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1. Members of the Chinese Delegation1
Jagat Mehta from Kannampilly
Chinese Foreign Office handed over following list of Chou En-lai's party.
Begins:
1. Chou En-lai

Premier of the State Council.

2. Chen Yi

Vice Premier of the State Council and Minister for
Foreign Affairs.

3. Chang Han-fu

Vice Minister for Foreign Affairs.

4. ChangYen

Deputy Director of the Office in Charge of Foreign
Affairs, State Council.

5. Chiao Kuan-hua Assistant Minister for Foreign Affairs.
6. Lo Ching-chang

Deputy Director of the Premier's Secretariat.

7. Chang Wen-chin Director of the First Asian Department, Ministry of
Foreign Affairs.
8. Kang Mao-chao

Deputy Director of the Indo Department, Ministry
of Foreign Affairs.

9. Li Shu-huai

Department Deputy Director, Ministry of Public
Security.
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10.Huag Shu-tsu Deputy Director of the Health Protection Bureau,
Ministry of Public Health.
11. Chou Chia-ting

Secretary of the Premier's Secretariat.

12. Pu Shou-chang

Secretary of the Premier's Secretariat.

13. HoChien

Secretary of the Premier's Secretariat.

14. Han Hsu

Assistant Director of the Protocol Department,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

15. Ma Lieh

Secretary of the Premier's Secretariat.

16. Ni Yung Heh

Assistant Director of the First Asian Department,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

17. Chien Chia-tung

Section Chief, First Asian Department, Ministry of
Foreign Affairs.

18. ChouNan

Section Chief, West Asia and Africa Department,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

19. Chu Chi-yu

Section Chief, Ministry of Public Security.

20. Tuan Lien-cheng

English Interpreter.

21. Liao Teh-yun

Deputy Section Chief, First Asian Department,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

22. Tu Kuo-wei

Deputy Section Chief, First Asian Department,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

23. Cheng Yuan-kung
24. Shih Kuo-pao

Chief Aide of the Premier of the State Council.
Secretary of the Vice Premier of the State Council
Chen Yi.

25. Kung Heng-cheng

Secretary of the Vice Premier of the State Council
Chen Yi.

26. Chen Kuo-lung

Secretary, General Office Ministry of Foreign
Affairs.

27. Pien Chih-chiang
28. Chao. Ling-chung

Physician of the Premier of the State Council.
Staff member, Protocol Department, Ministry of
Foreign Affairs.

29. Chi Chao-chu

English Interpreter.

30. Sung Teh

English Interpreter.

31. Chao Hsing-chieh

Aide of the Premier of the State Council.

List of accompanying Pressmen:
1. Yu Min-sheng

Correspondent of the Hsinhua News Agency.

2. Shen Shou-yuan Correspondent of the Hsinhua News Agency.
3. Tu Hsiu-hsien

Photographer,

4. KO Lei

Cameraman.

5. Chuang Wei

Cameraman.

6. KaO Liang (already in India) Correspondent of the Hsinhua News
Agency.
7. Tu Pei-lin

Correspondent of the Hsinhua News Agency. Ends

2. W. Averell Harriman to Nehru2
W. Averell Harriman,
16 East Eighty-First Street, New York 28, New York
April 8, 1960
My dear Prime Minister,
You may recall that when you so kindly received me last year, we touched
in our talks on the subject of the Chinese People's Republic and United
States relations with them. I expressed the opinion that the first
requirement was a more intimate understanding on our part of
developments within mainland China. I therefore suggested that
responsible Americans should be encouraged to visit China and report to
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our government and our people, and expressed the hope that I personally
could pay such a visit. I gained the impression that you were not
unsympathetic with this idea.
When I was in the Soviet Union last spring I asked my travelling
companion, Mr. Charles Thayer, a former Foreign Service Officer, to call
on the Chinese Ambassador in Moscow and ask for permission for me to
visit China. My request was forwarded to Peking. Mr. Thayer was
subsequently advised by a secretary of the Chinese Embassy that the
government considered "in view of the state of Chinese American
relations, it would be inconvenient for Mr. Harriman to visit China this
year. However, the Chinese government thought that perhaps next year,
if Mr. Harriman so desired, a visit would be possible."
Last October Mr. Thayer was again in Moscow and at my request inquired
whether my visit to China had yet been approved. So far I have received
no reply.
A couple of weeks ago Mr. John D. Rockefeller III, who had just returned
from Burma, told me of a talk he had had with Mr. Aung, the Burmese
Foreign Minister. Mr. Aung had accompanied the Prime Minister, General
Ne Win, on his recent trip to Peking. Apparently my name came up in
conversation, along with the names of several other prominent Americans
who wished to visit China. According to Mr. Aung, the Chinese Minister
indicated that they would be glad to receive me if they were sure I had a
genuine interest in visiting China.
I am at a loss to know how I can give this assurance to the Chinese
authorities, and it occurred to me that you might be willing to mention the
subject to Mr. Chou En-lai, or to ask a member of Mr. Chou En-lai's party.
I believe that it would be desirable to have someone travel with me in
China—Mr. Thayer or some other individual, not necessarily Chinesespeaking (Mr. Thayer does not speak Chinese). The North American
Newspaper Alliance would syndicate my reports as they did during my
visit to India last year. As you know, this syndicate is carried by a number
of the most responsible newspapers in the United States.

With all your preoccupations, I would not bother you with this matter if I
did not believe that it had some significance, and I turn to you as a friend.
I want to take this occasion to thank you and your colleagues again for all
the courtesies that were shown Mrs. Harriman and me last year. For me it
was a most agreeable and profitable experience. I gained so much
information that I have been passing as an authority on India; and
because of my confidence in your programs, this may have done some
good.
I have had an opportunity to talk with Ambassador B. K. Nehru on several
occasions. He is a most effective proponent.
You know that this year will not be the best for constructive action. As the
price of democracy, in a few months the political drums will be beating so
loudly that no other voice can be heard. But on the whole, public opinion
in the United States regarding India is developing satisfactorily. Your kind
reception of President Eisenhower was most helpful. I believe all of this
will lead to effective action.
With my warm regards, and all best wishes in your negotiations.
Sincerely,
Averell Harriman

Chou En-Lai's Programme3
As on 14th April, 1960.
Tentatative Programme for the Visit of His Excellency Mr. Chou En-Lai,
Prime Minister of the State Council of the People's Republic of China.
Tuesday, 19th April, 1960.
1700

Arrive Delhi (IAF Station, Palam).
Reception by the Prime Minister, Mayor, Cabinet
Minister and senior officials.
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Guard of Honour.
Presentation of Heads of Mission etc.
Proceed to Rashtrapati Bhavan.
2030

Dinner in suite.

Wednesday, 20th April, 1960.
0930

Visit Rajghat - Lay wreath.

1000

Call on the President.

1100

Discussions commence.

1315

Lunch in suite.

Free for discussions and visits.
2030 Banquet by the Prime Minister.
Thursday, 21st April, 1960.
0930

Call on the Vice-President.
Free for discussions and visits.

1315

Lunch by the President.
Free for discussions and visits.

1900

Reception by the Ambassador of China.

2030

Dinner in suite.

Friday, 22nd April, 1960.
A.M.

Free for discussions and visits.

1315

Lunch by the Vice-President.
Free for discussions and visits.

1830

Dance and Music Recital at Rashtrapati Bhavan.

2030

Dinner in suite.

Saturday, 23rd April, 1960.
A.M.

Free for discussions and visits.

1315

Lunch in suite.
Free for discussions and visits.

2030

Dinner in suite.

Sunday, 25th April, 1960.
A.M.

Free for discussions and visits.

1315

Lunch in suite.

Free for discussions and visits.
2030 Dinner in suite.
Monday, 25th April, 1960.
A.M.

Free for discussions and visits.

1315

Lunch in suite.
Free for discussions and visits.

2030

Dinner in suite.

Tuesday, 26th April, 1960.
Leaves India as convenient.

4. Nehru to A.C.N. Nambiar4
Circuit House,
Tezpur
April 15, 1960
My dear Nanu,5
Thank you for your letter of the 5th April 1960. I have read it with much
interest, more especially about the account of conditions in Africa.
You refer to Dr Astaldi6 and his special interest in the building of roads in
mountain regions by modern methods. We are at present very much
concerned with such road building in our mountain areas. Because of
Chinese incursions in the Himalayas, this question of road building has
been thrust upon us as it becomes an essential part of defence, apart
from development of those areas. Normally, we would have proceeded
slowly, as we have been doing, because this is a costly undertaking. Now,
however, we have to speed this process. We have, therefore, made a list
of these essential roads in the mountains, both in the north-east of India
and in the Ladakh area. We have also formed a special board for this
4
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purpose and laid down certain rules to expedite building and prevent
delays. Essentially this board consists of military engineers.7
I shall be glad to have a note from Dr Astaldi about these modern
methods of building roads in mountainous areas. If necessary later, we
can ask some experts to come here.
I have received Scarpa's8 book. Not knowing Italian, I shall not endeavour
to read it. But I am writing a brief note to him thanking him for the book.
I am writing this letter from Assam where I have come to see some of our
military establishments as well as to visit a transit camp of the Tibetan
refugees in India.9 I shall be returning to Delhi soon where a heavy task
awaits me. That is the meeting with Premier Chou En-lai.
Yours affectionately,
Jawaharlal Nehru

5. At Palam Airport: Welcoming Chou En-lai10
Your Excellency Mr. Prime Minister,11
In welcoming you today as our honoured guest, I am reminded of your
previous visits to India. You came here first nearly six years ago after the
7
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Geneva Conference on Indo-China.12 Later, Your Excellency came about
three years ago13 as the representative of a great people conveying your
greetings and good wishes to our people, which we reciprocated in full
measure. It had been our firm policy previously, and it was so then and
later, to have a bond of friendship between our two great countries
without in any way interfering with each other's internal affairs. That was
confirmed at Bandung and by the Five Principles. We felt that that
friendship was necessary not only for our two countries, but for peace in
Asia and the world.
2. Unfortunately other events have taken place since then which have put
a great strain on this bond of friendship and which have given a shock to
all our people. Thus our relations have been imperilled in the present and
for the future, and the very basis on which they stood has been shaken.
3. It is our belief that peace is essential for the world, and necessarily for
our two countries in their relations with each other. But that peace has to
be based on good faith and understanding and in a strict adherence to
those principles we had once proclaimed. It has to be not only an external
peace, but also a peace of the mind.
4. We are thus faced with grave problems which disturb the minds of
millions of people. It is a hard task to go back and recover that feeling of
good faith and friendship, and yet the future depends upon this. I
earnestly trust that our efforts will be directed towards undoing much that
has happened and thus recovering that climate of peace and friendship on
which our relations ultimately depend.
5. I welcome Your Excellency again and trust that our labours will help in
this great task.
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6. Chou En-lai's Speech at Palam Airport14
April 19, 1960
Your Excellency Respected and Dear Prime Minister Nehru,
Dear Indian Friends,
I am glad to come once again to the capital of our great neighbour, the
Republic of India. I am sincerely grateful for the invitation extended by
Prime Minister Nehru and for the welcome accorded to me by you, my
Indian friends. On behalf of the Chinese Government and people, I would
like to extend cordial greetings to the Indian Government and the great
Indian people.
Both our countries, China and India, are now engaged in large-scale
and long-term economic construction. Both of us need peace. Both of us
need friends. Peace and friendship are the fundamental interests of the
peoples of our two countries. We have jointly initiated the Five Principles
of peaceful co- existence. There is no reason why any question between
us cannot be settled reasonably through friendly consultations in
accordance with these principles. The Chinese Government, has always
advocated the holding of talks between the Prime Ministers of the two
countries to seek avenues to a reasonable settlement of the boundary
question and other questions. This time I have come with the sincere
desire to settle questions. I earnestly hope that, through our joint efforts,
our meeting will be able to yield positive and useful results.
The friendship between the peoples of China and India is ever-lasting.
Our two peoples have been friendly to each other over thousands of years
in the past. We shall remain friendly to each other for thousands and tens
of thousands of years to come. History will continue to bear out that the
14
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great solidarity of the one thousand million people of our two countries
cannot be shaken by any force on earth.
Long live China-India friendship!

7. In the Lok Sabha: Chinese Citizenship for Indians15
[Translation begins:
Chinese Citizenship for Indians
Shrimati Minimata: Will the Prime Minister be pleased to inform:
(a) After the incidents of violation of Indian borders by the Chinese, how
many Indians have been granted Chinese citizenship; and
(b) Has the Government received any complaint of ill-treatment of
Indians in China after these incidents?
The Prime Minister and Minister of External Affairs (Shri Jawaharlal
Nehru): (a) As per the Indian Government's information, no Indian citizen
has been granted Chinese citizenship.
(c) The Government has not received any information about the "illtreatment" of any of our citizens. Indian citizens in Tibet area have
complained of some difficulties and inconveniences.
Translation ends]

8. At Rashtrapati Bhavan: Banquet Speech16
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[Translation begins:
Your Excellency Mr Prime Minister, Excellencies and friends,
We have gathered here today to honour the Prime Minister of China-not
only in his individual capacity but also as a representative of a great
country. We have had the privilege of welcoming him here earlier also. It
was a matter of great satisfaction for us that two great countries of Asia,
China and India, came close and have grown closer over the years, in
recent years just as in the old historical times. We understood that this
friendship and cooperation is crucial for peace in Asia, and thus this
friendship became the corner-stone of our policy.
As we meet now, a shadow has fallen on these, and some disagreements
have arisen between us on important issues. This is unfortunate for us
and for the world also. For us especially, because we have been moulded
for long into thinking of peace and adopting peaceful ways. Even the
thought of war is extremely painful, and not only we but modern civilised
nations also consider it unbecoming and improper. We have not only
opposed war but also the cold war because that also stems from hatred
and violence. Though we are not powerful, we have tried in our own way
to place the example of two great men of India—Gautama Buddha and
Gandhi—before us and follow the path shown by them. It is strange and a
matter of sorrow for us that such incidents occur which are contrary to
this thinking of ours, our people face new dangers arising at our peaceful
frontiers where our Great Himalayan range, loved and revered by our
people, have protected us for thousands of years.
You Mr Prime Minister, have come here at a crucial time. Some of the
recent happenings have pained us, our people. Much has happened,
which should not have happened; and if these can be undone it would be
good. Much has been said which it would have been better if it had not
been said. Still we have to make every possible effort to find a right and
Nehru first spoke briefly in Hindi and then in English. The English part of the speech is
also available on the MEA website http://mealib.nic.in/?2588?000, accessed on 18
September 2014.

peaceful way of solving these problems. Such a way can only be the one
where respect and dignity of each country is maintained and no setback is
caused to anyone. And the larger Issues of world peace should also get a
shot in the arm. We have raised, both our countries and other countries
have raised the banner of peace placed before others. If in any way, it
slips from our hands, it will neither be good for our countries nor for the
world.
We meet here at a delicate moment in the history of the world and in our
mutual relations. Two great countries not only in size but their cultures
and civilisations—thousands of years old—the world and civilisation stand
witness to this moment, and with them, the hopes of crores of people are
tied with these efforts for a peaceful and progressive future.
Mr Prime Minister, I want to assure you that we shall do our best to make
efforts which would lead to solutions and maintenance of peace with
dignity and self-respect of each country. Long ago Gautama Buddha said
that in real victory everyone wins and nobody is defeated. I feel that you
also wish for peace and our cooperation, and that our efforts should not
only stop the deterioration in our relations but we take a step for their
improvement. With this objective, Mr Prime Minister, I welcome you and
your colleagues, and I hope that our efforts will be successful.
Now, some people may not have understood what I have said, so I will
try to repeat it in English.
Translation ends]
[Nehru continues in English]
Mr Prime Minister, Excellencies and friends,
We are meeting here today to do honour to the Prime Minister of China
who is our respected guest not only in his individual capacity but also as
the representative of a great nation. We have had the privilege and
pleasure of welcoming him on several occasions, previously in our
country. It was a matter of deep satisfaction to us that the two great

countries of Asia,—India and China—which are forging bonds of friendship
in the present age even as though they have lived in friendship through
ages past. This friendship and cooperation appeared to us, to be a
guarantee of peace in Asia. Thus this friendship of this great neighbour of
ours became one of the comer stone of India's policy.
We meet today, however, under different circumstances when serious
disagreements have unfortunately arisen between us. That is a misfortune
for both of us and I think for the world. It is a double misfortune for us in
India, because we have been conditioned for long years past to believe in
peace and in peaceful methods and to consider war as a thing of horror
unbecoming to civilised nations. We have opposed not only war but also
what is called the cold war because this represented the approach of
hatred and violence. We have endeavoured to follow in our very limited
and very imperfect way, the teaching of the two great sons of India—the
Buddha and Gandhi.
It is strange and a matter for great sorrow for us, that events should have
so shaped themselves as to challenge that very basis of our thinking, and
caused our people to apprehend danger on our peaceful frontiers among
our Himalayan mountains which we have loved for thousands of years and
which have stood as sentinels, guarding and inspiring our people.
You, Sir, have come here at this critical moment and we welcome your
visit. Much has happened which has pained our people, much has been
done which we think should be undone, much has been said, which had
better been left unsaid. We have to try to the best of our ability to find a
right and peaceful solution to the problems that have arisen. That solution
must be in consonance with the dignity and self-respect of each country
as well as in keeping with the larger causes of peace of Asia and the
world.
We have raised the banner of peace before other countries. You and I and
we cannot afford, and the world can ill-afford, for us to let this slip from
our hands.

We meet here at a difficult and crucial moment in the world's history and
in our own relations. Thousands of years of two great and ancient
civilisations stand as witness to our meeting and the hopes of hundreds of
millions for a happier future are tied up in our endeavours. Let us pray for
our success so that we may be true to this past of ours, as well as, the
future that beckons to us. For our part I can assure you Sir, Prime
Minister, that we shall endeavour to do our utmost so that our efforts may
lead to success and to the maintenance of peace with dignity and self
respect to both of our great nations. As the Buddha said "the real victory
is the victory of all which involves no defeat.
I feel you have the same urge for peace and cooperation and that with
our joint endeavours we shall not only halt the unhappy process of
deterioration in our countries' relations, but also take a step towards their
betterment.
With this high aim and view, I welcome you again, Mr Prime Minister and
your colleagues, and request that we drink to your good health and to the
success of our quest for peace. [Applause]

9. Nehru-Chou Talks I17
I
(April 20 - 11 a.m. to 1 p.m.)
Premier Chou En-lai accompanied by Marshal Chen Yi, Vice Premier and
Minister of Foreign Affairs, and some of the more important members of
the party called on Prime Minister at 11 A.M. on 20th April, 1960. After
17
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about 15 minutes, the two Prime Ministers retired to another room and
commenced their talks.
At the outset, it was decided that the two Prime Ministers initially would
have talks between the two of them only, in the afternoons starting at 330 and mornings at 10 a.m. Premier Chou agreed with the Prime Minister
that the talks should be conducted in a manner of free exchange of views
rather than having a conference. Premier Chou enquired as to what
should be the form and procedure for the talks. He said that, apart from
the talks of the two Prime Ministers, there could perhaps also be talks
between Premier Chou and some of the Ministers of the Indian
Government. Another way of having talks might also be to include some
of the colleagues on both sides.
It was agreed that initially the two Prime Ministers will talk only between
themselves but that, later on, the advisers on both sides, not exceeding a
total number of 6, should also participate.18 Prime Minister suggested that
Premier Chou might meet the Minister for Home Affairs19 as well as the
Minister of Defence.20 Premier Chou had said that he would like to call on
the Home Minister. At the end of the morning talk, Premier Chou said that
he would like to meet the Defence Minister before coming to Prime
Minister's residence for further talks in the afternoon. It was, therefore,
decided that the Defence Minister would call on the Chinese Prime
Minister at 3 P.M. at Rashtrapati Bhavan21 and then Premier Chou would
come to Prime Minister's residence at 4-30 P.M. for further talks.
18
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Premier Chou at the outset said that the Chinese Government had already
stated their views in full through the large number of communications
which they had sent to the Government of India. Each side had also
studied the arguments of the other side and he did not want to repeat
what he had already said in so much of the correspondence.
Prime Minister: The first thing I would like to place before Premier Chou is
that all these developments in regard to our frontier area have been of
recent origin. As we all know, this border has been peaceful, except for a
few minor incidents, for a long time. Why have all these difficulties
arisen? We, on our side, have done nothing especially to create them.
Therefore, these difficulties have been created because of something
happening on the other side and this has caused a great deal of
perturbation and distress in India. I would not like to say anything at this
stage about the merits of the dispute. We have no doubt about our own
frontiers which have been clearly defined on our maps and have been
repeatedly described in Parliament and elsewhere and in communications
to the Chinese Government. Therefore, as far as we are concerned, there
has been no problem about that, apart from a few minor questions. On
the last occasion, when you were here, I mentioned to you that there are
no major problems before us but only a few minor ones and which could
be discussed and settled by mutual consultations. That was our belief.
Therefore, we were greatly surprised to find that steps had been taken on
the Chinese side which according to us, clearly infringed our frontiers.
What distressed us most was that, if the Chinese Government did not

Radio to claim that Krishna Menon had a meeting with Chou En-lai, Chen Yi, and the Vice
Premier Chang Han-Fu at the Chinese Embassy from 10.30 p.m. on 23 April to12.30
a.m. on 24 April. However, there is no record of such an adjournment motion having
been admitted, nor are there comments on it by Nehru or anybody else. It is possible
that Peking Radio represented or misrepresented the dinner meeting of 22 April at
Krishna Menon's residence as a meeting at the Chinese Embassy on 23 April.
See also items 23 and 25. At the CPP meeting on 28 April, Nehru refers to comments on
Krishna Menon; see item 51.

