ |

plete shock to China.

The gravity of the situation lies not only in India’s
extensive claims to Chinese territory, but also in its
subsequent use of force to change unilaterally the state
of the boundary that had emerged, so as to realize Indian
territorial claims. Indian armed forces crossed the illegal
McMahon Line in the eastern sector, invaded and occupied
Tamaden, Longju and Khinzemane north of the Line;
and in August 1959, in the course of invading Longju,
provoked the first sanguinary border clash. In October
1959 Indian armed forces crossed the traditional custom-
ary boundary line in the western sector and provoked a
sanguinary border clash of an even graver nature at
Kongka Pass. These two border clashes were omens that
India would further aggravate the situation on the Sino-
Indian border.

(6) The Chinese Government held that, in order to
averi conflict along the border, ways must be found to
effect a disengagement of the armed forces of the two
sides, and at the same time negotiations must be started
quickly to seek a peaceful settlement of the boundary
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question. The Chinese Government was determined to
take every possible measure within its power to prevent
a deterioration of the situation,

On November 7, 1959, the Chinese Government proposed
to the Indian Government that the armed forces of each
side withdraw 20 kilometres from the line of actual con-
trol along the entire Sino-Indian border and halt patrqls.
The line of actual control referred to here coincided with
the traditional customary line in the western and middle
sectors except for the parts of Chinese territory wh'ich
India had invaded and occupied as referred to in Section
(4) above; in the eastern 'sector, the line of actual con-
trol coincided with the illegal McMahon Line except for
Khinzemane which was then still under Indian occupa-
tion (see attached Map 3). The Chinese Government
also proposed that the Prime Ministers of the two coun-
tries hold talks to discuss the Sino-Indian boundary
question. But these proposals were rejected by ‘.che
Indian Government. On November 16, 1959 the Indian
Government put forward a counter-proposal yvhich would
require all Chinese personnel in the Aksai Chin area of
China’s Sinkiang to withdraw to the east of the line
which India claimed to be the international boundary,
and all Indian personnel in this area to withdraw to the
west of the line which China claimed to be the interna-
tional boundary. Since Indian personnel had never ac-
tually come into this area, the Indian proposal was
tantamount to demanding the unilateral withdra\yal of
Chinese personnel from vast tracts of their own territory.
The Chinese Government then put this question to the
Indian Government: Since the Indian Government .held
that each side should withdraw behind the lir?e clamr}ed
by the other side in the western sector of the Sino-Indian
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border, did this mean that the Indian Government agreed
that in the eastern sector as well, each side should with-
draw behind the line claimed by the other side? —in
other words, that India should withdraw to the south of
the traditional customary line pointed out by China,
while China should withdraw to the north of the so-
called McMahon Line claimed by India? The Indian Gov-
ernment was at a loss to answer this question and merely
kept insisting that its proposal was only applicable to the
western sector. Very clearly, the Indian Government
had no interest in an amicable settlement of the Sino-
Indian boundary question through peaceful negotiations
on a fair and reasonable basis, nor had it any interest
in separating the armed forces of the two sides on the
basis of the line of actual control with a view to forestall-
ing border clashes. What it was after was only to use
armed forces to edge Chinese personnel out of Chinese
territory in the western sector of the Sino-Indian border,

Despite this, the Chinese Government still maintained
that it was of paramount urgency to avert conflict along
the border. Hence, after the Indian Government had
rejected the Chinese Government’s proposals that each

side withdraw its armed forces 20 kilometres from the

line of actual control and stop patrols, China unilaterally
discontinued patrols on its side of the boundary. The
Chinese Government hoped that, by so doing, at least
a disengagement of the armed forces of the two sides
could be effected which would be conducive io avoiding
border clashes and maintaining tranquillity in the border
region,

(7) With a view to seeking a peaceful settlement of
the Sino-Indian boundary question, the Chinese Premier
visited New Delhi in April 1960 and held talks with Prime
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Minister Nehru. In the course of the talks, I repeatedly
explained that the boundary question should be. settled
peacefully on a fair and reasonable basis; that if there
could not be a settlement for the time being, the state
of the boundary that had already emerged should be
maintained; and that the armed forces of the two sides
should be disengaged in order to forestall clashes. At
the conclusion of the talks, I summed up the following
six points as points of common ground or of close
proximity emerging from the talks, namely:

1. There exist disputes with regard to the boundary
between the two sides.

2. There exists between the two countries a line of
actual control up to which each side exercises
administrative jurisdiction.