agree with us, they should have told us so. But, for nine years, nothing
was said, despite our stating our views to them in clear terms. These
developments, therefore, came as a great shock. We further feel that
they are opposed to the spirit of mutual accommodation and discussion
between friendly countries. I may only state that, right from the
beginning of our independence, friendship with China has been the
corner- stone of our foreign policy. We thought it right not only
historically but also in the present context of the Asian situation. We
pursued that policy in the U.N. and elsewhere and, throughout this
period, we felt that it was of the greatest Importance to Asia and the
world that our two great countries should cooperate. We also felt that,
although internal policies may differ, this need not come in the way of
broader cooperation. It did not seem to us that there were any major
matters of conflict or dispute between us. Then came the Agreement of
195422 and Bandung and all that which helped the growth of our relations
and served to remove the idea that there was any basic conflict between
us. But then, in the last year or two, the frontier question loomed up.
When the Chinese maps came to our notice, we brought it to the notice of
the Chinese Government many times. The answer we received was that
these maps were old and had to be revised and that the Chinese
Government did not attach very great importance to them.23 Although
these maps were old and the Chinese Government themselves had said
that they were incorrect and required to be revised, it seemed odd to us
that they should continue to be produced. I believe it was in September
last that, for the first time, it was stated on behalf of the Chinese
Government that the area covered by these maps was Chinese territory
and claims were laid to it.24 Even after many years of our drawing
22
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attention to these maps, nothing was said and, in fact, we were led to
believe that the maps were incorrect. Our maps, on the other hand, were
correct and precise, giving the longitude and latitude. Therefore, it came
as a great surprise and distress to us that some six months or eight
months ago China should lay claims to these areas. We just could not
understand it and this produced a feeling of great shock, as happens
when firm beliefs are upset suddenly. I do not wish to go into the merits
of the dispute now, but there is a powerful feeling in India regarding the
Himalayan mountains. These are tied up with ancient culture and history
and, whatever happened, these mountains have always been looked upon
as the frontiers of India. All this produced a very powerful reaction and we
could not understand why all this should have happened when the frontier
was a peaceful one and there was no trouble and we did nothing on our
part to create any trouble. There was not even military personnel. We
have only policemen to check the people coming in and going out. This
represented our outlook on the frontier. I do not wish to refer to the
events in Tibet now, but I may refer to them later if you wish me to do
so.
The Chinese Government have stated that the entire frontier is undefined
and not delimited. We do not agree with this proposition. It is true that
the boundary is not marked on the ground; but if delimitation can take
place by definition of high mountain areas and watershed and if it is a
normally accepted principle of demarcation, then it is precisely defined in
the past. There may be some dispute regarding some minor areas about a
village or two, or a mile or two; but, as far as we are concerned, our
border has been precisely defined after repeated surveys and so clearly
defined except for a few minor places and it is delimited by the high
watershed which is normally accepted as a principle for delimitation of
boundary and which is as clear as physical markings. Moreover, physical
markings in such mountainous area also are difficult. I wish to stress the
point that the boundary is delimited, not only by history and tradition, but
also by records of surveys and other uses on the basic fact of the

watershed. This frontier has been considered to be a firm one and there
were never any doubts in our minds about it. It is true that there are
different periods in history and in the hundreds of years changes occurred
and no period can be called a firm period, but even then, historically our
view has been supported. Normally, we cannot go back to hundreds of
years except for getting historical background. In the changing situation,
one must accept things as they are; otherwise, there is no stability.
Therefore, we feel that the question of demarcation of the entire frontier
does not arise. It has been surveyed and precisely defined and described
in numerous accounts. I remember that, as a young man, I used to go to
the mountains. Forty-four years ago, I went to Ladakh, not on a political
mission but for mountain trekking. I was interested in knowing about
Ladakh and I studied, out of interest, books, charts, etc., regarding that
area. This is only to show how firm this idea has been through this long
period.
For China, these areas are distant areas in a vast country. In India,
although big, they are near, almost in some way the heart of the country,
and, therefore, apart from other questions, the effect on India has been
very great.
To us, one of the distressing features of recent events has been the shock
it has given to our basic policy of friendship and cooperation between our
two countries, which has been the corner-stone of our policy, and its
consequences in Asia and outside. Those countries or people who opposed
this policy naturally wanted to take advantage of our conflict for their
benefit. That seemed a bad thing for the present, but is even more so for
the future.
What I have mentioned are not specific matters but broad aspects as they
strike us and my distress is that anything should come in the way of our
long established and growing friendship which we consider of high
importance to us and the world. There is no real basic conflict of interest
between our two countries. Both countries have vast resources which

require to be developed and, therefore, possibility of such a conflict is
painful and it is exploited by countries who wish us apart.
Premier Chou: You mentioned about Tibet. If there is anything you would
like to say about it, I would very much like to hear it. I would think it over
and then speak about it in the afternoon.
Prime Minister: So far as our frontiers are concerned, apart from some
local areas, there has been no dispute in Tibet. I do not know what
exactly Premier Chou has in mind. Is he referring to the internal
developments?
Premier Chou: Of course both aspects are related –
(i) internal developments in Tibet, and
(ii) border question arising out of Tibet.
Whatever you have to say in the matter will be useful for clarifying my
understanding.
Prime Minister: As far as border question with Tibet is concerned, there is
no trouble excepting the last year or so. There were three or four minor
areas where there was a dispute and we referred to them when we met
some three years ago. Otherwise, we have no political or frontier question
with Tibet. In olden days, when the British were here, that is to say,
about fifty or seventy years ago, the British policy was governed
considerably by fears of Czarist Empire and they were not concerned so
much with China, but they thought that the Czar would come down and
they did not want Russia to have a dominating position in Tibet. They
made surveys and sent expeditions and they imposed some conditions on
Tibet. But that gradually faded out. The British had obtained extraterritorial rights in Tibet which we had no desire to hold on to. Therefore,
when the Chinese People's Republic came to power, we gave up these
rights since we were not interested in them. We were merely interested in
Tibet, not as a Government, but as a people, and more culturally. A large
number of pilgrims, both Hindus and Buddhists, go annually to the
Mansarovar and the Kailash, which are holy places to the Indians; and
trade has been continuing between Tibet and India for a long time in the

past. It was these cultural and trade contacts which were discussed in the
Tibet Agreement and some decisions were arrived at then. When Your
Excellency spoke to me about Tibet some 3 ½ years ago, you told me that
you did not consider Tibet as a province of China, although it was part of
the Chinese State; it was an autonomous region of China.25 You had no
desire to interfere in its internal affairs, since the area was still very
backward. Therefore, when the developments of last year took place, we
in India were disturbed and pained by the accounts which we heard and
with the refugees coming in and the Dalai Lama and others coming in and
by a feeling that the old cultural relations with Tibet are put an end to.
Because of the cultural contacts, it disturbed the Indian people. We had
no desire to interfere in anything. We, of course, received the refugees
and we also received the Dalai Lama with due courtesy, because he is
highly thought of by a large number of people in India. But, we made it
clear to them that they must not function in a political way and, broadly
speaking, they accepted our advice. But, occasionally they did something
which we did not approve and we told them so.
Three and a half years ago, the Dalai Lama, when he came to India,26 was
advised by some of his followers not to go back to Tibet and you then
wanted me to induce him to go back and I advised him strongly to go
back to Tibet, and he did so.27 And then we had no contact with him till he
came 2 or 3 years later. Our interest in Tibet has nothing to do with
politics or territory but is tied up culturally for ages in the past. Moreover,
reports came here of suppression of cultural and religious institutions in
Tibet which produced reactions in India. But it had nothing to do with our
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wish or capacity to interfere in any way in Tibet. In fact, we felt that it will
be harmful in every way.
The Chinese Government has said that we incited rebellion in Tibet. All I
can say is that there is no basis for that statement. May be there were
some refugees in Kalimpong and elsewhere who sympathised with the
rebels and occasionally exchanged letters, but they were not allowed to
function as such. The legal system here is such that a good deal of
freedom is allowed to opposition parties who run down the Government
and excite the people. We do not approve of what they do. But to say that
the rebellion in Tibet was brought about by people in India is entirely
wrong and without foundation. If Your Excellency has got any questions, I
would answer them.
Premier Chou: The activities of Dalai Lama and his followers have far
exceeded the limits of political asylum. There are many objective facts to
prove this. What is your view about this?
Prime Minister: What particular activities are you referring to? Dalai Lama
issued some statements. Some of his followers have gone abroad and,
apart from that, our own people have held conferences or conventions
which we did not approve; but we cannot stop it legally. We expressed
our disapproval in Parliament and outside. After we had expressed our
disapproval to Dalai Lama, he stopped making such statements; but in all
these things it is difficult to draw a strict line, because our normal laws
here allow a great deal of freedom and opposition parties exploit them to
their advantage. Moreover, there are also public sympathies with them.
Dalai Lama has tried to carry out our advice to him, although occasionally
he said something or made some statements.
Premier Chou: I am grateful to you for telling me your main ideas. You
were quite right when you said that we have no basic conflict of interest.
But, On the other hand, if we develop our friendship, it would be useful to
Asia and the world. I came here with the same hope of seeking avenues
for a reasonable settlement of the boundary question and I have come
with the same desire which you expressed in your telegram. I would

reserve my answers till the afternoon when I will try to explain on what
principles our stands differ. But most important of all, I would like to
remove misunderstanding between us, which should not have arisen.

10. Nehru-Chou Talks II28
II
(April 20 - 5 p.m. to 7 p.m.)
Premier Chou: This morning, I spoke only a few words about what your
Excellency had said. I would now like to clarify several problems with a
view to seeking avenues of settlement.
The first question is whether the boundary is delimited or not. In this
case, probably there is some difference of opinion in the understanding of
the definition of the word "delimitation", but there must have been some
historical things which cannot be changed. Areas which are customarily
adjoining each other, the boundary line between them may change by
custom. This is what we call the "customary line". But, as a modem
nation, the boundaries have to be defined in terms of latitude and
longitude; but this was not done and this precisely is the situation. In the
past, we had some dispute on eastern sector and this was left to us by
Imperialism. But, despite the dispute, since we are newly independent
and friendly countries, we exchanged views with a view to settle the
question in a friendly manner. I also spoke about the China-Burma
border. The one common feature in the boundary between China and
Burma and India is the presence of the McMahon line. We stated that we
do not recognise the McMahon line but that we were willing to take a
realistic view with Burma and India.
28
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Then, there is the question of maps. The Government of India wants us to
revise our maps in accordance with the Indian maps. We cannot accept
this. We recognise the fact that there exist differences between the
Chinese and the Indian maps and this difference also obtains in the maps
between China and her neighbouring countries. Maps can only be revised
after proper survey and consultation. We said our maps were old maps
and there were differences, but we cannot revise our maps in accordance
with the maps of our neighbouring countries. For example, Burma, we
have signed an agreement with Burma29 and there will be a joint survey,
as a result of which we will agree on the precise boundary line and revise
both our maps (Chinese and Burmese) at the same time. This proves that
our stand has not changed and that it has always been clear. The
Government of India says that the eastern sector is defined by Simla
Convention.30
Actually, this line was fixed in the exchange of secret notes between the
representatives of Tibet and Britain and therefore, it came as a shock to
the Chinese people that India brought the Simla Convention in support of
their claim. As your Excellency has said, Britain obtained many special
rights from Tibet in the year 1904 and that, in 1954, Government of India
voluntarily renounced these special rights. It, therefore, shocked and
distressed us that India should try to impose on us the provisions of the
secret treaty of the Simla Convention which, moreover, was never
accepted by any of the Chinese Governments.
In spite of this, the Chinese Government repeatedly stated that we do not
recognise the line and yet we would not cross it. Although, in our view it
was not delimited, we were still prepared to negotiate and we only
adduced proof that areas south of McMahon line belonged to Tibet and
that there was a customary line which later changed. We did not put

29

On 28 January 1960; see SWJN/SS/57/item 188.

30

Between Great Britain, China and Tibet, initialled by A. H. McMahon, Ivan Chen (Chen

I-fan) and the Lonchen Shatra, at Simla on 27 April 1914.

forward any territorial claim. We only advocated maintenance of the
status quo. There was only a misunderstanding on the part of India.
As regards the western sector of the boundary, no question has ever been
raised in the past and we never thought that there was any question on
that side. If at all any question did exist, it was only about perhaps 10
places in the central sector which, we thought, could be solved by
negotiations and that the status quo can be maintained, i.e.,
administrative and military personnel of India can stay there. As regards
the western sector, India refers to the 1842 treaty as the legal basis for
their claim; but we found on examination that it only sought to maintain
borders of both sides and advocated friendship and non-aggression.31 We
cannot find anywhere in the treaty a demarcation of the boundary.
Moreover, the treaty was contracted only by local authorities. As far as
this sector is concerned, new China has only inherited this area as shown
by history; administrative relations and alignment of Chinese maps, and
they did not make changes in these. In the early days, after the
foundation of the Republic of China, we sent troops and supplies to Tibet
from Sinkiang through Aksai Chin area. It was only last year that the
matter was brought up by India and it was a new territorial claim made
by India.
Thus, although the boundaries between our countries are not delimited it
seems to us that we can avoid clashes and misunderstanding by
maintaining the status quo and removing the Forces from the border, thus
making the border one of everlasting friendship. This may not be too
difficult a task. After stating the facts we can see that the problem is a
simple one.
We have made no claims and we have only asked for status quo and
negotiations. We feel that India and China have a reliable basis for this,
namely, the Panch Sheel and our long-standing friendship. We were
friends in the past and we can be friends in the future. We can settle all
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disputes by negotiations and it seems to us that this sincere desire of ours
can materialise. From Your Excellency's letters and from what I know of
you, we know that you also entertain the same desire. We have already
reached an agreement with Burma and the entire boundary question will
soon be settled. The same should be applicable to the Sino-Indian
boundary question and we feel that there are no difficulties that cannot be
overcome.
Last year, we might have hurt each other and there might have been
some misunderstanding between us. But let bye-gones be bye-gones.
That is why we proposed a meeting of the two Prime Ministers and I
accepted your invitation. I have come here to remove misunderstanding
and find common ground between us on the border question. In the past
10 years, our relations have been friendly and this is not only in the
interest of our two peoples but in future too it is to the advantage of the
world. We both have the same desire and I have no doubt that we, both
of us, would like to see the situation ease and an agreement reached.
This is in the main what I wanted to say.
Prime Minister: Thank you for the explanation of the Chinese
Government's point of view which is largely on the lines of the
correspondence which we have exchanged. It would be possible for me to
repeat and add to it again, but that means our interpretation of not only
history but facts also differs very greatly. For example, whether it is the
eastern sector or the western sector, there is a complete difference of
opinion on facts. I should like to state that in no time of recorded history
was this area (in the eastern sector) ever a part of China or Tibet, of
course, leaving out a few minor dents.
Your Excellency may say that these are territorial claims of India. But
when did we make these claims? We have shown these areas in maps in
precise latitude and longitude and this description is before China and the
world for a considerable time and no objection was taken to these by the
Chinese Government since 1949 and even before that period, nor was
there any objection from the then Tibetan Government. So, it would seem

extraordinary that, when a question is raised repeatedly and factually, no
objection is taken and no challenge is made; but now, only since last
year, we should be told of the Chinese claims in this regard. I do not want
to go into the past history but certain parts were accepted and
acknowledged positively or negatively as belonging to India and only in
the last few months objection is raised in a precise form by the Chinese
Government. If our maps were wrong, as you hint, surely some idea
could have been given to us when we raised the question on many
questions. In the eastern sector, what is called McMahon line is only
acceptance of the findings of surveys done previously and no new line
was drawn. This also indeed is a novel claim since there was no claim for
generations—in any case, certainly not since 1949.
Your Excellency referred to the western sector and said that this has
always been under Chinese authority and control. I do not know which
part you are referring to. Does it mean that, since 1949, it is under direct
Chinese control or that, before that, it was under direct Tibetan control? I
went to Ladakh some 44 years ago32 because I was attracted by the
mountains and I went for mountain trekking. I again went to Ladakh
some five or six years ago.33 This time, I went by air and saw places then
which are now occupied by Chinese Forces. I presume, therefore, that this
occupation has taken place in the last year or two and is of recent origin.
In any event, apart from the last year, at no time in the previous years,
the People's Government of China or the then Tibetan administration
raised any questions with us although our position was stated with
precision on maps, with longitudes and latitudes, drawn after long
surveys.
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In fact, boundaries of India are part of the Indian Constitution and we
cannot change them without a change in the Constitution itself.
My difficulty has been that, while we went on stating clearly our position
regarding the frontiers, nothing was said with precision by China or Tibet
for generations and naturally we thought that there was no challenge to it
except in minor matters.
I would further ask, when did we claim this territory? When we made the
maps, that is an old thing.
I may add that even Chinese maps differ so much that hardly two maps
are the same.
Repeating these arguments, which are already contained in the notes
exchanged, may not be very helpful. In the morning, I had ventured to
put a broad approach. If necessary, each part could be examined by us or
by our colleagues, but the main thing is how this question appeared in
this acute form during the last year without any previous intimation.
Premier Chou: Your Excellency has asked why this question became acute
in the last year. There are many reasons for it. I have just explained the
situation regarding the eastern sector. We have always said that status
quo should be maintained. We say this not only now but we have said it
ever since we touched that sector. We did not suddenly raise this last
year. This has always been our stand and remains our stand. You may
ask why, in our notes to the Government of India, we mentioned so many
historical facts. The answer is, since the Government of India put forward
the argument of Simla Convention, we had to say why we could not
accept it, and we could not do so without mentioning historical facts. That
made the question acute. But that did not change the boundary. We only
tried to relate historical facts. Your Excellency has just now said very
assertively that it was part of India even before 1914 (Simla Convention)
and that it was never part of China or Tibet. We have, however, adduced
evidence to show that it was not so. We pointed out that the situation did
change and we stand by that explanation. But we have always advocated

status quo because that is the most advantageous thing. We have never
used our relations with that area before it was formed for making a legal
basis for territorial claims.
Indian maps have also changed several times. Chinese maps, on the
other hand, did not change. Regarding the question of revising of maps
raised in your letter of December, 1958,34 our position is to seek avenues
of settlement, as I feel it is no use arguing about details. It will merely
lead to repetition.
Regarding the western sector, I have pointed out that the main part of
the area, namely, Aksai Chin, is not under the administrative jurisdiction
of Tibet but of Sinkiang. Our jurisdiction has been exercised there not
only since 1949 but for a long time in history. Since 1949, Chinese
Government have not only sent administrative personnel there but troops
for patrolling purposes. It is the main route joining Sinkiang to Ari region
of Tibet and this has been so for a very long time. Besides, Chinese maps
published in the past have always shown it as Chinese territory and such
maps have appeared for a considerable period of time and yet, to our
knowledge, there has been no objection from India. Your Excellency
acknowledged in Parliament that this portion of the boundary was
somewhat vague.35 In Indian maps, different lines and different colours
have been used. This area36 becoming a disputed area is of recent origin
and so it was quite unexpected for us, for it was unlike the eastern sector
where we knew there was a dispute.
The views of our two sides still remain the same as in the correspondence
exchanged. However, the purpose of making this explanation is to show
that we have made no territorial claims but that we want to maintain the
status quo with the view to reaching a solution and also to take the
military forces away from the border. It is no use repeating what has
34
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been already said in our correspondence. I have come here to seek a
solution and not to repeat arguments.
Prime Minister: I can assure you of my earnest desire for settlement and
understanding. Nothing is more painful to us than carrying on this
argument. Mere repetition, however, does not take us very far, because
our respective viewpoints are so very different. Of course, it is possible to
examine these viewpoints, but it would seem to lead to no great profit.
Your Excellency said that we should maintain status quo; but the question
is what is status quo? Status quo of today is different from the status quo
of one or two years ago. To maintain today's status quo would be very
unfair, if it is different from a previous status quo. Therefore, we
suggested another yard-measure, if you will remember, namely, to
withdraw military forces beyond the lines of Indian and Chinese maps so
that clashes would be avoided. I am glad that, for the last several
months, no clashes have taken place. But to maintain a status quo, which
is marked change from previous status quo, would mean accepting that
change. That is the difficulty.
Premier Chou: This is also a difficulty for us.
When you say that status quo has changed recently, Your Excellency
probably refers to the western sector; but we know for certain that
western sector has always been like that. Since liberation, our troops,
which went to Ari district of Tibet, went through Aksai Chin. Our supplies
also went through this area and we never knew this was regarded as
Indian territory and we also built a highway which could not have been
built only in the last two years. To all this, no objection was raised by the
Government of India. So, we had no doubt about this sector and we made
no changes. It always appeared on our maps as it is now.
As regards McMahon line, we know that Indian Forces moved up to the
line only in the last few years, that is, after independence. But we never
made this point for demanding pre-requisites. When we say status quo,
we mean status quo prevailing generally after independence and this
would also show the friendliness of our attitude.

As regards your proposal for withdrawal of troops, as a matter of fact,
there are no Indian troops on the east of the line shown on the Chinese
maps. So, there would be no withdrawal for Indian Forces.
But, if we apply the same rule to the McMahon line, it will mean that our
Forces remain where they are while there will be trouble for India and,
therefore, we found this suggestion impossible to accept.
It seems to me, therefore, that status quo is fair to both. It would make
no difference to India. A few individual points may need individual
adjustment which can always be made.
Therefore, we feel maintaining of status quo, as it appeared when we
became newly independent, is the most reasonable way.
This is only the first day of our meeting and it is not necessary to reach a
conclusion immediately. But I am putting it forward for consideration of
both sides. If Your Excellency agrees to this, we would continue talking
further about it; or otherwise, you may put forward a new alternative.
(The talks were then adjourned till 3.30 p.m. on 21st April, 1960).

11. Nehru to J.S. Mehta37
I am returning the report of my talks with Premier Chou En-lai this
morning. I have made a few corrections. You might embody these
corrections in the other copy.
2. This report should be shown to Sardar Swaran Singh38 and the Home
Minister.
12. Radhakrishnan-Chou Talks39
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[21 April 1960 - 9.30 a.m. to 11.15 a.m.]
Premier Chou En-lai accompanied by Vice-Premier Marshal Chen Yi, Vice
Foreign Minister, Chang Han-Fu, and several other members of the
Chinese Delegation called on the Vice-President at his residence at 9.30
a.m. today (21.4.1960) and were with him till 11.15 a.m.
The Vice-President, initiating the discussion, recalled his inability to accept
the invitation of the Chinese Government to visit Peking last October. The
invitation dated 19th October was received by him on the 24th October
but on the 21st a serious clash between an Indian police party and
Chinese Frontier Guards had occurred near Kongka Pass.40 In those
circumstances, he could not very well visit China.
The Vice-President pointed out that India had shown every anxiety to
continue her age-old friendship with China and to strengthen the bonds of
understanding between the thousand million people of these two
countries. It was in this spirit that independent India had counselled
restraint to the U.N. when Chinese troops came to "liberate" Tibet. The
same spirit was shown in the Panch Sheel agreement (1954), reaffirmed
at Bandung (1955) and the very information about Chinese incursions
was withheld from Parliament and the people (1957-58). Year after year
India had been pressing for China's admission into the U.N. In 1956, the
Dalai Lama was persuaded to return to his rightful place in Lhasa. Now
the people of this country are genuinely desirous of friendship with the
Chinese people and their welfare, but when tragic incidents happened on
our borders a wave of indignation swept across India which the Prime
Minister had been trying to control and restrain. But in a democratic
country like India it was not possible to curb the strong reactions of the
people.
The Vice-President, continuing, stated that the friendship between these
two great countries of Asia was more important than any bits of territory.
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"We long for peace but as our Prime Minister mentioned in his Banquet
speech, the very spirit of Buddha and Gandhi is being questioned by these
recent unfortunate events. We are more sorry than angry at the things
which are happening in Tibet. We are mystified at these new claims in
view of the statements made earlier to our Prime Minister that the old
Chinese maps would be revised and need not be made the basis of
disputes."
Finally, the Vice-President cautioned that our Prime Minister is our
greatest leader and the greatest friend of China. He wants the problem to
be settled with self-respect for both the countries. The interest of this
great friendship should not be set aside for minor problems and small
territorial gains.
Premier Chou En-lai, in reply, stated that with regard to the basic
principle as indicated in the speeches made on the 19th and 20th of April,
both sides are equally agreed that the fact that they had come all the way
from China was a proof of their desire for friendship and their wish that
these differences should not be exaggerated. They recognised that the
people of India and China desired friendship between the two countries.
The visit to the Chinese Pavillion in the World Agricultural Fair by millions
of Indians was proof of how the people of India cherished friendly feelings
towards China.
But it had to be recognised that there are historical reasons for the
present problem. These are problems left as imperialist legacies and
therefore should be resolved by the new Governments of India and China.
The incidents which occurred were certainly unfortunate but were entirely
unexpected as may be seen from the fact that the Chinese Government
had extended an invitation to the Vice-President only two days before the
clash in Kongka Pass. As a proof of their desire to avoid such incidents the
Chinese Government had stopped sending patrols along the Sino-Indian
border.
Vice-President: Recognising the desire for friendship on both sides, it is
imperative that we give concrete expression to this urge for friendship. He

stated that the problem had been created by Chinese occupation of Tibet
in 1950 and of Sinkiang in 1872. Before that there were no Chinese
administrative, much less military, personnel in this region. In fact,
Ladakh was definitely a part of the State of Jammu & Kashmir and when
the British Government wanted to use the caravan routes in Aksai Chin
and send survey parties in eastern Ladakh the Governor-General of the
time wrote for permission to the Maharaja of Kashmir. This was proof
enough of administrative jurisdiction of Kashmir over these areas.
Vice-President added that it would be unfortunate if this problem could
not be settled with our present Prime Minister as it certainly would be
more difficult to resolve in the future. The Chinese Premier must
recognise that there is great resentment in our country and it was only
our Prime Minister who could restrain such leaders like Acharya Kripalani41
and Jaiprakash Narayan.42 The Vice-President further said, "we do not
want you to go back empty handed to China. Therefore you must try and
come to some sort of satisfactory settlement."
Mr. Chou En-lai: It is not a fact that China only exercised her jurisdiction
in Tibet since 1950. Tibet and China have had relations for the last 1300
years and in fact Tibet became a part of China 700 or 800 years ago.
Similarly, Sinkiang has been a part of China for a long period of time.
Vice-President stated that he was not a student of history but a student of
philosophy and did not want to go into details. The important question
was the fact that the two countries are neighbours and must have
friendship between themselves. It should not matter if it is necessary to
give up some territory here or there but the important thing is to bind the
Indian people.
Premier Chou En-lai replied that the Chinese could not give up territory
here or there without reason or justification. With regard to the eastern
sector of the border he stated that neither the present nor the previous
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Central Governments of China had recognised the so-called MacMahon
Line. India only advanced her control in this area since her Independence
but even though China did not recognise the MacMahon Line, we have not
violated it. We advocate the maintaining of the status quo and have not
raised any territorial claims south of the MacMahon Line.
The Vice-President stated, "All right, you recognise the MacMahon Line in
the east; you should similarly recognise and settle the position on the
western side in discussion with the Prime Minister so that this resentment
is not allowed to grow."
Premier Chou En-lai interjected that there should be mutual
accommodation on both sides.
After this, at Vice-President's request, the Foreign Minister Chen Yi joined
the discussion.
Chen Yi stated that they had great respect for the Vice-President and
therefore they listened to him with interest. But he hoped the VicePresident and the Indian side would also listen to them. In the past the
imperialist countries had bullied both India and China. China today cannot
be bullied by the imperialists but when "our Indian friends want to bully
us, then we do not know what to do". There were many people, he added,
like J. P. Narayan in China but the Chinese democracy controls them.
When the Chinese Government wanted the Vice-President to come to
China, it was not to find fault but with a view to settling this unfortunate
problem.
When Prime Minister Nehru invited Premier Chou to Delhi we considered
at first reiterating their invitation to come to China or alternatively of
fixing the meeting, as proposed earlier in Rangoon. But after
consideration the Chinese Government felt that in the interest of
friendship Premier Chou should come to Delhi for these discussions. This
again was a proof of Chinese sincerity.
The Vice-Premier then referred to the American base in Okinawa, the
revival of Japanese and German militarism and the aggressive posture of
the Seventh Fleet in Chinese waters. This, he hinted, was a threat and a

dan.ger to China and for this reason China hoped to make her relations
with India along the Sino-Indian border quite peaceful. There was no need
for China to hurt India and to create two fronts—one against the western
powers and another against India.
The Vice-President again affirmed that if there was such a strong desire
for friendship it should not be impossible to come to an agreed solution
which, as the Prime Minister stated the previous evening, would spell no
victory for either side. He underlines the use of the word "prayer" by the
Prime Minister as significant of his earnest desire for a peaceful
settlement.
Marshal Chen Yi said that he had no doubt about Prime Minister Nehru
settling this issue now or in the future. The Vice-President agreed with
this wholeheartedly. Marshal Chen Yi also invited the Vice-President to
visit China and the Vice-President said that he would come whenever it
was convenient.
The Vice-President in a pleasant sort of way said to the Chinese Prime
Minister that according to the newspapers he looked grave after his talk
with the Indian Prime Minister. The Prime Minister was aware that ours
was a free press and at least some of the newspapers said all manner of
things which were not authentic or accurate. To this Mr. Chou En-lai
replied that they in China did not believe in this kind of freedom; for
example if he smiled then the Indian papers said that it was a false smile
and if he did not smile then they said that he was grave. Similarly, about
his meeting with Mr. Krishna Menon the Indian press said that Mr. Menon
had made some sort of a dramatic intervention. The fact was that the
meeting with the Defence Minister was arranged by the Indian
Government.
Mr. Chou En-lai then said that for the past ten years the People's Republic
of China had been trying to build itself internally and even when the
differences appeared last year, there was no campaign to arouse national
sentiment against India. The Indian Ambassador in Peking had always
been courteously treated but he could not say the same about the

treatment meted out to the Chinese Ambassador in Delhi. The VicePresident will no doubt appreciate that just as India has its Jaiprakash
Narayans so do we have ours in China. The difference is that we do not
allow them to have free say to mislead our people. Mr. Chou En-lai said
that the Vice-President had pointed out that China had occupied Tibet and
Sinkiang. This was not correct. Sinkiang and Tibet had been part of China
all along for many centuries. He also said that if China was accused of
occupying Tibet and Sinkiang, then it would be also right for the Chinese
to say that India had occupied Kashmir. To this the Vice-President replied
that this was not correct at all as Kashmir had been part of India from
time immemorial and he gave example of the Mahabharata to the present
times and emphasised at every point that Kashmir had been part and
parcel of Indian sub-continent. The Vice-President said that all this could
be settled in a spirit of mutual accommodation and friendship. The
Chinese Prime Minister however maintained that they were not willing to
accept the so-called MacMahon Line, nor were they agreeable to accept
that the western region was ever a part of India in the Aksai Chin area.
He however stated that China had never made any territorial claims south
of the MacMahon line and he wanted to assure the Vice-President that
they had no intention of doing so in the future.
The Vice-President said that both the Prime Minister of India and the
Prime Minister of China were good and great men and they should be able
to settle this problem as it behoves great and good people.
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Conversations between Premier

Brief resume of H.M's talks with

Chou- en-Lai and the Home

Premier Chou En-Lai and

Minister - 21st April, 1960

Marshal Chen Yi of China on
21st April, 1960.

Top Secret
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Premier Chou En-Lai

After an exchange of usual

accompanied by the Vice Premier

courtesies, H.M. said that it was

Marshal Chen Yi, the Vice Foreign

unfortunate that of late

Minister Chang Han Fu and a few

problems should have arisen

other officials called on the Home

between India and China. There

Minister at the latter's residence

has been a long tradition of

at 11.25 a.m. on 21st April,

friendship between the two

1960. After the usual courtesies,

countries which had subsisted

the Home Minister stated that it

through the centuries ever since

was unfortunate that during the

the dawn of history. The two

last year problems had come up

countries had shared the same

between India and China. Since

cultural values. The people of

the dawn of history the two

India and China had participated

countries had lived peacefully.

closely in the cultural mission.

Indeed India had looked to China

India had indeed come to look

for culture and refinement and

upon China as a symbol of

J.P. Pant, Personal Secretary to the Home Minister, had written to J.S. Mehta, Deputy

Secretary, MEA, on 23 April 1960: "I return herewith copies of records of conversations
between Premier Chou En-lai with the Home Minister and the Vice-President prepared
and left here by you for H.M.'s [Home Minister's] perusal yesterday. As desired by H.M.,
I also enclose a fair copy of his record of conversation made by you and another note
thereof which has been prepared here."

felt that the people of India and

tolerance and mellowed wisdom.

China though different, belonged,

Throughout the long history of

as it were, to one family. The

the two countries, there had

reports of recent occurrences had

been no major disputes or

been received in India not in

tensions. Even when India was

anger but in anguish—because

under British rule, the national

while India realised that she may

leaders expressed their active

have to face other serious

sympathies with the Chinese

problems it was never anticipated

people. A medical mission had

that there would be a problem

been sent to China and it stayed

between India and China. He

there for a long time. India

continued that India had rejoiced

rejoiced in the strength and

in the strength and growth of the

growth of the national

national movement in China from

movement in China. When the

the time when India herself was

People's Republic came into

struggling for independence. A

power, India was first to hail the

medical mission was sent to

event and was also one of the

China to serve the nationalist

first countries to open
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movement in that country.

diplomatic relations with the

India was one of the first to hail

new China. Ever since, India has

the Peoples Republic of China, to

constantly endeavoured for

establish diplomatic relations with

seating China in the D.N.O.

her and to urge that it was

because we firmly believed that

essential for the D.N. and for the

it was essential for the

promotion of understanding and

promotion of understanding and

friendship that the rightful

peace in the world. In the olden

government of China should find

days, though Heads of States

Led by Dr Madan Atal a five-member Indian medical mission, sponsored by the Indian

National Congress, was sent to China on 1 September 1938. See SWJN/FS/9/pp. 225
and 250.

its place in the councils of the

could not exchange visits,

world. In the old days the rulers

missionaries and travellers were

and monarchs of India and China

constantly moving between

never exchanged visits but in

India and China spreading the

recent times India had the

message of peace. In recent

privilege of receiving Premier

years, the Premier of China and

Chou En Lai and our own Prime

our own Prime Minister had
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Minister had visited China.

The

exchanged visits. Your

relations between the two

Excellency and our Prime

countries, the Home Minister

Minister enunciated the

stated, were not just of sympathy

doctrines of the Panchsheel and

but of affection for each other.

embodied them in the 1954

"Your Excellency and our Prime

agreement.

Minister initiated the Panch Sheel

In this context of the age-old

and embodied it in the 1954

friendship, the recent

agreement. When we had no

occurrences which have taken

Panch Sheel and the gulf of

place on the Indian borders

distance between our two

have been received by our

countries was great our relations

people in India with a feeling,

were amicable. It was an irony of

not of anger, but of anguish -

fate that we should have to suffer

anguish because our people

disappointment and regret after

could never imagine that events

we had pledged our adherence to

of this nature would occur on

the Panch Sheel."

our borders with China with
whom there have been such
firm ties of friendship.
It was indeed an irony that this
disappointment and regret
should have come to us after
our countries had proclaimed
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From 18 to 30 October 1954; see SWJN/SS/27/pp. 3-93.

the principles of Panchsheel.
The Home Minister continuing

H.M. continuing stated that

stated that there were some

some quarters in China had

reports that in some parts of

alleged that India had

China it was alleged that India

encouraged the revolt in Tibet.

had instigated the revolt in Tibet.

There was no foundation for

There could always be such

such allegations and it is a

baseless feelings in some sections

matter of concern that these

of the people but when such

unfounded assertions should be

unfounded assertions are shared

shared even in responsible

in responsible quarters it is a

quarters. There is no doubt that

matter of some concern. There is

the people of India were deeply

no doubt that the people of India

disturbed by what had happened

were disturbed by what happened

in Tibet but the Government of

in Tibet; it is true India granted

India had kept itself aloof and

asylum to the Dalai Lama and to

restrained our people in every

the Tibetans, but India never

way. Government of India had

thought that her bona fides would

given asylum to the Dalai Lama

be questioned or the treatment

and to the refugee Tibetans on

meted to the Dalai Lama and the

humanitarian grounds and in

refugees misunderstood. The

accordance with the recognised

Home Minister added that if such

international custom but there

happenings had occurred in any

could be no ground for

other country or China proper our

questioning the bona fides of

people, because of their strong

Indian Government in this

humanitarian feelings, would have

matter. The policy of the Indian

been equally stirred; but this did

Government had not only been

not amount to instigation of the

correct but consistent with the

revolt. In any case, the

relations of friendship with the

Government did everything in its

Chinese Government. Even

power to restrain rather than

though the Indian Government

encourage the people.

had nothing to do with the
Tibetan events, the boundary
disputes with the Chinese
Government have increased
after the Tibetan occurrences.

Some misunderstanding has also

H.M. explained that under the

been caused by the conventions

political system in this country

on Tibet which have been held in

every person enjoyed complete

India. In fact, many conventions

freedom of association and

are held in the country to

expression of opinion. Thus

condemn the government itself.

recently some people had met in

Many people in India considered

a convention on Tibet. In fact

that the attitude towards China

many conventions are held in

has been too tender. The Home

the country to condemn the

Minister stated, "We do not like

Government itself. Governments

such conventions but they do

are not in any way connected

happen and in our system cannot

with this convention.

altogether be stopped."
Apart from the main border

Apart from the main border

problem, the Home Minister

problem there were also many

stated, there are many petty pin-

petty pinpricks which helped

pricks which help nobody and

nobody and only added to the

which continue to add to the

resentment of the people.

resentment of the people in India.

Reports are received about the

The treatment meted to Indian

harsh treatment meted out to

nationals and representatives is

the Indian traders and Indian

one such example. In India,

nationals in the Tibetan region.

Chinese nationals are given all

H.M. observed that it was hardly

facilities open to our own

possible for him, nor perhaps

nationals for trade and commerce. necessary, to refer in detail to

But, unjustified restrictions were

the grounds on which the Indian

placed on Indian nationals in the

alignment of the boundaries was

Tibetan region. Our Prime Minister

based. Our Prime Minister had in

had brought to the attention of

1954 mentioned to His

His Excellency the Chinese

Excellency the Chinese Premier

Premier as far back as 1954 that

that the Chinese maps showed

the Chinese maps showed certain

large areas of Indian territory

areas within China which were in

within the boundary of China.

fact within India and the Chinese

You had then stated that these

Premier had stated that these

maps were old ones and need

maps were old ones which the

not cause any concern to

Chinese Government had had no

Government of India. The

time to revise and they should not

Chinese Government were

cause concern to Government of

aware of the Indian maps which

India. The Chinese Government

showed the alignment of our

were aware of the areas which the traditional boundaries and it
Indian Government claimed to

was, therefore, a matter of

belong to them and it is surprising

considerable surprise to our

that when the Chinese

people that when the Chinese

Government started certain works

Government undertook certain

in some of these areas they did

works in areas which were

not even inform the Indian

included in our alignments and

Government. The fact is that our

shown as our territory, they did

border is a traditional and

not even inform our

customary one. "The Himalayas

Government about them.

have been our sentinels and part

The boundary between India

of our cultural fabric and they

and China has been well-known

stand as a divine bastion along

for centuries. The Himalayas

our frontiers."

have been our sentinels and the

The correspondence exchanged

Indian culture centres round

between the two Governments

them. They stand as a divine

contains to some extent the

bastion along our frontiers. The

details of various differences.

Government of India believed

India, like China, only wishes to

that the Chinese Government

serve humanity by its own

had accepted the MacMahon

progress and assisting in the

Line. The 1954 agreement

progress of others. The present

clearly implies that there was no

situation has come as an

border problem between India

impediment in the way of such

and China. The tragic incidents

progress and unless confidence is

involving bloodshed on our

restored we cannot proceed

frontiers had occurred at a time

towards our common objective

which led people to think that

which is to see that the countries

they were a reaction to the

of Asia develop. The Home

developments in Tibet.

Minister said, "my urge for
seeking to restore goodwill and
friendship is not merely in Indian
interest but also that China
herself may grow in strength and
prosperity."
Coming to the subject of the
border, the Home Minister stated
that the Government of India had
the impression that the Chinese
Government had accepted the
McMahon line; the 1954
agreement by implications
assumed that there was no border
problem between China and India.
He went on to say that the tragic
incidents involving bloodshed at
the frontier had occurred at a

time which led some people to
think that they were a reaction to
certain developments in Tibet. He
explained that even if the borders
of India had not been demarcated
the happenings in Tibet would not
affect them one way or the other.
The Home Minister recalled that

It is sometimes alleged that

India had been accused of

India had become expansionist.

expansionism. India had no

This was totally incorrect. India

designs on anybody else's

had no designs on anybody

territory. Our resources are hardly else's territory. All our resources
enough for the country to

are being harnessed for national

maintain peace inside and on our

re-construction, to raise the

borders, and to raise the standard

living standards of our people,

of our people. We never intrude

and to maintain peace within the

on anybody else's territory. In

country and on our borders. His

fact, India has helped other

Excellency the Chinese Premier

countries in their anti-imperialist

had at one time referred to the

struggle and in trying to retain

desolate nature of the border

and regain territories which

areas. To expand into such

properly belong to them. Then, he

desolate and uninhabited areas,

went on to say, these areas on

if they did not belong to us and

the border are desolate and

were not within our territory,

almost uninhabited. It would be

would hardly be a profitable

very unprofitable for us to go

pursuit. The territory shown in

there if they did not belong to us.

our maps is ours and any

But the territory shown in our

disturbance there cannot but be

maps is ours and any disturbance

a violation of our territorial

of that is a violation of our

integrity. Our people wish the

territory and cannot but have

Chinese people to be strong

unfortunate consequences. Our

economically and politically and

people wish that the Chinese

I have no doubt that the

people should be invulnerable,

Chinese people also wish India

strong economically and

to be strong and invulnerable.

politically, and we have

We have reposed our confidence

confidence in the strength of

on the friendship of China and if

China and its government but "if

we are now made to suffer

we are now to suffer because of

because of the confidence

the confidence reposed then it

reposed, then it would be a

would be a shock to human

shock to human nature itself.

nature itself." Ultimately, we

India, like China, has been

hope, apart from any small points, endeavouring to serve the cause
Your Excellency will appreciate

of peace and the progress of

and accept what we have

humanity. The present situation

submitted regarding India's

cannot but be an impediment in

territorial boundaries. In any case

the way of our efforts. I would

the confidence which has been

only urge that goodwill and

shaken will, we hope, be restored

friendship be restored not

because we for our part continue

merely in the interest of anyone

to desire the friendship of China.

country but of both.

Premier Chou En- lai replying

Premier Chou En-Lai replying

stated that we have great interest

said that the friendship which

in this thousand year old

had existed between China and

friendship with India and as

India would last for thousands

stated by the Prime Minister we

of years to come. As stated by

agree that there is no conflict of

Prime Minister Nehru we agree

interest between the two

that there is no conflict of

countries. As regards incidents

interest between the two

which have occurred, they were

countries. The border problem is

unexpected and unfortunate. The

not a new question but is a

border problem is, however, not a

legacy of history. He referred to

new question, but is a legacy of

the agreement that was recently

history. In the eastern sector we

concluded between China and

reaffirm that the Chinese Central

Burma and said that it showed

Governments, both the previous

that China was earnest in its

one and the present one, have

desire to maintain friendship. He

never recognised the MacMahon

referred to the suggestion made

Line. But China has stated that it

by Prime Minister Nehru that

wanted the border problem to be

military patrols should not move

settled by negotiation and even

in forward areas and said that in

though the MacMahon Line could

consequence the tension had

not be recognised, China had not

already eased. He thought that

violated it. Last year for the first

it was necessary to secure a

time the Government of India

disengagement of the military

raised the question of the Simla

forces so that the question of

Convention; but, in fact, this line

boundaries could be settled

was settled in secret exchanges

peacefully by negotiation.

between the local authorities in
Tibet and the British Government.

He observed that he did not

The Chinese Government and

want to go into details of the

people were shocked that India

various boundary disputes but

should base its claim on this

since they were referred to he

convention. Moreover, it is a

thought he should make the

historical fact that many places

factual position clear.

south of the McMahon Line were
under the administrative

China was not a party to the

jurisdiction of the local

Simla Convention and the so-

Government of Tibet. On the

called McMahon Line was drawn

other hand, the Government of

behind the back of the Chinese

India only advanced its

Government and by secret

administration and military control negotiations between the local
to these regions after

authorities of Tibet and the

independence. Although,

British Government. Such secret

therefore, China has pointed out

negotiations would have no

this historical fact, China has not

validity when they were not

crossed the MacMahon Line.

recognised by the Chinese

Nevertheless China makes no

Government. Claims made on

territorial claims south of the

the basis of this line had come

MacMahon Line.

as a shock to the Chinese
people. It is a historical fact that
many places south of the Line
had always been under the
administration of the local
authority of Tibet. China has
pointed out the historical facts
about the McMahon Line but has
not crossed it.

With reference to the Himalayas,

Referring to the Himalayas, the

the Chinese Premier stated that

Chinese Premier said that the

the Chinese people were also

Chinese people had also the

sentimental about the Himalayas.

same sentiments about these

The northern parts of the

mountains. The northern parts

Himalayas belonged to China and,

of the Himalayas belonged to

therefore, they formed a common

China and, therefore, they found

border between the two countries.

a common border between the

In the western sector, Premier

two countries. In regard to the

Chou En Lai stated China had not

north- western sector, he said

exercised administrative control in

that the area had always been a

the' area for some time. Troop

part of China and China had

movements have been carried out

always been in administrative

and the Government of India have control of it and using it

been either unaware or they

regularly. It was because of this

never raised objection to it.

that the Chinese Government

Your Excellency has stated, as

had built a road connecting

indeed Prime Minister Nehru had

Sinkiang with Tibet. This area

said in Parliament that this area is

was of vital importance to

desolate and uninhabited; but it is

China. The claim of Government

of material and vital importance

of India had come as a surprise

to China. The claim of the

because there had never been

Government of India came as a

any dispute in regard to the

surprise and as a shock to the

western sector. The fact that the

Chinese Government who had

area was shown as part of China

thought that no dispute existed as

in the Chinese maps proved that

far as the western sector is

this was not a new claim.

concerned. The present maps
published by the Chinese
Government are merely
repetitions of earlier official maps

The only way to solve the

of China and this is proof enough

problem is for the two countries

that these are not new claims.

to agree to joint surveys and

The only way in which the

demarcate the boundary as has

problem could be settled is that

been agreed to in the settlement

the two States get together and

between China and Burma. After

agree to conduct joint surveys in

such surveys have been made

the same spirit in which China has

the maps can be revised. China

recently concluded a boundary

cannot revise her maps merely

agreement with Burma. Once joint on the basis of the maps of
surveys have been completed and

other countries. There are other

an agreed basis accepted both

countries also which show

China and Burma would revise

different boundaries on their

their respective maps accordingly.

maps with reference to China.

However, China cannot revise her

maps in accordance with the
maps of other countries.
Moreover, there are many
changes and variations in maps
published in India. All this goes to

The Chinese Premier hoped that

prove that there are problems

the feelings of the people of

which need to be resolved by

China will also be appreciated.

mutual discussion. The Chinese
people have paid no attention to
this question in the past but it can
be settled if due regard continues
to be paid to the eternal
friendship between the two
countries. The Chinese Premier
affirmed, "We have come with
true sincerity to settle the
problem; we want our differences
to be narrowed and not widened."
Premier Chou En- Lai continued
that much had been said about
the feelings of the Indian people
but it is hoped that the feelings of
the Chinese people would be
equally appreciated and
understood. China wishes that the
people of India should grow
strong and prosper, and seeks a
reasonable settlement in which as
the Prime Minister stated neither
side suffers a loss. He was
confident that such a solution

could be found.
The first step necessary is to ease
the tension between the two
countries. To a considerable
extent this has already been done
and no incidents have recently
occurred. For their part China
believes that the two sides should
disengage to avoid any recurrence
of incidents or tension.
On Tibet Premier Chou En Lai

For a correct approach to these

stated that he wanted to make

problems, it was necessary to

clear that the views of the two

recognise the factual position.

sides are certainly different. Tibet

Regarding Tibet he said that the

was definitely a part of China. For

revolt was engineered by a

1300 years Tibetans have had

small minority which wanted to

correlations with China and for the dominate the people of Tibet
last 800 years it has been

and continue them in serfdom.

definitely a constituent part of

The Chinese People's Republic

China. The recent revolt in Tibet

had liberated the people from

was engineered by a small

serfdom. It was the endeavour

minority of reactionaries who

of the Chinese Government that

wanted to preserve the system of

the Tibetan nation should

serfdom, a system which had

advance along the path of

reduced the population and

prosperity with the Chinese

impoverished the Tibetan people.

people. He said that the

The Chinese Government

reactionary forces in Tibet had

definitely supports the feelings of

received aid from certain

the great majority of the people of quarters in India and in
Tibet for freedom and progress

particular he referred to

and have, therefore, helped to

Kalimpong as being the base of

suppress the rebellion. After the

their activities.

revolt the Dalai Lama came to

India should appreciate that just

India but the Chinese Government as the Indian people are
raised no objection to the grant of

shocked if boundary shown on

asylum since he was not to

their maps is questioned, so the

engage in political activity. But in

Chinese people would be deeply

fact, the Dalai Lama and his

shocked if the boundaries which

followers have been carrying on

had for centuries belonged to

anti-New China activities such as

China were to be given up.

bringing the matter up before the
United Nations. He reiterated that
Kalimpong was being used as a
centre of such anti-Chinese
activities. Only recently, to
celebrate the anniversary of the
Tibetan revolt, the Tibetan rebels
held a meeting in the Kalimpong
Town Hall and used the occasion
to slander the Chinese Trade
Agency. But even this phase of
reaction will pass away and Tibet
will soon become prosperous and
its people enjoy the benefits of
progress.
With regard to the difficulties of
communications etc., the Chinese
Premier stated that there were
some adverse effects in the
course of suppression of the rebel
elements but the situation is now

effectively under control and to
their knowledge the main portion
of the 1954 agreement is still in
operation and is being observed.
Having pointed this out he
expressed the hope that the
friendship between the two
countries would not only be
restored but would be
strengthened in the future
because he agreed both with the
Prime Minister and the Vice
President that this friendship was
more important than anything
else.
(At this stage the time was
running short since it was already
after 1 o'clock and the Premier
and the Home Minister were
scheduled to lunch at Rashtrapati
Bhavan).
The Home Minister stated that

Replying H.M. said that since
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that the Indian Government had
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inhabited the area south of the
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McMahon Line. As far as the

opposed the existing regime in
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Tibet, nor is Kalimpong the base

were many maps and a variety of
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evidence to show that India

China. As a matter of fact,

exercised jurisdiction up to the

Government had exercised a

limits shown in our current maps.

great deal of supervision to
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activity. Premier Chou En-Lai
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indulging in political activities in

was as shown in our present- day

India. H.M. replied that the

maps.