3. In determining the boundary between the two
countries, certain geographical principles, such as
watersheds, river valleys and mountain passes,
should be equally applicable to all sectors of the
boundary.

4. A settlement of the boundary question between
the two countries should take into account the
national feelings of the two peoples towards the
Himalayas and the Karakoram Mountains. '

5. Pending a settlement of the boundary. ques.tlon
between the two countries through discussions,
both sides should keep to the line of actual con-
trol and should not put forward territorial claims
as pre-conditions, but individual adjustments may
be made. :

6. In order to ensure tranquillity on thP: border so
as to facilitate the discussion, both sides should
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continue to refrain from patrolling along all sectors ‘

of the boundary.

I suggested that these points of common ground be
affirmed so as to facilitate further discussions by the two
Governments. These six points are entirely equitable

and involve no demands imposed by one side on the v

other. They include views expressed to me during the
talks by Prime Minister Nehru himself. Yet Prime
Minister Nehru refused to confirm these six points. His
refusal in fact meant that the Indian Government was
unwilling to recognize the existence of a line of actual
control between the two countries, unwilling to agree to
observe this line pending a settlement of the boundary
question through negotiations and refrain from putting
forward territorial claims as pre-conditions to negotiations,
unwilling to disengage the armed forces of the two sides
So as to forestall border clashes, and even unwilling to
recognize the objective fact that there exist disputes
between the two sides with regard to the boundary. In
those talks, Prime Minister Nehru took the position that
the Chinese Government must unconditionally accede to
India’s territorial claims and refused to leave any room
for negotiation. These were claims which even British
imperialism dared not put before the Chinese Govern-
ment. Prime Minister Nehru was fully aware that the
Chinese Government would in no circumstances agree to
these claims. By pressing them he was clearly seeking,
out of unrevealed motives, to keep the boundary ques-
tion unsettled and the border situation tense indefinitely.

Subsequently, during the meetings between officials
of the two countries held from June to December in
1960, the Chinese side proved with a large volume of
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conclusive data that the traditional custo¥nary boundary
line as pointed out by China had a historical and fgctual
pasis. But the Indian side, mainly relying on obviously
valueless material from British travellers and adven-
turers, insisted that the illegal McMahon Line was the
traditional customary line in the easterr% sector of ’?he
Sino-Indian border, and that Aksai Chin over which
China had always exercised jurisdiction belonged to
India. Thus, the meetings between officials of the tw
countries also failed to yield results. '
(8) The sincerity for conciliation demonstrated by
the Chinese Government during the talks l.)etween the
two Prime Ministers was taken by the Indian Govern-
ment as an indication that China was weak and could
be bullied, and China’s unilateral halting of border patrols
was taken as an opportunity to take advantage of. There-
fore, after the meetings between the officials of thc.a two
countries had concluded, Indian troops crossed the line of
actual control first in the western and then in the ea.«:;tern
sector of the border, occupied more and more €Chinese
territory and engaged in ever more serious armed pro-
ns. '
voIthl‘;e western sector of the border, begim‘nng from
1961, and particularly from last April on, Indian troops
made repeated inroads into Chinese territory, and set up
additional military strongpoints. Prior to thfe recent gen-
eral outbreak of clashes on the border, India had e§tab—
lished a total of 43 strongpoints encroaching on Chinese
territory in the western sector of the border (see attached
Map 4). Some were set up only a few mfztres away
from Chinese posts, others even behind C?unese'p.osts,
cutting off their access to the rear. As Prime Minister
Nehru put it in addressing the Indian Lok Sabha on June

21







	img001.pdf
	img002.pdf
	img003.pdf
	img004.pdf
	img005.pdf
	img006.pdf
	img007.pdf
	img008.pdf
	img009.pdf
	img010.pdf
	img011.pdf
	img012.pdf
	img013.pdf
	img014.pdf