Indian Government was not

The Home Minister added that
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proposition regarding the
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McMahon Line or the western

interpreted by some as having

sector as stated by Premier Chou

any political content, but there

En Lai.

was nothing to show that the

He also added that India had not

conditions under which the

in any way meddled in the Tibetan asylum was given had been
affairs except to restrain the

broken.

Indian people who had been

India has been a steadfast

stirred at the events which had

friend of China. Our Prime

taken place. The asylum to the

Minister has always been the

Dalai Lama was a humanitarian

greatest friend of the Chinese

duty which should not be

people. It would, therefore, be a

misunderstood.

matter of sorrow if these

As regards Kalimpong, there was

sentiments of friendship were

already a great deal of

ignored.

correspondence

[End of MHA version]

to show that Government of India
had taken appropriate action and
that there was no truth in the
allegation that it was being
allowed to be used as a centre for
anti-Chinese or rebel activities.
Finally the Home Minister stated
that he hoped that the friendship
between the two countries would
continue unimpaired and indeed
be strengthened so that the
respective governments could
serve their people to the best of
their resources. The Prime
Minister of India was always for

friendship and the promotion of
goodwill between countries.
Premier Chou En Lai, before
rising, again asserted that no
central government in China had
signed or ratified the Simla
Convention. Agreements between
the local authorities in Tibet and
the British only became valid after
ratification by the central
government. In any case, both
China and India were then under
the sway of imperialism but today
the two countries are both
independent brother nations and
must not go by actions of old
imperialistic regimes.
(Premier Chou En Lai took leave
at about quarter past one after
these discussions)

14. Nehru-Chou Talks III48
III
(April 21- 4 p.m. to 6.30 p.m.)
Prime Minister: Yesterday, Your Excellency mentioned to me various
matters. It would go to show that there is a good deal of difference in
regard to facts. Interpretation of these facts is another thing, but what we
differ in is the fact itself. If we start with different facts, thinking will be
different too.
Yesterday, I said that the Chinese maps were changing. You said that it
was not so and, on the contrary, it was the Indian maps which were
changing. I was surprised to hear that. But I am not aware that our maps
have changed. I have, however, seen the Chinese maps published in
1951, 1954 and 1959 and they all differ, But, in fact, I am not aware of
changes in our maps.
You further said that Indian maps of the eastern sector had also changed
I am not aware of this. Eastern sector has been under our direct
administration and this administration was intensified since our
independence.
So far as the western sector is concerned, you referred to Aksai Chin
area. It is a big area. I do not know to which part of it your remarks
apply. We are quite certain that large areas of it, if not the entire portion,
were not in Chinese occupation. Evidence on this has come from large
number of people who have been there and from my personal experience
when I visited the place.
Apart from the northern tip of the area, where apparently the Chinese had
gone earlier, the Chinese Forces seemed to have spread out to other
parts of Aksai Chin only in the last year and a half.
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I was further surprised to hear from you that the western sector was
never in dispute. You will find from our correspondence exchanged on the
subject that we have constantly been raising this question, including the
question of the road through Aksai Chin. But we had no reply to these
representations. Even before the incident at Kongka Pass occurred, we
expressed our protest in precise terms giving longitude and latitude. This
was also the case in regard to Longju.49 But there was no reply to these
protests.
So, from what I can see, our facts differ so much so that a confusion
arises, I was surprised to hear Your Excellency saying that, in the western
sector, things have always been like this (namely, you have built roads
and that you have sent your Forces and supplies across the area on this
road to Tibet).
This was an old caravan route and you probably made it into a road four
or five years ago. The Chinese Forces have obviously spread out from the
northern part. The Chinese Forces were not there before and, therefore,
this is a happening which took place only in the last year and a half. May I
ask as to what exactly is claimed? Is it that it was in the occupation of the
Chinese Forces for the last so many years and that, before the Chinese
Forces came in, the Tibetan Forces were there? Patently not. We must,
however, distinguish between eastern Ladakh and certain parts of it. We
have long before drawn attention of the Chinese Government to this
aspect in our correspondence and we have also protested against it. So, it
is incorrect to say that no dispute has existed about the western sector.
In fact, there is a major dispute.
Perhaps we might discuss this matter separately.
As regards eastern sector, apart from the Simla Convention and the
McMahon Line, this area has always been connected with East India. We
had not sent any armies there, because we did not feel that it was
necessary. We had only some police stationed there, but we have been
49
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administering the area quite fully. I, therefore, do not understand how
this misunderstanding could have taken place.
Throughout this period, the Indian maps have been absolutely clear and
we have discussed them previously with reference to longitude and
latitude. Therefore, there is no doubt left.
Yesterday, you also mentioned about maintaining status quo as obtained
at the time of our independence. I agree, but what is the status quo?
I should like to have your views, Your Excellency, as to how we should
proceed with our talks. So far, the talks have been vague and general and
statements are made by both sides which are not regarded as being
consonant to facts by the other side.
Premier Chou: Your Excellency says that there is a great difference in our
understanding of facts; but facts are facts and facts are an objective
reality. We do not have the same understanding temporarily; but we may
have to appoint special personnel to find out what the historical and
material facts are. In a few days' time, we may probably be not able to
reach any conclusions, but eventually we can find out whose
understanding of facts is correct.
Just now, Your Excellency has put forward some views contrary to what I
had said. You said so on the basis of certain facts as known to you, but
which are contrary to the ones known to us.
As regards the eastern sector, we knew all the time that there is a dispute
on this sector. This dispute did not arise after the establishment of the
People's Republic of China; but it was left over by history, ever since the
Simla Convention, which was never recognised by the Chinese Central
Government. It was also not recognised by the K.M.T. As regards the
secret exchange of notes, the K.M.T. Government did not even know
about it. After the People's Republic of China was established and we
established diplomatic relations with India, we mentioned about this to
you in talks and in correspondence. Since both sides know that there was
a dispute on this question, both sides were anxious for a settlement.

As regards the western sector, there has been no dispute. We have
always considered it to be a part of China and it has also been so
according to delineation on the Chinese maps. Indian maps have shown
many changes. Your Excellency mentioned that there might have been
some changes upto 1947, but actually there were changes in the maps
even after 1947; (i) no boundary line was shown but the area was shown
in colours; (ii) then the boundary was marked as "undefined"; (iii) in
1954, however, the same boundary was shown as "defined". Therefore,
this would show that, even after 1947, India made changes in the maps.
Our maps, however, have all along remained the same except for some
changes in small places, but there has been no change in the general line.
According to the Administrative jurisdiction, the area has always been
under China. Yesterday, I pointed out that the greater part (the northern
part) has been under Sinkiang where the Tibetans did not go, but the
southern part comes under the Ari area of Tibet. Ever since 18th century,
our administration has reached the place. This morning, the VicePresident said to me that these areas came under our control only in
1890; but that is not true. Moreover, we have found records of surveys
made long ago.
So, in the western sector, ever since we had our contacts with this area,
there has been no dispute. After 1950, we sent troops to Ari through this
area. In Sinkiang, our local troops used to patrol the border and, in 195657, we built a road through this area; but all this was allowed without
anything happening till a year or two ago, when some Indian soldiers
came in and we disarmed them and sent them back. Then the dispute
arose. Particularly in the last year, when Indian Government said that the
sector was defined by the treaty of 1842,50 and then our attention was
drawn to the sector and we were greatly surprised. We have said that
there has been no dispute about this area and no question has ever been
raised. Indian maps changed even after independence and, when you
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changed the line on the map to "defined", we were not consulted. This is
different from the case of the eastern sector where we both know that
dispute existed and, therefore, we were willing for a settlement. But, on
the western sector, we never knew that there was any such dispute and
we were surprised.
Of course it is in the last one or two years that a dispute has gradually
developed from the eastern to the western sector and, even in the central
sector, some parts are disputed. All this has come in our correspondence.
Even in the eastern sector, after India obtained independence, Indian
maps have made changes. Actually, long after the Simla Convention
(1914), the Indian maps followed delineation of the Chinese maps. Long
after the Simla Convention was held, Indian maps still continued to mark
the boundary in this area as "undemarcated" and it was only recently that
the words "demarcated" were added.
On the other hand, the Chinese maps have always been in accord with
what we had in history.
Even after the Simla Convention, certain areas to the south of the
McMahon Line still continued to be under the administration of the Tibetan
local authorities. We have mentioned all this in our correspondence and
there is no need for me to repeat it again here.
In the last year, we have exchanged lot of correspondence on the subject
in which we have given facts and our views. Our understanding of the
facts is different and, therefore, views and standpoints are different. It is
not desirable that we continue like this. We must find out some solution.
Your Excellency asked me as to how the talks should proceed. After
comparing the documents and maps, we realise that the facts greatly
differ. I have, therefore, this idea in my mind and I would like to know
whether it is workable. We should appoint a joint committee to look into
the material we both have. It is not possible to do so in the duration of
these talks. But the committee can take time and go through the facts on
both sides. This may be useful for the sake of our friendship and for
shortening the distance in our viewpoints. We should place all our

material on the table. The Committee can even carry out investigation or
surveys on the spot and find out what the facts are. Before agreement is
reached by the Joint Committee, each side may maintain its stand and
viewpoint.
While the Joint Committee is functioning, both sides should maintain
status quo as is obtained in actuality. There should be a line between the
two areas actually controlled by the two sides. In order to ensure
tranquility along the border, to facilitate the work of the survey teams,
and m the interest of friendship, we should maintain a distance between
the Forces on either side. We have suggested the distance to be 20
kilometres, but Your Excellency said that you were not in favour of it on
account of geographical features. We may, however, fix any other
distance which would be suitable to geographical features. Thus, we can
avoid clashes between the armed forces of our two countries. This is also
for the purpose of establishing a border of perpetual friendship and
preventing any untoward incidents,
Prime Minister: Your Excellency referred to the eastern sector and said
that there was a dispute in this case but that no such dispute had arisen
in the case of the western sector till recently.
May I know what is your view on the eastern sector in the last 40 or 50
years?
Is it claimed that that area was under Chinese or Tibetan occupation?
Premier Chou: Yes. Before the Simla Conference, area to the south of the
line fixed by secret notes was under the jurisdiction of Tibet. Even after
the Simla Conference, some parts still remained under the local Tibetan
authorities. Even after the Independence of India, the Tibetan
Government protested to the Government of India regarding some parts
south of the line. This shows that there was a dispute and we both noted
that there was a problem in this sector and we wanted to reach a
settlement.
Prime Minister: As far as I am aware, apart from minor dents, this area
was never under the jurisdiction of Tibet or China, historically or actually,

and that, for considerable time in the past, it has been directly under
Indian administration. During the British days, this area was divided into
so many different districts. But gradually the administration spread. Of
course, it took time because the area is rather wild and uninhabited.
There might have been some dispute about minor dents; but: apart from
this, there has not been any claim made by either Tibet or the Chinese
side regarding the areas now marked as belonging to China on the
Chinese maps.
Reference has been made quite often to the Simla Convention and secret
notes. I, however, do not think that there is any secrecy about it. It is
true that the Chinese Government did not accept the results of the Simla
Convention; but, as a matter of fact it is initialled by the Chinese
Plenipotentiary. It may not be binding on China, but the Chinese
representative was all along in the picture and he certainly knew about it.
All records, that we have, indicate that the Chinese representative was
chiefly interested in the boundary between inner and outer Tibet. At that
time, the Tibetan administration was functioning practically as an
independent entity. They came separately. They had separate credentials
and they had full authority to deal with matters. Apart from this, as I
have said above, the Chinese representative initialled the Convention and
he certainly knew about it. It is true that the Chinese Government did not
approve of it and, therefore, the Chinese Government may not be tied by
it; but the Tibetan Government was functioning with full authority and
was legally competent to do what it did.
Actually, the Simla Convention did not fix any new boundaries, but it only
laid down what the boundaries then were supposed to be.
But I do not know if, after this Simla Convention, at any time the Chinese
Government raised a protest on this issue. It is true that on minor areas
there were petty disputes with local Tibetan border authorities and the
Government of India then took action against it; but the main issue was
never raised.

In the mind of an Indian, our northern border is also associated with high
Himalayan ranges. It consists of high mountain ranges and high
watershed. If Your Excellency were to look at the map, then you would
realise that, if this normal principle, which is generally adopted by nations
in such circumstances, is given up, the whole country would be at the
mercy of the power which controls the mountains and no Government can
possibly accept it.
May I point out that soon after the People's Republic of China was
founded and diplomatic relations were established, question arose about
maps, and we drew the attention of the Chinese Government to maps
which were not corrected and we presented our maps. Then we were told
that the Chinese Government had not had time to look at these old maps,
but at no time did the Chinese Government precisely reject our maps. If
one sees the maps, it would be clear that it was not a question of minor
border areas but a big area of about 50,000 square miles which can be
easily seen on the maps.
This applies to both the eastern as well as the western sectors.
The position regarding western sector is that it is clearly defined and that
we had no objection from the Chinese Government at any time in the past
except in the last year.
Your Excellency says that the western sector was never in dispute. In a
sense, we agree with the statement, because we ourselves have never
thought of it as a disputed area and our maps in this regard were never
objected to.
As far as I remember, the first time that any argument arose on this
sector (western) was when a few patrol men were arrested by the
Chinese side in 1958 (I do not remember the date exactly);51 but the men
had disappeared and we made a reference to the Chinese Government
and they confirmed that these men were arrested and then we protested
and the Chinese Government released these people. We then protested in
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1958 about this area being occupied by Chinese authorities, and also
regarding the arrest of these Indians. At the same time, we also protested
about Aksai Chin road; but no answer was sent to us.
Later, the broader issue arose about the western sector, but our protest
still remains unanswered.
During the few years preceding that, a number of patrol parties went over
eastern Ladakh and they were not hindered. That showed that the area
was still not under Chinese occupation. I am not referring by this to the
northern tip of this area where the road was made, but to the south and
south-eastern part of the road which has obviously come under Chinese
occupation only in the last one or one and a half years.
Your Excellency referred to our maps having changed. It is true that we
changed our maps in 1953, but that was in regard to the extreme north of
this area and this change was made after careful enquiries and was made
in favour of the Chinese Government. It is true that, at that time, an area
that is not now included in our maps was shown in colour shade and
shown as belonging to Hunza of Kashmir State. We, however, examined
this and came to the conclusion that it was not correct for Kashmir or
Hunza to claim this area and so, on our own initiative, we left it out. This
itself will indicate our desire not to show on our maps any area about
which we had doubts.
In the last year and a half, we have precisely defined our borders in terms
of longitude and latitude. This was before the shooting incident which
took place la~t year. We.repeatedly asked the Chinese side to precisely
name the area they claimed, butit was never done.
To go back to the eastern sector, broadly speaking, at the present
moment our administration extends up to the boundary as shown on our
maps except in regard to Longju. There was one place we found which
should have been really on the other side and we voluntarily abandoned
it. Kinzemane we hold as being on our side of the boundary.
In regard to Longju, there could be no doubt that we were in occupation
of the place and we thought that we were in our territory. A junior officer

there fell ill. He was suspected of having appendicitis and we were
anxious to treat him immediately. We wanted to air-drop supplies for him
at Longju and we informed the Chinese Government of this and, in fact,
gave the latitude and longitude of Longju. This would show that we told
the Chinese Government that we were at Longju and, to avoid any
mistake about the name, we also gave the correct longitude and latitude
to enable them to locate the place. Nevertheless, our Forces were forced
back and the place is now being occupied by the Chinese.
Your Excellency has suggested the establishment of a joint committee to
study the material available with both sides and that further the
committee should actually make an on-the-spot investigation, if
necessary, and determine the boundary line. An examination of the
material held by both sides to determine the factual position would be
useful and, even if we do not agree on interpretation of facts, it will show
the degree of agreement or disagreement and we are always prepared to
have the material examined.
But appointment of such a commission would raise all kinds of difficulties.
Our border is 2500 miles long and it is a very difficult mountainous area,
sparsely populated, and sometimes with no population at all. The real
question would, therefore, seem to depend on two factors:
(i) examination of material including historical records, maps, revenue
records, etc.; and
(ii) it would also depend on some broad principle usually followed in
determining the boundaries between countries which have especially a
mountainous border area;
and that principle is the principle of high watershed. It does not mean
that this principle is absolute and final for demarcating the boundary line,
but it is one of the most important principles established in case of a
highly mountainous and sparsely populated area.
As Your Excellency knows, there is difference of viewpoints on the
boundary question; according to you, the boundary is undefined and
undemarcated. We agree that the boundary is undemarcated on the

ground; but we do not agree that it is not defined in the sense that it is
now known precisely, although there may be some doubts here and
there. But to say that all boundary is doubtful will bring us back to the
original basic difference in approach.
A joint committee can hardly deal with this and it can at the most
consider such material and try to lessen the area of disagreement. But
the whole question is not only a geographical question but a political issue
and such a committee would not be able to achieve much by wandering in
high mountains. I would, therefore, suggest that we should jointly
consider what the differences are from the material available with both
sides and reduce the area of difference. It will take time but the persons
can do the work here and can report to us. At least, that will make the
facts clear. They can tell us about places where we agree, places where
we disagree and places where there is misunderstanding. Your
Excellency's proposals about a joint committee would, however, involve a
long time and, secondly, it will also raise the question about status quo.
What is meant by status quo? Would it mean that we are petrifying
something that we do not recognise today? Therefore, difficulties will
arise. According to our information, a large number of roads have been
built in Ladakh area. So, changes have taken place and they continue to
take place.
If Your Excellency thinks it worthwhile, we can have two or three persons
on each side and examine the question in a broad way.
Premier Chou: The time is very short and I cannot give an over-all reply
today but I would talk about some individual matters:
(1) You referred to the Aksai Chin incidents in 1958. Some Indian patrols
entered Aksai Chin and they were arrested. But, we did reply to India's
protest note on the subject. As regards Aksai Chin road, we did not make
a reply because we regard it as Chinese territory and, therefore, did not
think it necessary to send a reply but, later on, when argument continued
on the subject, we made further clarifications on the subject.

(2) You mentioned about new roads being built in Ladakh. Do you mean
in Aksai Chin?
Prime Minister: I mean south of the road that has been built in Aksai
Chin.
Premier Chou: Do you mean in the disputed area of Aksai Chin?
Prime Minister: I do not know what you mean. Perhaps more than Aksai
Chin area is in dispute. What I meant was that these roads have been
built in the area south of the road which has been built in Aksai Chin and
is in the area which is shown in Chinese maps as belonging to China. It
belongs to us.
Premier Chou: I do not know about this, but I will make enquiries. As far
as I am aware, there is only one road which goes through Aksai Chin.
You suggested that both sides appoint some persons to look into the
documents here. I will consult my colleagues whether the main
documents have been brought here and are with us. As regards other
questions, we will talk tomorrow.
(The talks then adjourned till 10 a.m. on April 22, 1960)

15. R.K. Nehru-Chou Talks52
[21 April 1960, 10.30 p.m. - 22 April 1960, 12.45 a.m.]
On 21.4.60, Ambassador R.K. Nehru53 and Shrimati R.K. Nehru54 called
on Prime Minister Chou En-lai at Rashtrapati Bhavan at 10.30 p.m. Also
present at the meeting were Marshal Chen Yi, Vice Premier of the State
Council and Minister of Foreign Affairs and Mr.Chang Han-Fu, Vice Minister
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of Foreign Affairs, one Chinese Interpreter, Chinese Recorder and
myself.55
The meeting lasted two hours and fifteen minutes. Ambassador Nehru
told the Prime Minister that he and his wife were grateful to Mr. Chou Enlai for having given them this opportunity to call on the Prime Minister
and Marshal Chen Yi. Mr. Chou En-lai said that Marshal Chen Yi and he
were happy to see Mr. and Mrs. R.K. Nehru and were sorry that they were
not able to accept Chairman Mac's invitation to go to China in October
1959. Mr. Nehru said that apart from other considerations, the invitation
had arrived at short notice. Moreover, events in the Arab world would not
permit him to leave his post. Ambassador Nehru asked Mr. Chou En-lai for
his views on the situation in Arab world.
Mr. Chou En-lai said that Marshal Chen Yi would answer the question
since he was the Foreign Minister. Marshal Chen Yi said that the main
feature was the continuing dispute between President Nasser56 and
General Kassem.57 The other interesting point was that there were
unresolved contradictions on the Arab question between the United States
and the United Kingdom. United States was supporting Israel, whilst
Britain was not willing to yield any ground to the Americans in Aden,
Yemen, Oman etc. Marshal Chen Yi asked the Ambassador about the
relations between the U.A.R. and the British Government. He wanted to
know if there have been any improvements in the relations. The
Ambassador replied that relations on the economic and financial points
have certainly improved. Britain supports Kassem and because Britain is
in control in Aden, Kuwait, etc and also has relations with Israel, a
complete rapprochement has not taken place. However, President Nasser
55
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is desirous of normalising the relations between Arab countries and
countries both in the east and west. He is naturally facing some
difficulties in the way of bringing about this normalisation. The U.A.R. has
big economic problems, growing population and limited resources.
Nevertheless, the emphasis is on internal development. Marshal Chen Yi
agreed with this appraisal and he wanted to know if the livelihood of the
people and the standard of living had improved or not. The Ambassador
replied that in the last two years, particularly, there has been a
considerable improvement in the life of the people. But there are no
statistics available and it was not possible to give any definite information
about this.
Mr. Chou En-lai asked the Ambassador about conditions in Damascus. The
Ambassador said that in the Syrian region of the U.A.R. economic
conditions during the last few years were not too good due to failure of
rains. Syrian commerce has suffered because trade with Iraq had almost
come to a standstill. President Nasser is aware of this and he has adopted
a more liberal economic policy in Syria than in Egypt. Prime Minister Chou
En-lai asked as to how the merger of Syria and Egypt had worked? The
Ambassador said that there was a certain amount of discontent in Syria
but the movement against the union was not very strong and the union
had been accepted by the vast majority of the people. No Arab, not even
communists, were against Arab unity. Opposition there is, but it is only
confined to President Nasser's internal policies. All progressive elements
in the Arab world even Mr. Baghdash,58 want Arab unity. Marshal Chen Yi
said that they were of the view that each Arab country could have its
own, democratic and united front and above this should be an overall
democratic organisation to fight oppressors and colonialists. President
Nasser wants to be the head of the Arab world but other Arab leaders
opposed this. Last year, China had irritated Egypt. But, now things are
better. Ambassador Nehru said that India wanted solidarity and closer
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cooperation amongst Arab nations. After Syria, President Nasser is
reluctant to accept merger with other Arab countries at present. He wants
.to consolidate the union and to promote solidarity and cooperation
among the Arab States.
Mr. Chou En-lai asked the Ambassador the way in which this solidarity
would come about. Ambassador Nehru said that one way would be to
have common or similar policies, both internal and external. Mr. Chou Enlai said that on the whole the experience of Syria had not been very good
and to this the Ambassador agreed.
Mr. Chou En-lai said that they have some contact with the people in the
Arab world and they have the feeling that the solidarity of the type
wanted by the U.A.R. was not universally popular. President Nasser had
succeeded in educating the people and a feeling of solidarity and unity
came about specially when there was fear of foreign intervention. The
background and history of these Arab countries with their local problems
is coming in the way of this solidarity. For example, Tunisia, Morocco and
Algeria were all French but they have different problems and the
differences are to a large extent a hang-over of the imperialist days. The
Ambassador said that not only old history but recent history played a part
in this. Marshal Chen Yi said that the problem for these countries was to
first solve the internal problems and then cope with the external ones. If
internally there was disunity, then foreign interventions were bound to
take place. Ambassador Nehru asked as to what these internal difficulties
were in the opinion of the Marshal. Marshal Chen Yi said that owing to
different beliefs; different nationalities, party disputes and the petroleum
still in the imperialist hands, there was no significant land reform. In
1958, a danger was created by the imperialists and they wanted to
interfere in the internal affairs of Iraq. But due to influence of India,
China, Russia etc. the situation was saved. Now the imperialists are
picking up internal problems. We have an Ambassador in Iraq but we
have instructed him not to get involved in the internal affairs of Iraq.
Ambassador Nehru asked the manner in which other countries were

interfering in Iraq. Marshal Chen Yi said that they got different kinds of
reports from the newspapers but now the situation was that there was
general support for President Kassem. When Mr. Chou En-lai asked about
the relations of Arab countries with Israel, the Ambassador said that the
relations were, of course, tense, but this tension was sometimes
aggravated by differences among Arab States which led one State to
follow a more extreme line than the other.
The Ambassador then asked Mr. Chou En-lai to give his views on the
upsurge in Africa. Mr. Chou En-lai said: this was the epoch of anticolonialism and nationalism was the main event. Ambassador said that
there were certain peculiar facets of the upsurge taking place in Africa
e.g. nationalist upsurge; upsurge for independence; upsurge for racial
equality. There was one such upsurge for unity and there were also
certain factors which encouraged separatist tendencies and Prime Minister
Chou En-lai said that they were independent movements but the
imperialists left this legacy; they planted bad factors; encouraged
separatism and conservatism. This has been so for over 100 years. This
was also the case of nationalist movements of India and China. There was
partition in India; imperialists left legacy in China-Taiwan. We have a
similar problem in Tibet-the serf owners and serfs. In Indonesia there are
still national rebels. Same is the case in Malaya and Singapore. Yet in
spite of this Asians have become independent and nothing can stop this
and these countries must improve their lot.
Ambassador Nehru said that some of the small African countries do not
seem to have the same kind of national background as the larger Asian
countries etc. Countries like Nigeria, Togoland, etc., have a tribal
background and this may be coming in the way of greater national
cohesion. One of the dangers which some of these small countries seem
to be facing is that external influences may seep in through the backdoor
after independence. It is what the African nationalists call neocolonialism. We in India have always felt that Asian-African understanding

and co-operation was important and this we mentioned in our Joint
Communiqué when President Nasser was here.59
Mr. Chou En-lai thought Ambassador was quite correct. We must help
these nations. On the other hand these nations have to gain their own
experience. Imperialism united these nations internally and their phase of
nationalism has got to go through fire-the most precious experience is
that which you gain yourself. India and China are examples of this.
Through long process our nations have been steeled through experience
and become free. In the next 40 years of the 20th century imperialism
will totally disappear although colonialists will try to hold out. But they are
bound to fail particularly in context of world politics and the development
of science and technology which all help nationalism.
The Ambassador said that because of this India, China and other
countries must remain friends and nothing should be done to undermine
this friendship.
To this Prime Minister Chou En-lai replied in the past year unfortunate
events, some differences and misunderstandings had occurred between
India and China. We must exert our joint efforts to dispel this dark cloud
and it was now the great moment to do so. You have not been in China at
this time and it is unfortunate that all this should have occurred when the
new Ambassador took over.60 We maintain that all that has happened is
not what we expected. But it was a logical outcome of the revolt in Tibet
and the coming of the Dalai Lama into India.
Ambassador Nehru said that he was out of touch with the events in China
and Tibet but since his return to India, he had become aware of the deep
shock which the people of India had experienced. The vast majority of the
people wanted friendship with China, but friendship was only possible if
each country respected the vital interests and rights and the national
dignity of the other. The shock to Indian opinion was very great and
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Prime Minister Nehru had expressed it in moderate terms. Ambassador
Nehru said he did not wish to go into details but he was expressing the
general feelings of people of India.
Mr. Chou En-lai said, in China the Chinese had received just as much a
shock as the Indian people. But the Chinese Government and the
Communist Party have always restrained their resentment. China and
Chinese people have true friendship for India and our solidarity is very
vital not only for ourselves but for the world. The revolt in Tibet was very
serious and a said affair and Dalai Lama's carrying out his revolt gave a
great jolt to our people. Because of his religious belief we had respected
Dalai Lama and therefore we had postponed the reforms in Tibet. I had
mentioned this to Prime Minister Nehru in 1957. But that same year some
Tibetans in India, particularly in Kalimpong, put pressure on Dalai Lama
and carried out anti-Chinese propaganda and this assistance and
encouragement from outside encouraged the Dalai Lama to oppose the
reforms and instigated the revolt. He wanted to do away with the
nationalist people's liberation army and also to throw out the Han people.
All this happened before the actual revolt. Ambassador Nehru will
recollect that the Chairman Mao Tse Tung himself told him that the
Chinese Government had postponed reforms in Tibet and reduced the size
of their army from 50,000 to 20,000 and also withdrawn some of the
cadres. In 1957 January I had spoken to Dalai Lama about this when he
was in India in 1957. In spite of all this the revolt was started in Tibet. We
had the power to imprison and arrest the Dalai Lama but the three letters
that he wrote to us deceived US61 and he succeeded in escaping to India.
We have no objection to the Indian Government granting political asylum
to the Dalai Lama. All countries have a right to do so. But the Dalai Lama
is today carrying out anti-Chinese activities and encouraging the
movement for an independent Tibet. This is beyond the definition of
political asylum. Very recently, Tibetans in India celebrated the first
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anniversary of the revolt in Tibet at Kalimpong. This was naturally not
liked by our people. Some people in India, and they are responsible
people, say that we are suppressing the Tibetans. But we are liberating
them by changing their lives by removing serfdom. But certain people in
the upper strata of public opinion in India, although small they are, say
that we are suppressing the Tibetans. We are shocked by this attitude
and the developments in Tibet have a direct bearing to the border
problem.
Ambassador Nehru said that every country had its own way of functioning
and in a democratic set up of life like ours, it is only natural that people
should give vent to their resentment publicly and there is no way by
which a democratic government can prevent them from doing so. But this
should not undermine our friendship.
Mr. Chou En-lai said that for a long time last year, on the Tibet question,
there was violent anti-Chinese propaganda carried out. It was continued
from January to June 1959 but this anti-Chinese propaganda had started
several months before the reforms in Tibet and this propaganda was
carried out not by few but by responsible political parties, members of the
Parliament and other responsible people in India. But all that is over now.
Yet the Dalai Lama and his group continue to carry out anti-Chinese
activities and let me assure you that his activities are not going to have
any effect on Tibetans. Although we are distressed at the attitude of the
Indian Government towards the Dalai Lama, we did not mention this for a
long time, though our people were shocked and pained.
On this question, there are other reasons on our side and Marshal Chen Yi
has mentioned these to Sardar Swaran Singh and I mentioned to Mr.
Krishna Menon. It is beyond our comprehension as to how a country like
India can support the tyrannical serf-holders of Tibet.
Ambassador Nehru asked has the revolt in Tibet any direct bearing on the
border question? To this the Prime Minister Chou En-lai said, Yes. He said
that we were aware of the fact that there existed a dispute between our
two countries about eastern border. I have told Prime Minister Nehru that

this question could be solved by peaceful means. We are, of course, not
willing to agree to the Mac Mahon Line but we assure you that we will not
cross Mac Mahon Line and enter Indian territory. This has been our
understanding all along but at the time of the Tibet revolt India
mentioned the Simla Convention and asked us to accept the Mac Mahon
Line and also 1842 Treaty. We are not willing to accept either of them and
we resent this new development. The Simla Convention of 191362 was
imposed on Tibet by the Imperialists and the Central Government of
China did not recognise it. Both of us are new countries and we can solve
the border question in the same way as we have solved the disputes with
Nepal but in no circumstances are we going to accept or recognise the
secret convention singed by Imperialists. Even Chiang Kai Shek did not
accept the Simla Convention. How can Independent India and
independent China be a party to this Convention? For us, it is absolutely
impossible to do so. But some responsible people in India want to impose
this upon us. I want to again repeat that both these treaties were
mentioned for the first time to us at the time of the Tibet Revolt. Mr.
Chou En-lai continued as for the western sector what you call Ladakh and
what we call Aksaichin, has always been ours and certainly for the last
200 years. All our old maps show this. Of course, there are certain minor
discrepancies in some of our maps but there is no doubt that the Central
Government of China for the last 200 years has exercised jurisdiction in
that area. In 1950 we sent troops to Tibet from this territory and also to
Sinkiang. Then we built a road there. We get supplies from this area. To
all this India has never objected. It was only in 1958 that an Indian patrol
party was sent to this area and this party we disarmed and sent back to
India. In 1959, India raised a point that the border question in the west
should follow the 1842 Treaty. We have seen this Treaty and are
convinced that there is nothing in the Treaty which says that this region
belongs to India. To us, this Indian demand is both new and shocking and
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has irritated our people very much. I have given all these details and
background of this in my letter of the 26th December, 1959.63 But, in
spite of that letter we were willing to consider settling the eastern border,
accept the Indian jurisdiction upto the McMahon Line and assure that we
will not cross it. So, in the east a settlement can be found. We have never
made any territorial claims but India says we have. Our people resent this
and this has made this problem very difficult. But the responsibility is not
ours. What has happened is very unexpected from our friends. I am
placing before you the actual position. Our aim is still to explore ways to
settlement. As I have told you, we do not stress in public but I want to
tell you all the facts. Only in the past two years things have become very
complicated and we know that non- settlement of this problem will harm
us both. That is why, we have come to Delhi to try and reach some sort of
a settlement and not to emphasise our differences. Whether we succeed
or not, is to be seen. But our friendship is the most important thing. If we
cannot settle now, we can find other and gradual ways and means to
solve this problem. You, Mr. Ambassador are deeply interested in IndiaChina friendship and you know the background of our Tibet policy.
Chairman Mao Tse Tung had himself told you about this policy several
times. You would recollect that Chairman Mao Tse Tung told you about
this when you were leaving China and when he saw you at Canton. So
whenever there are any differences, we think of you and that is why we
invited you again because you understand our position. Because we are
friends, that is why I have told you all this.
The Ambassador said that he agreed with the Prime Minister that
friendship was essential between India and China not only in the interest
of the two countries, but of Asia and the world. However, he would repeat
that a friendly settlement was only possible if the vital interests, national
dignity and rights of both the countries were respected. We all hope that
step by step, these difficulties will be solved and friendship will be
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restored-I am grateful to you for your invitation to come to China and I
hope some time or other I will be able to come again. Marshal Chen Yi
then said that he hoped that a settlement could be reached on the basis
of mutual respect and mutual accommodation. Our friendship is the
greatest thing; the border question is subsidiary. To this Ambassador
Nehru replied that for India the border question was not a subsidiary
matter. It was of vital importance. He would like to draw the attention of
the Vice Premier to the fact that the border from Peking was 3,000 miles
away, but from Delhi it was only a few hundred miles and that made a
tremendous difference and affected our security.
Mr. Chou En-lai said in regard to security, we treat our southern boundary
as boundary of peace. Chairman Mao Tse Tung has said that our enemy
lies in the east and will come from the sea. We take India as a friendly
country and we cannot turn our southern border into a national front. Mr.
Ambassador, you have mentioned security, dignity and friendship.
Between us, there can be no other way and it is impossible for us to show
weapons to each other and even to mention them.
Marshal Chen Yi again emphasised that war between India and China was
inconceivable. Prime Minister Nehru had said so in the Parliament. We
must solve this problem in a friendly way. Ambassador Nehru said that
war between two countries like India and China could not be a small
affair. It would involve the whole world.
Mr. Chou En-lai said that war between us was out of question and when
we refer to friendly settlement of the border question, we do so in all
sincerity and we are not thinking of taking any precautions against each
other but our endeavour should be to put each other at ease, especially
India. You know how high the plateau of Tibet is and we cannot help
placing our troops there and as I have said earlier, we had reduced our
army there from 50,000 to 20,000. But events in Tibet last year, upset
this.
Ambassador Nehru said that apart from the border question, there are
reports of a great concentration of troops on the Indian borders.

Naturally, this had a strong reaction in India. Why have these troops been
sent there? We also have reports of building of airfields.
Mr. Chou En-lai said that there were more aerodromes on the Indian side
than on the Chinese side of the border. There was only one aerodrome in
Tibet.
Ambassador Nehru said that the Himalayas are vital for India and we
have to defend them. In so many other ways, they are part of India's
history, culture and religion. We want our border to be a peaceful border
and not a military one. Your Excellency will recollect that I had suggested
when I was in China that we should have free and peaceful intercourse
between India and the Tibetan region. We should have a peaceful and
model border. I had also suggested that there should be an air Service
between Lhasa and India so that people could move freely between the
two countries. I earnestly hope that your talks will succeed, but I cannot
minimise the deep concern of our people about recent events. Even those
elements in India who are extremely friendly to China, have been upset
by Chinese activities on the border.
Mr. Chou En-lai said that Himalayas mean much to them also. We have
the same sentiments for them as you have. However, our endeavour
should be to settle this question peacefully and as quickly as possible and
this is why we are here. He again repeated that as a result of his visit
some solution would be found which would help to "bring about step by
step settlement."
At about 1 a.m. the Ambassador said that he had taken too much of
Chinese Prime Minister's time and he thanked him for meeting him.
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IV
(April 22 - 10 a.m. to 1 p.m.)
Premier Chou: We now have had two days' talks. Both sides have
repeatedly stated their position and viewpoints on many questions.
Yesterday, we made some new points and you also put forward some
views on the Simla Convention and made a new proposal. I think this
preliminary seeking of avenues should have a destination. Therefore,
today I propose to deal with the question in three parts:
(1) Facts-I would like to present those facts on which our viewpoints are
closer to each other;
(2) Common Grounds-From the beginning I have said that we have come
here to find common grounds because it is only from this that we can
reach agreement on principles;
(3) The original proposal and new proposal by Prime Minister-I will reply
to Prime Minister's proposal and also would like to make a counterproposal.
I. Facts: (i) Eastern Sector. On the eastern sector of the boundary, we
also had a traditional and customary line. But the situation later changed.
This line had appeared even in maps published by the British, including
those published in India by them during the years 1880 to 1936, and this
customary line has always appeared to the south instead of the McMahon
Line. Between this traditional and customary line and the McMahon line,
there was an area occupied by many tribes (as many as 6). As accounts
by various travellers would also prove, most of the tribes were under
Tibet.
When the British were in India for a considerable period of time, they kept
the line to the south and this line was not changed till 1936. The British
only established some connections with some of the tribes to the north of
the line. Between 1911 and 1913, i.e., on the eve of the fixing of the
McMahon line, the British gradually pushed to the north of the line; but
even after McMahon line was fixed, they did not very much push forward

towards the north and the line still continued to be drawn in the south.
During the Second World War, Britain suffered many losses in Burma and
the British pushed to the north of the customary line and divided the area
into several districts. The British started pushing intensively towards the
north from 1942 and the local Tibetan Government repeatedly protested
against this and the Central Chinese Government also raised protest
against this through Sinkiang.
As to the maps, not till 1936, i.e., 22 years after the Simla Convention
and the exchange of notes, did a line to the north of the customary line
appear on these maps, but it was still called "un demarcated". Such maps
were in use even after Indian independence. It was only in 1954 that the
word "un demarcated" was removed and the line to the north was shown
as an ordinary "firm" boundary line. Even after Indian independence,
administration did not spread to this area at once. As Your Excellency has
said, it spread only gradually and, even till 1950, Monyul area (Kameng)
still continued to be under Tibet. It was only after 1951 that the Tibetan
administration withdrew from Kameng area and it was not till 1954 that
the Indian administration was extended to the entire area and the northeastern administration was formed and came directly under Indian
administration.
The notes exchanged in 1914 at the Simla Convention did not form a
dividing line. We cannot say that the McMahon line was fixed as a result
of exchange of notes, since the Central Government did not recognise it
and the change of situation had no absolute relation with fixing of the
line.
Your Excellency mentioned about Simla Convention and the notes then
secretly exchanged.
From the beginning, mention ofthis (Simla Convention and the notes) has
been a shock to the Chinese people, and it hurt their feelings because
these are the legacies of Imperialism. Your Excellency yourself mentioned
in a friendly way that, after the Younghusband expedition, the British
Government obtained many special rights in Tibet and, that after Indian

independence, India gave those up out of friendship for China. It was
precisely in this period, starting from the Younghusband expedition, that
the British tried to use their special rights in order to split Tibet from
China, completely or partly, and it was also in this period that the British
coined the word "suzerainty". They also brought pressure on China and
Tibet to come to India and negotiate with McMahon. Moreover, the British
representative, without letting the Chinese representatives know about it,
secretly exchanged notes in Delhi before the Simla Convention was signed
and the McMahon line was fixed as a result of this exchange of notes.
Then, this line was put on an attached map to the proceedings of the
Simla Convention, as part of the line between inner and outer Tibet. The
British thus tried to sneak the map in. It is true that Ivan Chen65 did initial
it; but he immediately stated that his initialling it would not make it valid
unless it was approved by his Government, and the then Chinese
Government, the Government of Yuan Shih-Kai, did not approve the
Convention. Mr. Wellington KOO,66 who is now a Judge of the
International Court at the Hague and who was then a diplomatic officer of
the Chinese Foreign Office, can testify to this. Even the Government of
India acknowledges that the Simla Convention could not be binding on the
Chinese Government. That Convention cannot be valid only because the
Tibetan representatives signed it and this for two reasons:
(a) treaties signed by Tibet previously had to be approved by Chinese
Government before they become valid and the Chinese Government has
pre-1914 documents to prove this; and
(b) The British also recognised that any treaty with Tibet would be valid
only if the Chinese Government approved of it, and the Chinese
Government has also pre-1914 documents to prove this.
I would, therefore, like to mention in a friendly manner that it would be
better if the Simla Convention is not brought up as a legal basis for Indian
65

Chinese representative to the Simla Conference (1913-1914), Ivan Chen (Chen I-fan).

66

Secretary to Yuan Shih-Kai, President of China, at the time of the Simla Conference,

1913-14.

claim. But the Government of India did it in the past year and that is why
the problem became complicated. I would once again like to mention that
the Simla Convention and the notes cannot be accepted by the Chinese
Government at all. One may then ask-is it impossible to settle our dispute
in the eastern sector? No.
In the past 10 years or so, our thinking has been as follows: We realise
that there is a dispute and we think that, if both sides take into account
not only the historical background but actual situation, a reasonable
settlement is possible.
As regards the historical situation, first the line in this sector was to the
south and later if changed to the north. The tribes in between were not
under the British rule from the beginning. They were not entirely under
Tibet, but some certainly were. Therefore, the area is a disputed area and
we say that the boundary in this sector was never delimited or fixed or
demarcated.
As regards actual situation, after Indian independence, the Government of
India gradually pushed on and, at two or three points, India even
exceeded the McMahon line. We have checked this with documents
relating to the McMahon line which are in our possession.
In view of this actual situation, we take the following position: (a) We say
that we cannot recognise the McMahon line;
(b) but we will not cross that line since Indian troops have already
reached it; and
(c) as regards two or three points, where Indians have exceeded the
McMahon line, we are willing to maintain the status quo pending
negotiations.
We have brought in all these historical facts only to show that there has
been a dispute for long and that the boundary is not delimited. We did not
make any claims, nor did we put forward any pre-requisites for talks.
I would like to add that, when I mentioned two or three points, I referred
to the following:-

(1) Tamadem: The Chinese Government appreciated that the Government
of India withdrew Forces when it was pointed out to them that they had
exceeded the McMahon line there;
(2) Longju and Kinzemane: We have checked with our maps attached to
the notes and we found that these are north of the McMahon line.
Between Longju and Migyton, there are no high peaks. These are,
however, minor points.
(ii) Western Sector: Now, as regards the western sector of the boundary,
Sinkiang had long historical relations with China dating to as early as Han
dynasty (2000 years ago) and we have uninterrupted historical records to
prove this. Since then, the British maps published upto 1862 are
approximately the same as the Chinese maps. When I say British maps,
we also include the Survey of India maps. This delineation of the western
sector of the boundary has a basis, namely, the Karakoram watershed.
The Karakoram has a very high peak called the Khunlun mountain which
lies between Sinkiang and Tibet and which is the line of demarcation
between Sinkiang and Tibet. On its left is the Kara, to the west is the
Karakoram range, whose watershed divides Hunza from Sinkiang and the
watershed between Sinkiang and Ladakh. Karakoram extends right upto
the Kongka Pass. To the south of this are Chang-Chenmo, Pangong Lake
and the Indus valley. If we talk about geographical features in the eastern
sector, then such are the features for the western sector.
From 1862 to 1943, many British Indian maps drew no line here but
showed the region in a colour shade which went deep into Chinese
territory and, therefore, these maps were different from the maps
obtaining in China. But even then, these maps clearly showed this sector
of the boundary was "undefined". In 1950, after the Indian independence,
maps similar to the present Indian maps came into circulation-the colour
shade had gone, but still the boundaries were called "undefined". It was
only in 1954 that an ordinary boundary line was drawn and the word
"undefined" was removed. Therefore, there are four stages: one upto
1862, when the maps were close to the Chinese maps; in the second and

third stages, some changes took place. Firstly, the colour shade moved
more into Chinese territory, but later on the coloured area approximated
to the area now included in the Indian maps; and in the fourth stage, the
boundary was marked as "defined."
Your Excellency mentioned that in 1953 some change was made in the
Indian maps in Hunza area and that it was to the advantage of China. We
have not found this map of India; but we noticed that, in the present
Indian maps and in the present Pakistan maps, there is a difference here
in this area. In the Pakistan maps, the area here extends into Chinese
territory. In the Indian maps, the boundary line is further to the south;
but it is still not in accordance with the watershed.
With reference to administrative jurisdiction in the western sector, ever
since Sinkiang became part of China in the 18th century, it has been a
part of Khotan (Ho-tien). All water systems north of the Kongka pass and
Karakoram flow towards the north. Chinese administration has always
reached Aksai Chin area. In the year 1891 to 1892, the Manchu
Government sent people to Karakoram and Chian-Chenmo valley for
carrying out surveys. These people confirmed that our boundaries lay
here. We have records to prove this. The K.M.T. also surveyed the
Kongka pass. In fact, the local Government in Sinkiang had invited some
Soviet experts to come and do the survey.
So, on Chinese maps this sector has always been as it is. Minor
inaccuracies may be possible, because the maps are small-scale maps;
but the general direction of the boundary has never changed on our
maps.
As I mentioned yesterday, we never realised that there was any dispute
in this area. This sector of the boundary is also unfixed and
undemarcated; but it is only two years ago, when Indian soldiers intruded
into our territory, and particularly, since March last year, when the
Government of India mentioned in one of their notes about the 1842
treaty, that we first came to know about this. But we feel that there is no
basis for India's claim to this territory. The Indian Government asked us

to withdraw the troops from the area which has been historically a part of
China. Like this, it will be impossible to find a solution.
If we discuss the boundary, then we discuss both the sectors as being
undelimited or unfixed and we cannot accept any territorial claims.67
(iii) Middle Sector:- A comparison of our maps show that, in this sector,
the boundary line is basically the same. There are only 9 places where
there are individual disputes, but these can be settled separately in the
boundary talks. I would only like to add a word about what we in Chinese
call Polin Samdo. It is the same as Pulam Bumda. We have checked with
maps other than Chinese and this place is the same as the one which is
fixed as a trade mart in the Sino-Indian Agreement on Tibet.
II. Common Ground: If we seek avenues to settlement, we must have
common ground. Is there any common ground? I think there is.
(i) On the question whether the boundary line is determined or delimited
or not, we must have a common understanding. From that, we can see in
eastern sector it is not defined and, therefore, we must discuss it. You say
that, in the eastern sector, it is determined and that the Chinese
Government should accept it as such. But we think it should be settled
through negotiations, because the situation has changed not only before
but also after the Indian independence.
In the western sector, we say we have a traditional customary line. But
the Indian Government objects, saying that the boundary line should be
to the east of this customary line. I have pointed out that Indian maps
have changed four times. So, how can we say that the boundary m this
area is determined or delimited?
In the middle sector, the boundary line has been basically the same, but
it has [n]ever68 been demarcated.
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Therefore, we must have some common understanding and we think that
it is possible to have such an understanding. The boundary line has to be
fixed by negotiations.
Your Excellency was quite right when you said the other day that we must
seek a solution which brings no defeat to any side and that it should be
reasonable, equitable and friendly.
(ii) Although our boundary is not formally delimited or fixed, there exists
a line of actual control. In the eastern sector, it is the McMahon line, and,
on the western sector, the line is the Karakoram and Kongka pass. By the
line of actual control, I mean that administrative personnel as well as
patrolling troops of one side have both reached upto that line.
In the middle sector also, there is a line of actual control. This is a
common ground and this can be considered as a basis for determining our
boundary dispute.
(iii) When we consider geographical conditions for delimiting a boundary,
watershed is not the only condition. In the eastern sector, there is the
Himalayan mountain and its watershed, but four valleys cut across this
watershed.
In the western sector also, there is a watershed; but there are also
valleys like Chiang-Chenmo, Pangang69 and Indus Valley. If we take the
watershed principle, it should be made applicable to both sectors.
Similarly, also the principle of valleys.
In the central sector, there is a geographical feature of mountain passes.
This also can be made equally applicable to all sectors.
(iv) Since we are going to have friendly negotiations, neither side should
put forward claims to an area which is no longer under its administrative
control. For example, we made no claim in the eastern sector to areas
south of the line, but India made such claims in the western sector.
It is difficult to accept such claims and the best thing is that both sides do
not make such territorial claims.
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Of course, there are individual places which need to be readjusted
individually, but that is not a territorial claim.
(v) We should also take into account national feelings. Your Excellency
and some other friends yesterday mentioned to me about Indians having
deep feelings towards Himalayas. We readily acknowledge this. But,
similarly, the Chinese people and other adjoining countries, like Nepal and
Bhutan, also have feelings for Himalayas. People both to the north and
the south of the Himalayas thus have common feelings around Himalayas.
This is a common point and Himalayas should become a mountain of
friendship between China and India and other adjoining countries.
You can also appreciate that the Chinese, particularly the Sinkianese,
have the same feelings towards Karakoram (which are called in ancient
Chinese "Tsung" mountains) and this should also become a mountain of
friendship. This kind of feeling is most precious for maintaining friendly
relations.
III. New proposals: I have already mentioned that there is divergence of
facts and basis on both sides. I have mentioned five points as our
common grounds.
You put a proposal yesterday. It seems to us quite impossible for both
sides to reach a conclusion on examination of the material in a few days'
time. When you start such an examination, more documents naturally
come in. I came here mainly for reaching an agreement on principles;
and, therefore, we have not brought with us any original documents.
The joint committee may take somewhat long time, but its main duty will
be to examine documents and maps and, if necessary, it may do on the
spot investigations. After facts are clarified, we can achieve some
common understanding like the viewpoint mentioned above by me. We
may also fix some time-limit for the committee to submit its report, either
jointly or separately, and then afterwards we will again hold talks at a
higher level. Secondly, I would like to repeat that, while the joint
committee is still functioning and the negotiations are still going on,

status quo should be maintained. By status quo, I mean maintaining lines
where administrative jurisdiction of each side has reached.
In order to maintain the status quo, even after the boundary line is
determined, we should make it a line of friendship and, for this purpose,
Forces of both sides should be removed from the border. The distance to
which each Force should be removed can be decided by mutual
agreement and accordance with favourable geographical features.
Merely stopping of the patrolling of the border will not remove danger.
According to our information, Indian troops at Kinzemane started
patrolling recently and advanced several kilometers towards the northwest side. However, we have strictly ordered our outposts to avoid any
contact; but, if the troops are near to each other on the border, there is
always a danger of conflict.
I should be glad to hear your views on this.
In addition, I may mention that, if you wish to show us any material in
order to explain your basis of arguments, we shall also be happy to see it.
I have taken a long time, but I have said all that I wanted to say and
have also stated the facts on which we have made our statements. The
purpose of doing this is to try to reach an agreement on principles which
we think is possible through talks. Some document also could be
produced. If we could reach such an agreement, it would facilitate easing
of tension and it will be in the interest of friendship and world peace.
Prime Minister: I am grateful to Your Excellency for the pains that you
have taken in giving us a detailed survey of your position. You have
referred to many points relating to facts and many matters. Obviously, if I
deal with all these matters now, it will take as much time, if not more,
and there is no time for it now.
Facts are certainly most important. It is on the basis of facts that opinions
are formed. In regard to facts also, however, there may be a difference of
opinion. But, broadly speaking, we shall be able to have some common
basis over most, if not all, of the facts.

Now, I find that there is a very big difference-on past history and present
facts. I can, of course, put my view of the facts. I have, however, been
wondering whether we should not deal with the facts, since they are so
important, in a more concise and definite way. We should take any sector
and go into that with some exactitude over maps, etc., and precise
references. If you want precision, we may have one or two advisers with
maps or perhaps they can take up the matter separately.
Your Excellency referred to the eastern sector and you also stated your
objection to the McMahon Line and Simla Convention. We do not say
McMahon Line or the Simla Conference is the final decision. But we raised
it as a piece of historical evidence and, along with other factors, it
certainly is an important piece. That part, which you call the tribal part
where rather primitive tribes live, has always been under the direct
political control of whatever Government had existed in India. Actual
administration varied greatly. Britain was not interested in the progress of
the tribes. They were only interested in exercising influence over them
and they also had some treaties with them. But this was so, not only in
eastern sector, but also in the North-Western Frontier Province. Actually
they showed the fully administered areas in one way and the other areas
under influence in another way. That is why some confusion may arise.
But after independence we could not treat any of our population
differently. Therefore, we brought them under our administrative
apparatus (like opening of schools, hospitals, etc.)
That may create some misunderstanding. But in the central, eastern and
the western sectors of the boundary, we have had, during the last
hundred years or more, numerous precise surveys and we have made
maps 1 inch to 2 miles or 1 inch to 4 mile . There have also been
geographical surveys in abundance practically every few years and, if
necessary, I can give names of the leaders of the surveying teams and
the years in which they were held.
As regards the western sector adjoining Sinkiang and Tibet, for almost all
the area, we have so many records of surveys and revenue collection

which would show that this area was under continuous control and
occupation of the Kashmir State Government.
I wonder whether Your Excellency knows about a certain small village of
Minsar in Tibet. It is completely isolated from the Indian areas. It is about
130 miles from our border in Ladakh and is on the caravan route from
Gartok to Manasarovar. It is an interesting survival of old days. In
accordance with old treaties, it has been a part of Ladakh in Kashmir and
it is quite isolated in Tibet. People of this place paid revenue to the
Kashmir Government till recently. Every two years, the Kashmir officials
went to Minsar and collected revenue and came back. This went on upto
1950. It is rather odd, but it is an old relic and it is a symbol and some
evidence of old treaties being honoured.70
In these old treasury and revenue records, we have good evidence of
continuing control and occupation of the whole Ladakh area.
Then, take, for example, the northern portion bordering Sinkiang. I think
I am right in saying that Sinkiang never came beyond Kuenlun mountain.
It reached Karakoram Pass in 1892.
I am just mentioning a few odd facts which throw light on the frontier
situation. If we go into them more precisely, we get a more connected
picture.
I have just mentioned Minsar. I was also told by Bhutan Government that
they have enclaves right in Tibet from where they collected revenues for a
number of years. These are, of course, old relics, but they serve to throw
light on the situation.
Your Excellency mentioned about neither side putting forward any
territorial claims. I agree. In fact, to make such claims has been
repugnant to us and is out of keeping with our approach to problems.
The question is mainly factual. When it is admitted that certain territories
are attached to certain areas, then the question ends. Take again, for
example, the eastern part of Ladakh. Considerable part of it is at present
70
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in Chinese occupation. According to us, this occupation is only a recent
one, in the last one or two years. In some other parts, like northern
Ladakh, it may be longer, but these changes are recent changes. We have
enough evidence of people going to eastern Ladakh in the last 11 years
and finding no trace of any Chinese there.
As regards eastern sector, we stand by our well established boundaries in
this area which were not made by the McMahon Line or the Simla
Convention, but were only confirmed by it.
Since a great deal depends upon facts, if we can reduce our differences as
regards facts, it might help. Otherwise, we would be still on moving
foundation.
Premier Chou: Regarding collection of taxes in Minsar, we also collected
taxes in the eastern sector till 1950. Regarding examination of material, if
you think it is useful to prove your point of view, we shall certainly be
happy to see it. But we have not brought our material with us and
moreover it will only waste time if we were to look into it. Perhaps we
may do as follows: Some people from our party can go to the External
Affairs Ministry where some of your own officers can sit with them and
they can take down and make notes.
Prime Minister: I agree and, if it is convenient, your officers can go to the
Ministry at 3-30 in the afternoon.
(It was decided that three or four officers from each side will meet in the
External Affairs Ministry at 3-30 p.m.)
(P.M. gave instructions that a full picture about our case on the western
sector with reference to maps and old records may be given to the
Chinese).71

17. Rebuttal of Chou En-lai's Points of 22 April 196072
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Appendix I
Comments on Certain Observations Made by Premier Chou En-lai During
Talks on April 22, 1960
Western Sector
1. Sinkiang had long historical relations with China going back to nearly
2000 years.
This statement is on the whole correct. Our point is that China had lost
control of Sinkiang in the 19th century and only regained it in 1878; and
the southern limits of Sinkiang only came down to the Karakoram pass
and the Kuen Lun mountain in 1892.
2. The British maps published up to 1862 are approximately the same as
the Chinese maps.
Premier Chou En-lai obviously has in mind Walker's Map of 1854. Walker
drew this map on the basis of the maps of Strachey and Vigne and had no
knowledge of northern and eastern Aksai Chin. Walker himself corrected
this alignment in his later map of 1868. It may be added that, though
Walker's map of 1854 did not include the Aksai Chin area within Ladakh,
the Chinese maps also did not show the boundary of Sinkiang South of
the Kuen Lun mountains.
3. The Karakoram range has a very high peak called the Kuen Lun which
lies between Sinkiang and Tibet and which is the line of demarcation
between Sinkiang and Tibet.
This statement confuses the Karakoram and the Kuen Lun mountains. If
the Kuen Lun mountains form the boundary between Sinkiang and Tibet,
then It destroys the other Chinese argument that 80% of the present
area now claimed by China was a part of Sinkiang.

Source: see fn 18 in this section "Chou En-lai's Visit." Also available in P.N. Haksar
Papers, NMML.

4. The Karakoram is the watershed dividing Hunza and Sinkiang, and
Sinkiang and Ladakh.
It is correct to say that the watershed divides Hunza and Sinkiang; but to
say that the Karakoram range is the watershed range between Sinkiang
and Ladakh once more brings Sinkiang south of the Kuen Lun mountains,
an argument dropped by Chou En-lai in his previous sentence.
5. The Karakoram range extends right upto the Kongka Pass.
This is incorrect. The main Karakoram range lies further west in Indian
territory.
6. To the south of this are Chang Chenmo, the Pangong lake and the
Indus valley.
Premier Chou En-lai does not state where the boundary cuts the Chang
Chenmo, the Pan gong lake and the Indus valley.
7. If we talk about geographical features in the eastern sector, then such
are the features in the western sector.
The features followed by our traditional alignment are geographically
quite sound because, except where the Karakash cuts across it, they form
a watershed between the Indus and the Khotan systems.
8. From 1862 to 1943 many British Indian maps drew no line here but
showed the region in a colour shade and the boundary as undefined.
This is not true, for although a few maps showed the extent of Indian
territory by a colour shade, many maps including Walker's Map of
Turkestan, the map attached to Drew's book Jammoo and Kashmir and
the maps attached to the Imperial Gazetteer of India (1907) clearly
showed the boundary line.
9. In 1950, maps similar to the present Indian maps came into circulation
but still the boundaries were called undefined.
The word "undefined" was used in the sense of "undemarcated".
10. It was only in 1954 that an ordinary boundary line was drawn and the
word "undefined" was removed.
This was because it was then decided that, as the boundary was along a
permanent mountain range, no demarcation was necessary.

11. To the north of Kashmir, the boundary line in Indian maps is still not
in accordance with the watershed.
This is not true. Premier Chou En-lai himself has admitted earlier that the
boundary between Hunza and Sinkiang follows the watershed. From the
Karakoram pass, the boundary follows the watershed between the
Yarkand system in Sinkiang and Shyok system in India upto a point
north-east of Haji Langar; then it follows the crest of the Kuen Lun
mountains which is also the main watershed in the region.
12. Administratively, ever since Sinkiang became part of China in the
18th Century, it has been a part of Khotan.
As shown earlier, the administration neither of Khotan, nor of Yarkand,
extended below the Kuen Lun.
13. All water systems north of the Kongka pass and the Karakoram flow
towards the north.
Actually, except for the Karakash river, all other rivers and streams flow
south. They mostly flow eastwards and either dry up or flow into the lakes
in the Aksai Chin area.
14. Chinese administration has always reached Aksai Chin area. In the
year 1891-92, the Manchu Government sent people to Kongka pass and
Chang Chenmo valley for carrying out surveys. These people confirmed
that our boundaries lie here. We have records to prove this. The K.M.T.
also surveyed the Kongka pass. In fact, the local Government in Sinkiang
had invited some Soviet experts to come and do the survey.
Had this been true, it is impossible that Chinese maps until today would
be so crude and elementary. Very few of them show the features
correctly. Many of them do not show any features at all. At best the
Chinese may have crude sketches prepared by a few of their travellers in
this area. These cannot be called surveys. We have with us a number of
very detailed accounts of our exploration and survey parties who visited
the area and fixed trigonometrical points and prepared scientific maps.
Our records, therefore, are better evidence of our jurisdiction than any
records the Chinese can produce.

15. On Chinese maps this sector has always been as it is, except for
minor inaccuracies.
This is incorrect. Chinese maps of the 18th and 19th centuries showed the
boundary of Sinkiang on the Kuen Lun. Similarly, the maps of the early
20th century and the Postal map of 1917 also showed the boundary on
the Kuen Lun. It is only after the 1920s that Chinese maps began showing
an alignment south of the Kuen Lun. But, again, between the Shun Pao
map of 1934-1935 and the 1951 Ta Ching Kua map of New Tibet, there is
considerable difference. The Shun Pao map shows the entire Chang
Chenmo valley in India.

18. Swaran Singh-Chen Yi Talks73
[22 April 1960 - begins 10.40 a.m.]
Notes on the conversation held between Sardar Swaran Singh and
Marshal Chen Yi
Sardar Swaran Singh called on Mr. Chen Yi at Rashtrapati Bhavan at
10.40 a.m. on the 22nd April, 1960. Mr. Chen Yi was assisted by Mr.
Chang Han-fu, Vice-Foreign Minister
Sardar Swaran Singh: Yesterday's talks had been very useful in
understanding the Chinese viewpoints on various aspects of the situation
facing the two countries. You had previously referred to the Sino-Burmese
and Sino- Nepalese agreements on border disputes. We have seen the
press reports on these agreements but it would be helpful if Your
Excellency gave us a little background of these new agreements made by
China with Burma and Nepal.
73
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CY refers to Chen Yi and CHF to Chang Han-fu.

Mr. Chen Yi: Mr. Chang Han-fu will elaborate on these. He would only like
to speak about the following points which came up last night in the
discussion with Mr. RK. Nehru. In the frank and friendly talks which we
had Mr. R.K. Nehru raised the following point towards the end which
needs some elaboration. The point made by Mr. R.K. Nehru was that the
place in Ladakh where the incident took place was about 3,000 square
miles from Peking. On the other hand, it was only 200 miles or so from
Delhi. This had naturally perturbed Indians and made them think about
their own security. It was important that there was a solution based on
honour and self-respect of the two countries friendly to each other. Now, I
would like to talk about this point since our Indian friends feel uneasy
about it.
The United States is 6,000 to 7,000 kilos away from China. Yet, it has
military bases all around China and the Seventh Fleet in the Western
Pacific and there are guided missiles and atomic warheads in the area
also. They want to attack China because they are imperialists and we are
a communist country.
India and China have always had brotherly relations. It is not possible
with our two countries, be they far or be they close, to threaten each
other. The imperialists, however, far away though they may be, still
threaten us. It is inconceivable for one party to attack another. The
apprehensions in the minds of each other must be removed. If China
attacks India, the whole world would support India and if India attacks
China, the whole world would support China.
The imperialism and colonialism are our common enemies. Prime Minister
Nehru has said in Parliament that China and India would not go to war
over the border issue. We fully support this.
The press in the Western countries in a provocative manner writes that
since China is now strong and is powerful, therefore, it wants to expand.
This is an imperialist plot. Chinese population would be about 800 millions

in another 10 years. To settle all its problems, China would need several
decades. China, as a matter of fact, is still very backward.
I went round Delhi this morning and found that your progress in the field
of construction is very good. It is no worse to ours. We have built schools,
factories etc., but we have built very little residential accommodation but
it is not as good as you have.
The main reason why we have been able to find a settlement with Burma
and Nepal is that we are friends. We are friends and we are at ease with
each other. At the present time, we may discuss various ways of settling
the problem between us but the most important is to give our hearts to
each other, to be always friendly towards each other and remove the
suspicion existing between our two countries, as also to dispel the dark
clouds, as Prime Minister Nehru put it. Mr. R.K. Nehru's reference to the
problem of Indian security had made me very uneasy. We must be at
ease with each other and should not think that India would attack China
and, therefore, China should build bases in Tibet or China would attack
India and, therefore, India should strengthen its defences in the Northern
border. This would be foolish for both. If our two countries are friendly
and settle the disputes in a friendly manner, it would be useful to the
world. We could have a treaty of friendship for 10, 20 or 40 years. The
boundary question can be referred to a boundary committee for
settlement and it can definitely be settled.
While discussing the agreements with Burma and Nepal, we asked them if
they had any fears of aggression. They frankly replied that some of them
were not completely at ease. We answered: As far as we are concerned,
we are not afraid of them because they were small. But, suppose, if they
have foreign military bases on their soil, we would naturally be concerned.
If you consider the principles of the treaties which we had with Burma and
Nepal as the suitable base for bringing about a settlement, then it would
be an example to the world.

Sardar Swaran Singh: So far as we in India are concerned, we are
conscious of the problems of economic development which we have to
face. We are engaged in a struggle to develop our economy and raise the
living standard of our people. The second point which I would like to make
is with reference to the attitude of the Western press towards increasing
strength of China. We in India feel very happy that we hear of Chinese
increase in strength. We know that both of our countries face our own
problems. If China overcomes those problems, then Chinese example
inspires hopes and confidence that we would also be able to do it. It
would not be a clear assessment of our position to say that we are not
happy to know about your strength.
CY: We have made no such assessment. Mr. R.K. Nehru stressed the
security aspect and that is what has made me say about all these
apprehensions. We feel that if India is strong, China is more secure and if
China is strong, India would also feel more secured.
Sardar Swaran Singh: We follow a policy of non-alignment and we feel
that strength of India will be regarded as helpful to China.
CY: Some Indians have been putting pressure on Prime Minister Nehru to
give up the policy of non-alignment. But he has stood resolute and firm.
Sardar Swaran Singh: No amount of pressure can make Indian Prime
Minister change his policy of non-alignment. It would be misjudging
Indian sentiments and the sentiments of the Indian Prime Minister if one
thought that India would give up its policy of non-alignment. We think
that it is good for us and for the world also if we follow the policy of nonalignment. There is no question of our deviating from this.
You rightly stressed the need for mutual confidence and faith among the
governments and the peoples of both the countries.

There is no use hiding the fact that the recent unpleasant Incidents, of
which I do not want to discuss the case, have definitely shaken the
confidence of people. It is all to the good that Mr. Chen Yi and his
colleagues are doing their best to repair the damage and to restore
confidence. There is no doubt that confidence is a matter of experience
and not argument.
CY: Yes, yes.
Sardar Swaran Singh: Since we became free and China was liberated, in
our relationship we all along proceeded in an atmosphere of faith and
confidence. You referred to the treaty of friendship. We felt that
arrangements agreed upon between the two countries on the principles of
Panchsheel was the best which could be between two independent
countries. We were all the time busy in developing our country. We were
never worried about our northern frontier. Suddenly we found ourselves
in a situation where our original calculations and original ideas were
rudely shaken. It is not my intention to go into the details of the incident
as that is not necessary. We are aiming to restore friendly and normal
relations and confidence among the two countries It is with reference to
Your Excellency's reference regarding confidence. Coming as it does from
a person of Your Excellency's eminence, it is reassuring to note that the
policy of mutual friendship and development of greater understanding is
going to be pursued in strengthening the relations between the two
countries.
Actually it is not my intention to get details of the agreements made by
China with Burma and Nepal. I am only trying to understand better the
background about these agreements which may not have come to our
knowledge from newspapers.
Mr. Chang Han-fu: Just as the Vice-Premier has said about the
background of the Sino-Burmese and Sino-Nepalese agreement, the most

important thing is that both Burma and Nepal have friendly relations and
adhered to the Five Principles of Co-existence based on trust, friendship,
non-aggression, mutual understanding and mutual accommodation. There
were mutual understanding and mutual accommodation and, therefore,
the boundary question could be settled smoothly on a satisfactory basis
for both. There is no need to go into the details of the two agreements as
they have been published but I would only mention the following. Part of
the Sino-Burmese border from the high conical peak to the westernmost
point concerns the so-called MacMahon line; all the Chinese Governments,
including the People's Republic of China, have not recognised this illegal
line. This position was made clear to the various Burmese Governments
and the various Burmese Governments and its leaders have sympathised
and understood this point. Therefore, China and Burma took a realistic
attitude while discussing this problem. In our documents with Burma, no
mention of the so-called MacMahon Line has been made. China having
clarified this point and Burma having understood and sympathised with it,
it was easier to bring about a settlement which is reasonable and
practical. China did not recognise the MacMahon Line and Burma
understood the position and, therefore, we had a treaty of friendship.
CY: Neither of the two parties mentioned the MacMahon Line. It was
forced by the imperialist but, while drawing the boundary line, we base it
on actual jurisdiction of the two parties, watershed, survey, etc.
Sardar Swaran Singh: When the principles are settled, survey, etc. are
mechanical process.
CY: I must make it clear that we do not recognise the MacMahon Line. We
did not want to take great parts of Burmese territory south of this line.
The Burmese Government also understood clearly that the MacMahon Line
was not mentioned and there would be local adjustments of boundaries
based on survey etc. Non-recognition of the MacMahon Line did not mean

China extending her claims over any territory. The Burmese Government
understood the Chinese non-recognition of MacMahon Line and were not
apprehensive. The Sino-Burmese boundary is to be drawn on the basis of
actual jurisdiction, geographical features, local adjustments, etc.
Sardar Swaran Singh: Local adjustments are no problem, if claims to a
large chunk of territory are not kept alive.
CY: The question of territorial claims does not arise. Such claims are not
friendly and if they are made, the negotiations would break down.
Sardar Swaran Singh: This is the biggest stumbling-block. In Chinese
maps, large blocks of Indian territories are shown as parts of China.
CHF: On the other hand, we also see Indian maps and we think that India
has taken Chinese territories.
Sardar Swaran Singh: If that is so, the position is most difficult.
CY: We are definite that China and India would find a line agreeable to
both sides.
Sardar Swaran Singh: I bless that time when we can agree in this spirit.
The question is to uphold the honour and dignity of both the countries.
CY: Yes. This is not impossible. We can definitely find a line satisfactory to
both the parties. If both the parties agree on a new line, then both the
countries would have new maps and all the old maps would go to the
museum, including the MacMahon Line. On behalf of China, we can say
that we have no intention to take away large chunks of Indian territory. It
is definite that the Indian friends also did not want to take Chinese
territory. But it is also definite that we cannot give up any Chinese
territory. By patience and sincerity, a common line can be found.

Sardar Swaran Singh: I hope there is no feeling in Chinese mind that
India had an eye on Chinese territory. We are content with Indian
territory.
CHF: Your maps include Chinese territory in India.
Sardar Swaran Singh: We regard that as part of India.
CY: If we keep on disputing like this, there can be no result. With Burma
we reached a settlement. China and Burma have a border of 600
Kilometres. Both the countries carried on aerial survey and agreed on the
Sino-Burmese border. We have not done any survey on the Sino-Indian
border. If we go on disputing on maps, it is difficult to get results. The
central question is that the principle guiding a settlement, should be
based on friendship and governed by what Prime Minister Nehru and
Prime Minister Chou do and not on British MacMahon. This does not mean
that we want to take chunks of Indian territory, south of the Line under
actual jurisdiction. We must do mutual survey and the actual line should
be drawn which would be found satisfactory to both the parties. We may
not find a satisfactory line this year or the next year. The most important
thing is our friendship. We have plenty of time to settle the matter. We
thank the Burmese friends for not forcing the MacMahon Line. The
Burmese are thankful to us for recognising the line of actual jurisdiction.
Sardar Swaran Singh: I am not enamoured of the name MacMahon. You
confirm it and call it "Chou" Line.
CHF: The second point about the Sino-Burmese agreement is that in
northern section there were three places — Tienma, Hulong (?) ..... [as in
the original] belonging to China but were under British occupation for
more than 40 years. After Burma became independent, we said that those
places belonged to us. The Burmese friends recognised our claim and that
is a friendly attitude.

CY: When I was 15 or 16 years old, a high school student in Cheng-tu,
when we came to know of British occupation of Tienma, we strongly
protested against the Chinese Government allowing British to occupy it.
After I became the Foreign Minister, if I could not recover Tienma, that
would have been difficult for me. Our Burmese friends returned these
areas and we are very happy and thankful to them. In return, we told the
Burmese that the size of three villages returned by them might be
discussed by a joint committee of both sides. The three villages may be
confined only to a few Kilometres or the surrounding areas also taken,
making it 100 Kilometres. China is willing to compromise on this matter,
in the spirit of mutual accommodation.
Sardar Swaran Singh: That must have been a symbol.
CY: Only the three villages and not large areas round them. It was done
in a spirit of mutual accommodation. Burmese claim was also based on
the claim of 40 years occupation but they gave it up. We also have not
made any claim for large territories and, therefore, there had been an
agreement.
Sardar Swaran Singh: Your feelings about these villages must be like that
of Longzu [Longju] for us.
CY: That is a specific matter.
Sardar Swaran Singh: I do not want to raise a specific matter.
CHF: Similar is the question of the 1941 Line.
This line is very long and was drawn by the KMT Government and the
British between China and Burma. It was drawn at the time when China
was engaged in its struggle for existence against Japan. The British took

advantage of the position and forced an agreement prejudicial to China.
Large tracts of Chinese territory were taken away. We told the Burmese
that it was an unreasonable line but as it is already existing we can take
this line as the basis and make some adjustments. The Burmese
Government also agreed that adjustments should be made. Premier U Nu
said that this was an immoral line. Firstly, what is recognised by a treaty
by the Central Government of China before will be recognised by us also.
Of course, for this line a joint committee would make surveys and set up
markers.
West of the 1941 Line, there is an area called Namwang,74 previously
leased by the British from China at Rs.1,000 /- per year. This was not
recognised by the KMT Government who refused to receive Rs.1,000 /from the British. But the British refused to release this area. This area
belongs to China but the Burmese have built a road through it. China
considered the requirements of Burma and agreed to give up its right
over this area. In exchange, Burma agreed to give China Thang lo and
Thung Hung tribal areas. By 1941 Line, parts of these two tribes were
separated from each other. The size of this area is to be settled by a joint
committee. China also gave up its right to Lufeng75 Mines.
Sardar Swaran Singh: To help Burmese about their roads, an exchange of
territory was agreed upon. The execution of lease does not alter Chinese
sovereignty over the area.
CHF: Yes.
Sardar Swaran Singh: Was there any allegation made by the Burmese
that along the border certain points were taken possession of by the
Chinese authorities before an agreement was made?
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CHF: There were always clashes among the people on the border areas
and the various Burmese Governments have made correspondence about
the same.
Sardar Swaran Singh: At any time was it suggested or alleged by the
Burmese Government that any area, large or small, of Burmese territory
was occupied by the Chinese?
CY: No. The Burmese Government only said that it was forced upon us in
the past by the Imperialists and so, we have got to understand each
other. My recollection is quite fresh about talks of settlement with U Nu.
At some places of the Sino-Burmese border, people have their residence
on one side of the line while they have fields on the other side of the
border. In the middle sector of the line, the position is very confused
because the nationalities on both sides are the same. In certain sectors of
the boundary where people of Kawa tribe (Burmese call them Wa) live,
before starting planting in their fields, they sacrifice a human head.
Kawas on the Burmese side take a head from the Chinese side while
those residing on the Chinese side take a head from the Burmese side.
After the agreement was made, there was great rejoicing by people and
tribes of both the sides on the border. We told the Burmese friends that
after we have drawn the boundary line, anyone living within the Chinese
boundary could go over to Burma and we would not prevent them.
Another important aspect of the Sino-Burmese boundary agreement is
that any disputes that may arise between the troops or civil personnel of
both sides could be settled by the local authorities without referring to the
Central Government. This is very happy. The Foreign Minister will have
less work to do. And notes of protests will not have to go back and forth.
We are happy to give this true and factual account of the background of
the Sino-Burmese boundary settlement. China and India are great
countries and, therefore, their standard should be higher, at least the

same as that in the settlement of the boundary question between China
and Burma.
Sardar Swaran Singh: Your Excellency, has referred to the Foreign
Minister being bothered by protest notes on border questions. The SinoIndian border before the recent unfortunate incidents was so quiet and
friendly, as that was based upon mutual trust, confidence and the spirit of
friendship. The first-hand account about the Sino-Burmese settlement is
of great interest. In the absence of any suggestion of either side, at any
rate of the Burmese side, of any Burmese territory being occupied by
China, the question of actual jurisdiction did not present any difficulty
while dealing with the Sino-Burmese boundary dispute.
Was any principle agreed upon for actual date of determining jurisdiction?
CY: No. Only actual line of jurisdiction was not to be changed.
Sardar Swaran Singh: On the date of the agreement?
CY: Long-existing status quo. The question of occupation by other did not
arise. Much of the Sino-Burmese border is not delimited. Only a small part
was delimited. Only the British occupied Chinese territory of the three
villages. The northernmost part of the boundary was drawn by MacMahon
but the agreement was not based on it but was based on actual
jurisdiction etc.
Sardar Swaran Singh: The actual jurisdiction is more or less the same as
the MacMahon Line. So, the principles agreed upon more or less
recognised that line.
CY: Not entirely. There are some small differences. For example, south of
the line there are some temples of China and certain mountains growing
Chinese herbs which are not wanted by Burma.

Sardar Swaran Singh: A small local adjustment could be made by friendly
governments if there is a basic agreement between them.
CY: South of the so-called MacMahon Line on the Sino-Burmese border,
there are Lama temples of Tibetans and some Tibetans are living there
also. This area is not important either to China or to Burma. Some people
in Burma spent money to bring some of these to Rangoon and said that
the territory belonged to Burma. The Burmese Government did not allow
this kind of thing and China also did not mind it. If Burma wants to keep
this territory, it would be all right. Our Tibetans can go to somewhere else
to get their herbs.
Sardar Swaran Singh: In such cases, these local inconveniences could be
removed by mutual adjustment without exchange of territories.
CY: As regards the background of the Sino-Nepalese agreement, Premier
Koirala had a meeting with U Nu and Ne win in Rangoon while on way to
Peking. The Burmese leaders told him about the Sino-Burmese
agreement. When Premier Koirala came to Peking, there was a smooth
settlement. The maps of the two parties were basically the same. The
boundary is based on traditional, customary line. About ten places, there
are divergences which China may claim to belong to her while Nepal may
also claim as their own.
These questions would be referred to a joint committee.
Sardar Swaran Singh: It appears that the so-called MacMahon Line of the
Sino-Burmese border followed a traditional, customary border in
accordance with the natural geographical features and the principles
agreed upon between the two parties yielded a line more or less in
common with the so- called MacMahon Line.
CHF: Still there are some differences. The more important is that both the
parties did not recognise the MacMahon Line.

CY: I would like to clarify a point about the MacMahon Line and the Simla
Conference. The MacMahon Line was drawn in a secret exchange of notes
between the British Imperial authorities and the Tibetan local government
outside the Simla Conference and behind the Chinese Central
Government.
No Chinese Government has recognised the MacMahon Line or the Simla
Conference. The Indian Government should sympathise with this point.
Prime Minister Nehru has to look to the sentiments of 400 millions of
Indians while Premier Chou has also to look to the sentiments of several
hundred millions of Chinese. No Chinese Government has ever recognised
the MacMahon Line. How can the Chinese People's Government do so
now? The Simla Conference and the MacMahon Line are illegal. The
Chinese Government representative only initialled that document and did
not fully sign it. Afterwards, the Peking Government officially declared
that it did not recognise the same. This has been mentioned in the Simla
Conference documents. We cannot recognise the MacMahon Line or the
Simla Conference and hope that the Indian friends would be clear about
it. On the other hand, ten years have passed since China and India
became free. You have civil administration, police and troops up to a line
of actual jurisdiction, Chinese troops and civilian officials have also
reached a line. The two independent countries can settle this problem and
agree on a line based on history, custom, etc. By not recognising the
MacMahon Line, we do not make any large claims on Indian territory.
Based on friendly attitude, we can come to a settlement equitable to both
the parties. India and China should shake off the legacy of Imperialism
and settle all boundary questions on a basis which is reasonable and
satisfactory to both. We have declared repeatedly that we do not
recognise the MacMahon Line. In making actual survey, we will find some
discrepancies in actual line and the so-called MacMahon Line but such
discrepancies would not be great. After we have drawn a line based on

actual jurisdiction, historical data, surveys, etc. by mutual understanding
we may call it Chou-Nehru Line or Peace and Friendship Line.
Sardar Swaran Singh: I do not intend to reiterate the Indian case On the
so- called MacMahon Line. It has already been made clear in the notes
and memoranda exchanged. But this distinction of initialling the map by
the Chinese Government plenipotentiary and signing it is not quite clear
to me. The result is the same whether it is initialled or signed. It shows
that the decision was known, and so operative. I am not saying this in a
legalistic or argumentative spirit but only am pointing it out this aspect.
As regards India's attitude towards Imperialists and Imperialism, there
should be no doubt in Chinese minds. We have fought against Imperialism
to gain our freedom and today we stand against Imperialism all over the
world. Certain obligations flow from historical agreement made by the
predecessor government. I may not like that predecessor government in
India and you do not like that predecessor government in China. But
certain obligations flow from previous agreements and they have to be
honoured.
CY: Yes. The 1941 Sino-Burmese line was recognised by the official
Government of China. By this over 600 kilometres of fertile Chinese land
had become part of Burma, but there is no question of not recognising it.
The question of Simla Convention is different because the Chinese
National Government did not recognise it. The 1941 Line we have
recognised in a spirit of friendship and mutual accommodation, based on
actual jurisdiction but if you say we must recognise something which no
Central Chinese Government has done, we have to leave the problem as
it is. It is not that we want to deceive and want India to give up some
territory. The question should be settled On the basis of surveys,
watersheds, actual control, river valleys, river basins, and living and
customs of the local inhabitants.

Sardar Swaran Singh: This question of local customs and life of the
people is a ticklish yardstick. On these border lines, there are always
shades of similarity etc. among the people of both the sides.
CHF: Such examples can be given.
CY: The Sino-Burmese border cuts across the nationalities residing there.
Kawas, Mismis, etc., live on both sides of the Sino-Burmese border.
Relations between these two sides must grow and cannot be prevented.
The same case would be on the Sino-Indian border. By customs, etc., we
do not mean that all Tibetans must go to China. In future, Tibetans
should be living on both sides of the Sino-Indian border. There are large
number of Chinese in Calcutta while there are many Indians in Shanghai
and they live in friendly relationship.
Sardar Swaran Singh: We would like many more Indians to go to China.
CY: We would welcome them.

19. Morarji Desai-Chou Talks76
[22 April 1060 - time not mentioned]
On 22.4.1960, Prime Minister Chou En-lai accompanied by Marshal Chen
Yi, Vice Premier and Mr. Chang Han-Fu, Vice Minister of Foreign Affairs,
called on Shri Morarji Desai, Finance Minister. Also present was
Ambassador Parthasarathy.
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The Finance Minister said that he was very glad that the Prime Minister
found time to come to see him. He hoped that the talks between the two
Prime Ministers were progressing well.
Prime Minister Chou En-lai replied that they had exchanged views and
that he had said what he wanted to say and they were now discussing
specific items.
Thereafter there was a general talk of a personal nature in which Mr.
Chou En-lai asked the Finance Minister if he had ever been to China. The
Finance Minister said that no, he had not been. It was only two years ago
that he had any extensive travelling outside India.
Then there was discussion on the division of the Bombay State on
linguistic basis and the language question in India.
Prime Minister Chou En-lai said that in China also there were many groups
and nationalities and dialects. The imperialists wanted to carve and divide
our two countries but they only succeeded in uniting us. To this the
Finance Minister said that China had not lost her freedom but we had, not
only to the British but also to Muslims.
Prime Minister Chou En-lai said that China also had lost to the imperialists
to eight of them in 1900; and had been reduced to the status of a semicolony. The Finance Minister said that these foreign incursions and
occupations were confined only to the periphery of China. To this the
Chinese Prime Minister said that it was not so and even places as deep as
Chungkiang a handful of foreign imperialists controlled the fate of China
by being in league with the war-lords.
The Finance Minister told the Chinese Prime Minister that Gandhiji had
said that if India became free, all the world would be free and that is now
what has happened. We have no one to blame but ourselves for our
suppression by foreigners and for disunity. The Chinese Prime Minister
said that this was common to both India and China. But the imperialists
will now disappear. The Finance Minister said that Goa was still being held
by Portuguese and the Chinese Prime Minister said that they also had
their little Goa in the shape of Macao.

The Finance Minister said that the wrong could not go on for ever. The
Chinese Prime Minister said that truths will always succeed. Mr. Morarji
Desai said that for truth to succeed, we must be humble. The Chinese
Prime Minister agreed to this.
The Chinese Prime Minister asked the Finance Minister about our
agricultural and industrial problems. The Finance Minister said that we
were an agricultural country but we have to develop our industry in order
to have the necessary economic and social progress that is so imperative
for us to raise the standard of living of our people and it is here that the
border problem has troubled us as it has effects on our internal
development.
Mr. Chou En-lai said that history left this border problem and we will solve
it.
Mr. Morarji Desai said that he was not sure if he could agree that history
had left this legacy. As far as he was aware, history had left us no
trouble. It was only in the past 4/577 years that the trouble had started.
The Prime Minister said that the fact was that history had left this, the
difference was that in the past we settled these problems peacefully but
now the question had become acute.
The Finance Minister said that historically India and China had been
friendly but beginning of this trouble started 3/478 years back and last
year it reached its most serious stage. Three/four years we did not tell
our people or Parliament about this because we thought that the problem
could be settled amicably in a peaceful and friendly manner. But this did
not happen and now our people and Parliament are extremely upset and
it has increased our internal difficulties.
Prime Minister Chou En-lai said that historically we had no trouble as in
the ancient days we had long boundaries and borders and there were a
lot of tribes living in these areas but the territorial limits were not clearly
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and strictly defined. But in modem times with the longitude and latitude,
things had changed and strict limits to our boundaries had to be fixed and
could be fixed. This has aggravated the problem.
The Finance Minister said that even in old days, countries went to war but
India and China did not do so.
Mr. Chou En-lai said that that was so but we know that the old maps were
not accurate and had no exact demarcation on them. Only thirty years
from now that correct maps had begun to be produced.
The Finance Minister said that a wide area was left between two countries
and there was no encroachment on either side and there was no trouble
and the question of maps did not really matter in old days.
Mr. Chou En-lai said that in the past communications were very bad and
the Chinese travellers Fa Hien and Hiuen Tsiang came from Afghanistan
and Nepal.
Mr. Morarji Desai said that to his thinking the modem trouble has arisen
only after the Tibetan revolt. With this the Chinese Prime Minister agreed.
Mr. Morarji Desai said that our attitude to Tibet has been condemned not
only by our people but also by our friends abroad. They say that instead
of being neutral in this dispute between Tibet and China, we should not
have allowed you to dominate the Tibetans. But we have not accepted
this as we sincerely believe that Tibet is yours and that is why we signed
the 1950 and 1954 Agreements and surrendered all the privileges that we
had inherited from the British. This was not entirely to the liking of our
people but the Government of India and its leaders are convinced that
what we did was the right thing and there is no going back on it.
Mr. Chou En-lai said that the revolt in Tibet had very much shocked the
Chinese nationals and Chinese people. Indian Government have
recognised Tibet as part of China and we are very happy about this. The
system in Tibet is very backward; serfdom, tyranny of the Lamas and the
poor people brutally exploited. We could not let this go on forever. But we
respected the Dalai Lama as a religious leader and gave him time to raise
his level of social and democratic consciousness and postponed our

programme of reforms by five years. When Dalai Lama and Panchen Lama
were in India, I mentioned this to the Prime Minister of India and
consequently we reduced our army and other working cadres in Tibet. But
the Dalai Lama and his reactionary followers thought that we were weak
and could be frightened away. It was at this time that two of his brothers
who came from Taiwan and U.S.A. met him and encouraged him to rebel
and revolt against us. At the same time, undesirable activities were taking
place in Kalimpong. As a consequence of all this rebellions took place in
various places in Tibet, including Lhasa.
As I said earlier, we respected the Dalai Lama as a religious leader but we
could have arrested him at any time. We were deceived by his three
letters and he succeeded in running away to India with some of the
rebels. He wanted to drive away the Han people and, in this, the Tibetans
were not with him as they wanted reforms and the Dalai Lama was
standing in the way of this.
We had never objected to the Government of India giving asylum to Dalai
Lama and the rebels. But what he did on his coming here and what he is
now doing is beyond the spirit of asylum. For example, he has been
sending representatives to the U.N. to speak against People's Republic of
China. More recently at the Government Municipal Committee building,
Kalimpong, some of the Tibetans celebrated the first anniversary of the
revolt in Tibet and attacked our Trade Agent. This has irritated and upset
us and our people very considerably. Even before the Dalai Lama came to
India and before the revolt in Tibet, there were sympathetic rumblings in
India for the backward set-up in Tibet and this increased after Dalai Lama
escaped to India. The Dalai Lama and his rebels are an extremely small
minority of the one million Tibetans who want reforms and progress.
According to us, it is the serfs and the poor people in Tibet who need
sympathy and not the Dalai Lama and it is a surprise that our great
neighbour should have adopted the attitude, it has, in this matter. As for
conditions in Tibet after Dalai Lama has left, there is peace and
democratic reforms have been carried out; serfdom has been abolished,

economy has been developed and land reforms carried out. The
reactionary elements who support Dalai Lama play no part in the Tibetan
affairs.
With regard to the boundary question, frictions had existed and our views
were different and we recognised that dispute had existed but after we
achieved independence we hoped to settle these questions on the basis
laid down by the Five Principles of peaceful co-existence. The strange
thing is that the Indian Government in 1959 said that we must recognise
the McMahon Line and the Simla Convention of 1913 and change the
Chinese maps. We do not accept this and I have clarified this to Prime
Minister Nehru. In the east, we recognise that there is a dispute but we
do not recognise McMahon Line and we assure you that we will not cross
this line and we are willing to negotiate a settlement and at no time have
made any territorial claims to the south of this Line.
With regard to the western sector, I would like to say that there has
never been any dispute. It is only after the Tibetan revolt that this dispute
arose. There too, India for the first time mentioned the Treaty of 1842.
We have seen this Treaty and this Treaty has no Article which specifies
the boundaries in favour of Indian claims. For 200 years, we have
controlled this area and it has been under our jurisdiction.
We should seek an overall agreement of Eastern, Western and Middle
sectors. The Tibet question is a thing of the past and we should not let it
affect the settlement of the boundary question.
The Finance Minister said that he was thankful for the Chinese Prime
Minister's frank exposition of the Tibetan question. He would now like to
give his views frankly as he has no desire to complicate matters.
If there has to be any peaceful and amicable settlement, this has to be
analysed and worked out. I cannot accept what you have said about the
part that India has played in the Tibetan revolt. You are unfair to us when
you say that Kalimpong is the centre of the revolt. I do not accept this.
Our systems are different and we cannot quarrel about this matter. Your
people in Kalimpong are creating trouble for us; we do not seek to

liberate other people as you do. I cannot be gagged in my own country; I
must be free to say what I feel and if you object to that, then our quarrel
cannot be settled. You are aware that Prime Minister persuaded Dalai
Lama in 1957 to go back to Tibet because we felt that that was the right
thing to do and we did not visualise any future difficulties in Tibet. But
after the so-called liberation of Tibet, it may be said that violence was
bad, then you will agree we did nothing wrong. Our sympathies for Tibet
are old, very old, and as old as those of China. We have special religious
and sentimental ties with that region. Mount Kailash is an important
centre of pilgrimage and I would like to go to Kailash if I have a chance.
The system and ways of life of Tibetans may be backward but you forcibly
imposed your system on their ways of life. All that we said was that
violence and force should not be used. Nowhere did we say that we were
going back from 1950 and 1954 Agreements.
Mr. K.I.Singh79 went to China and he carried on political activities but we
did not object to that. In our struggle for freedom, people went out to
England, France and other countries and carried out all sorts of political
activities. The Dalai Lama, on the other hand, is not carrying on any war
preparations against you and if he does, he will be stopped. But if he
expresses his agony, then we cannot prevent him from doing so. You
must see our set-up; our Government may be criticised and even may be
thrown out in the next elections. We do not accept communist methods
and yet democratically elected communist government ruled Kerala for
two years and just as they came in by democratic means, they vacated
office by the same means. We have never had any territorial designs on
any country and yet we are blamed in China for being imperialists.
Before Tibet, nothing happened in the Western Sector. You built the road
in 1955 and in 1957 we protested. Even now, roads are being built and
this shows that your occupation of the area is recent. When our people
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hear all this, they are agitated and, since ours is a free country, we
cannot prevent them from saying what they like. Your building activities
in these areas are all recent. Here Prime Minister Chou En-lai interrupted
and said that Mr. K.I. Singh had not been allowed any political activities in
China. As a matter of fact, after he became Prime Minister of Nepal, he
spoke against China. Mr. Morarji Desai said that now he is speaking for
you (China).
The Finance Minister continued that if the Dalai Lama wanted to go out of
India, for example, to U.S.A. then we could not prevent him from doing
so. Mr. Chou En-lai said that he will be happy if the Dalai Lama went to
U.S.A. Finance Minister said that if he, Dalai Lama, did not wish to go to
U.S.A. then he could not force him to go. We cannot force him either to
stay or to go.
I would like to tell you, Mr Prime Minister, that in spite of what has been
said about us in the Chinese Parliament and in spite of what has been
done in Tibet, we have again gone and sponsored your case in the United
Nations. We have done this not because we want to oblige you, but
because we think this is the right thing to do. But our people say that
China has not treated us with gratitude and friendship and has occupied
our territory and the Panch Sheel is a one-sided affair. We tell them the
only way to settle this question is by mutual agreement and we do not
think of war and as to those who think of war we give no quarter. But we
are convinced our claims are right and our methods are right too, and
that faith will triumph and so will our friendship. But for the sake of
friendship, we cannot give up our territory. So, let us agree on the facts
and then we can settle this question (The Finance Minister also requested
the Chinese Prime Minister and his Party to see the deliberations of our
Parliament for two/ three days as that would help him to understand the
basis of our society). I am not trying to convert the Chinese Prime
Minister to our system but we should not be blamed for something which
is inherited and basic in our system.

Prime Minister Chou En-lai said to him that he was glad to hear the frank:
views of the Finance Minister. He agreed that our border problem could be
settled by mutual agreement; war was inconceivable and we should all
aim for a peaceful solution.
The Finance Minister said, you should accept the proposal of Prime
Minister Nehru and withdraw your troops from these areas and then we
can sit down and discuss. But if you continue to hold these areas, then
what is there to discuss.
Prime Minister Chou En-lai said that we would like to lay down the same
conditions on the Eastern border and if you accept that, then we are
willing to discuss.
The Finance Minister said that as far he was concerned, the same
yardstick should apply to the Eastern and Western borders because we
cannot have two standards for the two borders.
The Chinese Prime Minister said that we will never accept the McMahon
Line.
The Finance Minister said, you forget the McMahon Line. But you will
agree that there is a line which approximates to the McMahon Line and
this is the traditional and customary line, which has been recognised by
everybody including the Tibetans when they were not under the total
domination of China. The name McMahon is of no relevance.
Prime Minister Chou En-lai said that in the east, we do not recognise the
line which you have in mind. But we accept your jurisdiction and have no
territorial claims south of the Line. But we do not accept your facts as our
facts are different. We say that Kalimpong is a centre of rebellion and we
have basis for this and we have mentioned this in our notes. These
rebellious activities in Kalimpong started before the revolution in Tibet
and continue now and even these days the two brothers of the Dalai
Lama are operating from there. There are many spies of all countries in
Kalimpong.
Finance Minister said that amongst these spies were the spies of country
of the Chinese Prime Minister also. He would, however, like to tell the

Chinese Prime Minister that the Chinese nationals in Bombay, Calcutta
and Delhi have complete freedom. Have we ever done anything to restrict
them?
Mr. Chou En-lai said that they must obey your laws. Mr. Morarji Desai said
that the law in this country is the same for all. Mr. Chou En-lai said, I
have not studied this problem. Mr. Morarji Desai said, please do study it
and then we can talk about our concepts of freedom. Mr. Chou En-lai: but
it is common- sense to know that in any country, foreigners cannot be
treated in the same way as the nationals of their country. Mr. Morarji
Desai: the only difference in India is that foreigners are not eligible to
stand for elections. Mr. Chou En-lai: this is not the main point and we
need not argue about this. Mr. Morarji Desai, but this is related to our
position. We will prevent any break of law by anyone, but we cannot
prevent criticism.
Prime Minister Chou En-lai said, how could the Government of India be a
party to allowing the Tibetans to hold an anti-Chinese convention in the
Town Hall in Kalimpong?
Mr. Morarji Desai said that in our country everybody holds conventions;
the Algerians do so and so do the Indians sometimes against us. The
Chinese Prime Minister is aware that Lenin sought asylum in U.K. but
nobody restricted his political activities. We in India do not want anyone
to conspire against China but we cannot prevent people from expressing
their opinions. Freedom of speech is the basis of our democracy. Mr. Chou
En-lai said that what he mentioned was that use of Government Hall for
the convention by the Tibetan rebels.
Mr. Morarji Desai said: but the Municipal Hall is not a Government
building.
Municipalities in India are autonomous bodies and anybody can hire the
halls.
Prime Minister Chou En-lai said that Mr. Nehru had declared that whilst
Dalai Lama would be treated as a respected religious leader, he would not

be permitted to carry on political activities. But he is carrying on political
activities in India.
The Finance Minister said, you are being unjust to us when you say this. I
ask you, is the Dalai Lama recruiting any army or is he threatening to
walk into Tibet? All that he is saying is that he would like to go back to
Tibet and he has a right to say that and we have no right to prevent him
from doing so. This is our concept of freedom and this is applied to
everybody including the Congress Party. Anybody can criticise us.
Mr. Chou En-lai said that there was no campaign in China against India.
Only some articles appeared as reaction to the Indian criticism of China.
(The Finance Minister said that Government of India has been described
as a reactionary Government by responsible people in China.)
Mr. Chou En-lai said that that was natural. You had burnt the portrait of
Chairman Mao Tse-tung and the Prime Minister of China.80 Mr. Morarji
Desai said that this is nothing strange in this country. He said that in a
little bank strike, the other day, the strikers burnt his effigy in the city of
Delhi; effigies of Mahatma Gandhi were burnt in 1956 in Bombay.
To this, Prime Minister Chou En-lai said that this was extraordinary and
said that according to the Finance Minister, Indians had the freedom to
abuse China but the Chinese did not even have freedom to criticise India.
The Finance Minister said that he was frank and trying to explain the
Indian point of view. Mr. Chou En-lai said that the Finance Minister had
said enough. The Finance Minister said that the Chinese Prime Minister
had said even more. All that he was trying to say was that he condemned
his people for condemning the Chinese. If that was not the case, we
should not have sponsored your case in the U.N. even after the Tibetan
revolt.
Prime Minister Chou En-lai said that he was grateful to Prime Minister
Nehru for the efforts India was making for seating China in the United
Nations. About the border in the west, the Chinese had been there for the
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last 200 years and new China inherited the traditional line. Since 1949,
we have been using this area as an artery, to go to Tibet and it is our
right to build roads there. Two years ago, the Indian Government
objected to this activity of ours.
The Finance Minister said that the Chinese had come to that area only
four or five years ago. Before that, it was ours.
The Chinese Prime Minister said that it is extraordinary to say that
Chinese got there only 4/581 years ago. They had been there for 200
years.
Mr. Morarji Desai said that he did not accept this.
Mr. Chou En-lai said that Chinese troops went to Tibet in 1950. Mr.
Morarji Desai said that just because your troops went through that area,
you cannot lay claims to it. Prime Minister Chou En-lai said that let us not
quarrel about this. We can settle this by mutual agreement and mutual
accommodation. Mr. Morarji Desai said that it is all right but there is no
question of India giving up its territory. He, however, was sure that a
satisfactory and peaceful agreement would be arrived. Prime Minister
Chou En-lai said that is why we have come all the way from Peking to
Delhi.

20. S. Dutt-Chang Wen Chin Talks

82

[22 April 1960 - 3.45 p.m.]
Mr. Chang Wen Chin, accompanied by two of his Assistants, came and
saw the Foreign Secretary at 3.45 p.m. on 22nd April 1960.
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F.S. denotes Foreign Secretary and C.W.C. Chang Wen Chin.

Foreign Secretary - I understand the two Prime Ministers have agreed this
morning that experts from both sides should exchange information
regarding the boundary in the Western Sector. Although both sides have
stated their case in the various notes and memoranda exchanged,
exchange of more detailed information would be useful. I understand that
the Chinese party has not brought their documents with them. I would
like to know what procedure should be followed in pursuance of the
directive given by the two Prime Ministers.
Chang Wen Chin-I am not fully aware of the discussions between the two
Prime Ministers. I was informed that Prime Minister Nehru had suggested
that the Chinese officials could check up the factual material which the
Indian side possessed. Prime Minister Chou En-lai had told Prime Minister
Nehru that they had not brought any material. Prime Minister Nehru said
that the Chinese officials could see their material; that the Chinese
officials could go and study this material; and that had brought us to the
Ministry today. I am not sure of the above and I would like to have your
opinion.
F. S. - Because there is disagreement over facts regarding the border, it
would be helpful to us to know the facts as you see them.
C.W.C- We have not brought any material. If you show us your material
supporting your stand, it would be beneficial towards promoting
understanding. Our stand and view-point has already been clarified. We
have not got any material or documents with regard to concrete details.
Of course, the situation would have been different if the meeting had
been held in Peking. However, we would like to make a careful study of
your material.
F.S.-This is very different from what we thought. We understood that
apart from the examination of the material, there would be full discussion
of each other's case.
C.W.C.-My understanding is that Prime Minister Chou En-lai clearly said
that we have no material. Prime Minister Nehru, however, welcomed the

Idea of Chinese officials looking into your material in order to enable them
to understand the Indian case; and this is our explicit understanding.
F.S.-In this regard there is no fundamental difference of understanding
between us. Although each side has put its case forward in the notes and
memoranda exchanged, further details can be given in these personal
discussion. We of course appreciate the fact that you have not got, as you
say, material or documents with you in Delhi. All the same, we thought
that detailed discussion, at expert's level, on the facts, in order to
appreciate each other's point of view, would be useful. I now understand
that you are ready to look at our factual material including documents
etc. and that your case stands as has already been made clear in your
notes and letters. If this is correct, then the position is that you will
merely listen to our case and facts as we state them - this is a somewhat
odd position. Nevertheless, in view of your understanding of what Prime
Minister Nehru told Prime Minister Chou En-lai, our experts will be glad to
give you a fuller factual account of the boundary and the connected
details of the Western Sector as we know them.
C.W.C.-What you have said is very good. This exchange of views at the
expert's level would be useful for arriving at a solution. As you
understand, it is difficult for us to bring the material here as Prime
Minister Nehru said, the material and documents are bulky; and it is
difficult to know beforehand as to what material would be required.
Therefore, we can't bring it with us. Prime Minister Nehru suggested
that the Chinese officials can look at the material in possession of
Indian Government, since this material is conveniently at hand, we
thank Prime Minister Nehru for this proposal. I think, in case of certain
details, it would be difficult to express our views as our material is not
at hand. Nevertheless, we would be happy to listen to what you say.
We will go back, study and check on that. If we differ, there would be
another opportunity to give our view-point. We are here because Prime
Minister Nehru kindly suggested so. Our instructions based on Prime
Minister Nehru's suggestion are to come here. What would now be the

specific procedure to follow? Is it only the material relating to Western
Sector that is to be discussed?
F.S.-We may make a start with the Western Sector. If one side is going to
talk and the other side to listen, I don't know what procedure to follow.
As a beginning the experts will discuss the Western Sector. That would
probably take the whole of the time available today. What should be
done tomorrow, has to be discussed by the Prime Ministers tomorrow.
The Foreign Secretary then asked Shri J.S. Mehta83 and Dr. S. Gopal,84
who were present at this meeting, to explain the boundary of the Western
Sector to Mr. Chang Wen Chin and his colleagues.

21. S. Dutt's Note on Talks with Chinese Officials on 22 April85
Secret
Ministry of External Affairs
Following the discussions this morning between the Prime Minister and
Premier Chou En-lai, a meeting was arranged this afternoon between the
officials on our side and Chinese officials for detailed discussion of the
western sector of the Sino-Indian boundary. The three Chinese officers
were led by Mr. Chang Wen-chin, Director of the First Asian Department,
Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Before the discussions started, I had a
talk with Mr. Chang about the procedure to be followed in the discussion
between the officials. I referred to the discussion between the two Prime
Ministers this morning and said that even as regards facts there is
disagreement between the two sides, and the object of the detailed
83
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discussion at official level is to help in a better appreciation of each
other's point of view. Mr. Chang said that his understanding was that he
and his colleagues were to look at the factual material which the Indian
side would produce. As his Prime Minister had told Mr. Nehru, they had
not brought any material with them. Nevertheless, the Indian Prime
Minister said that the Indian side would be glad to place their evidence for
scrutiny by the Chinese. It was on that understanding that Mr. Chang and
his colleagues had come to the Indian Foreign Office.
2. My reply was that the object of the discussion was to help in a
better appreciation of each other's point of view. We recognised that the
Chinese side had not brought any material with them to Delhi, but would
like to know whether they would be willing, even without producing any
detailed material, to let us have full facts as they see them. Mr. Chang's
reply was that the Chinese had made their case clear in the previous
notes and correspondence. So had we, I said. It would be odd if the
Indian side not only made a full statement but also produced all the
evidence in support of their statement while the Chinese side merely
listened and saw but would not even make a statement of their case.
Nevertheless, I added, our experts would be ready to make a full
statement of our case. Mr. Chang enquired whether this applied only to
the western sector or to the entire boundary. I told him that according to
my understanding the western sector only was to be discussed this
afternoon; in any case since the whole of the afternoon would be taken
up by this discussion, what should be done subsequently and how, could
be discussed by the two Prime Ministers tomorrow.
3. It was obvious to me that the Chinese want us to produce all our
evidence and place it before them so that at the appropriate time,
probably later in Peking, they would be in an advantageous position to
rebut our statements. It is inconceivable that the Chinese have not
brought any material with them, nor was Mr. Chang's statement that in
the absence of factual material with them in Delhi he would not be able to
make any useful statement particularly convincing.

4. I have asked Shri Gopal and Shri Mehta to give the Chinese a full
statement of our case on Ladakh.

22. Meeting of Officials86
[22 April 1960 - 4 p.m. to 5.50 p.m.]
Top Secret
Proceedings of the meeting between the Indian and Chinese officials held
on 22nd April, 1960, at 4,00 p.m., in the Conference Room of the Ministry
of External Affairs, New Delhi.
Present:
India
1. Shri J.S. Mehta, Director, Northern Division, Ministry of External
Affairs
2. Dr. S. Gopal, Director, Historical Division, Ministry of External
Affairs
3. Colonel R.S. Kalha, Director, Survey of India
4. Shri K. Gopalachari, Officer on Special Duty, Ministry of External
Affairs
5. Shri S.K.Bhutani, Officer on Special Duty, Ministry of External
Affairs
6. Shri G.N. Rao, Historical Division, Ministry of External Affairs
China
1. Mr. Chang Wen-Chin, Director of the First Asian Department,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Government of China
2. Mr. Chien Chia Tung
3. Mr. Liao Teh- Yen
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Shri Mehta: The Foreign Secretary has already welcomed you and
discussed with you the lines on which we will proceed here. This evening
it has been agreed that we will go over the facts relating to the dispute in
Ladakh i.e. the western sector. In one sentence, our case is that the
disputed area in Ladakh—the area shown in our maps—has always been
part of India. It has been shown on our maps for some time and the local
authorities of Jammu and Kashmir have exercised jurisdiction over it. I
won't go into further details but I would request my colleague Dr. Gopal
to restate briefly but still in much greater detail than what has been
stated in the correspondence already exchanged with regard to our
position in the western sector.
Dr. Gopal: The boundary of Ladakh with Sinkiang and Tibet, like the rest
of the northern boundary of India, is a natural, traditional and customary
boundary which has been well recognised for centuries by both sides.
From the Karakoram Pass the boundary lies along the watershed between
the Shyok and the Yarkand and along the crest of the Kuen Lun
mountains upto a point east of 80° E. Thereafter it runs south along the
watershed, along the southern bank of the Chumesang and the eastern
bank of the Changlung Lungpa, skirts the western extremity of the
eastern half of Pangong Lake, lies along the watershed between the
streams flowing into the western Pangong Lake and other streams flowing
eastwards, cuts across eastern Spanggur Tso and follows the watershed
of the Indus upto Jara La. Crossing the Indus about five miles south-east
of Demchok, the boundary lies along a spur of the Ladakh Range which in
this region is the watershed between the Indus and the Sutlej.
Shri Mehta: That briefly describes the boundary of what we call the
western sector. I was wondering at this stage whether you would like to
define the extent to which you dispute this description. It would be for
you to decide whether we may go on from one point to the next. If we are
to exchange information, one could do it conveniently point by point. That

is for you to consider.
Mr. Chien Chia Tung: Mr. Chang has mentioned to Mr. Dutt just now that
he has come here today in accordance with the understanding that Mr.
Nehru has invited our officials to come and listen the Indian officials to
present the Indian standpoint. If there is no inconvenience to your side,
Mr. Chang will be prepared to listen fully to what you have to say. As you
are presenting point by point, it would be quite clear.
Shri Mehta: Well, the point I wanted to make was that this is a simple
matter of fact requiring at this stage no documentation. It is merely a
matter of describing the boundary as we see it or you see it. I thought
you could simply state the boundary in the western sector as claimed by
the Chinese Government with a view to making this exchange useful with
whatever information we have or on such points which do not require
documentation. This is only a statement. If the Chinese Government could
state what they consider to be the boundary, we may even reach the
stage of being able to define the extent of the differences between the
two sides.
Mr. Chien Chia Tung: It involves the nature of present meeting. Mr.
Chang says that it is on the explicit understanding in accordance with the
suggestion of Prime Minister Nehru to Premier Chou that Chinese officials
should come and listen to the Indian standpoint. So he has come in
accordance with that understanding. This afternoon, we will proceed in
accordance with that understanding. So Mr. Chang personally is of opinion
that we proceed this afternoon in accordance with that understanding. We
would be pleased if our Indian friends could go on to explain their point of
view and as to how we should proceed for next step, as Mr. Dutt has
mentioned, that can be decided upon by us.
Shri Mehta: Very well, then we go on to the next relevant step. I was only

trying to make this meeting as useful as possible to both sides so that we
serve the primary end which we have in view—that we understand each
other better. I will ask my colleague Dr. Gopal to continue to the next
point.
Dr. Gopal: This natural boundary which follows for its whole length the
major watershed in the region has also been the traditional boundary of
Ladakh. At first, an independent state comprising a large part of western
Tibet, Ladakh in 1664 became a part of the Mughal Empire.
During 1681 to 1683 a mixed force of Mongols and Tibets [sic] invaded
Ladakh but this force was driven out by the Ladakhis with the aid of the
Mughal Governor of Kashmir. Even at that time the boundaries of Ladakh
were well known. Contemporary Ladakhi chronicles confirm this. They
even define the boundary in accordance with the traditional Indian
alignment in this sector. Cunningham,87 who visited the area in 1846,
states that the eastern boundary of Ladakh was "well-defined by piles of
stones which were set up after the last expulsion of the Sokpo or Mongol
hordes in 1687, when the Ladakhis received considerable assistance from
Kashmir." During the years 1834 to 1841 Gulab Singh of Jammu, a
feudatory of the Sikhs, conquered Ladakh and annexed it. In 1841 one of
Gulab Singh's generals invaded western Tibet. He was defeated and
expelled, but when the Tibetans, with the aid of the Chinese, advanced to
Leh, they were in their turn driven back. So the Emperor of China
despatched more troops. The Ladakhis were defeated and a peace treaty
was signed in 1842. The signatory on behalf of Tibet and China was Kalon
Sokon. The article in the 1842 treaty regarding the frontiers runs as
follows:"Now that in the presence of God, the ill-feeling created by the war which
had intervened has been fully removed from the hearts and no complaints
now remain on either side, there will never be on any account in future,
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till the world lasts, any deviation even by the hair's breadth and any
breach in the alliance, friendship and unity between the King of the world,
Siri Khalsaji Sahib and Siri Maharaj Sahib Raja- i-Rajagan Raja Sahib
Bahadur, and the Khagan (Emperor) of China and the Lama Guru Sahib of
Lhasa. We shall remain in possession of the limits of the boundaries of
Ladakh and the neighbourhood subordinate to it, in accordance with the
old custom, and there shall be no transgression and no interference
beyond the old established frontiers. We shall hold to our own respective
frontiers."
So the natural and traditional boundary between Ladakh and Tibet was
given the added sanction of recognition by treaty. In 1842, it was
recognised by both Tibet and China, The treaty did not describe the
boundary in detail because it was well-known. The Chinese Government
recognised this in 1846. One of their officials informed the British
Government that the borders of Ladakh had been sufficiently and
distinctly fixed and no additional measures were necessary for fixing
them. Again, in 1899, the British Government stated explicitly to the
Chinese Government that the northern boundary of Kashmir lay along the
Kuen Lun range to a point east of 800 E. This showed beyond doubt that
Aksai Chin was a part of Ladakh and that the eastern boundary of Ladakh
lay where Indian maps are now showing it. The Chinese Government
raised no objection to this description. So throughout the 19th century,
the Ladakhi, British, Tibetan and Chinese authorities were all agreed that
the traditional boundary of Ladakh was in accordance with the alignment
on present Indian maps.
In the 19th century, this area was visited by explorers and surveyors.
Their reports and maps provide further evidence in support of the
traditional Indian alignment. The accounts of travellers who visited the
area also support the Indian alignment. There has never been any report
of the presence of Chinese personnel in this area during all these
centuries.
This natural and traditional boundary of Ladakh has also been the

administrative and customary boundary. The administration of Ladakh
and, after Ladakh became a part of Kashmir, of the Government of
Kashmir and India, always extended right up to the boundary. There is
considerable evidence of official jurisdiction such as revenue settlements.
There is also proof that the local inhabitants had been utilising this area
for pasturage and salt mining. Topographical and geological surveys were
carried out in this area.
In this connection it may be mentioned that from the 17th century
onwards Ladakh has had full sovereign authority over the Minsar enclave
in Tibet, and exercised administrative jurisdiction in this locality.
Another form of evidence which substantiates the traditional alignment of
the boundary of Ladakh is the fact that the area right upto the boundary
was traversed by traders with the permission of the Kashmir Government.
The exercise of jurisdiction in this area by the Government of Kashmir
and India has continued right down to the present times. In recent years
reconnaissance parties have been visiting this area.
Official Chinese maps of the 19th and 20th centuries also show the
boundary in accordance with the traditional Indian alignment. One
example of this is the Postal Map of China published in 1917.
Shri Mehta: So, we have stated, or rather restated but with fuller details,
our view-point which confirms the alignment in the western sector as
shown in our maps. If Director Chang would like to comment at this stage
or provide any facts, it would be useful. From our side we have clarified
the position in pursuance of the directive from the Prime Minister and as
clarified in the discussions with the Foreign Secretary.
Mr. Chien Chia Tung: Mr. Chang thanks Mr. Gopal and Mr. Mehta for the
statements that they have made. As Mr. Mehta has just said the
statement is in most of its parts restatement of the Indian position and in
certain parts, some details have been added. Mr. Chang understands the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of India would provide some materials or
documents to testify its position which the Chinese wonder whether Mr.
Gopal or Mr. Mehta would be prepared to present those materials and

documents. If the materials can be presented that would be helpful for us
to understand the view-points of the India side because this would be
difficult in correspondence.
Mr. Mehta: At this stage, I think, we have provided the necessary
statement in fulfilment of the directive which has been issued to us. Is
there any specific point which Chinese Government are doubtful about? It
may be useful to have a sort of exchange of information or a similar
statement of the position from the Chinese side before we proceed any
further.
Mr. Chien Chia Tung: Mr. Chang would like to point out telling that if we
have any point which we think is not clear or we have any doubt in regard
to the statement made by Mr. Gopal, the Indian side is prepared to
present documents or maps in further clarification of the position as
proofs or is it that Mr. Mehta just wants a mutual exchange of
statements?
Mr. Mehta: I think, it would be more useful if we proceed step by step.
Even if perhaps all the documents may not be ready at hand on the
Chinese side, a statement of the Chinese position which would be relevant
to disputing the statement which has been made with similar details
would be beneficial at this stage.
Mr. Chien Chia Tung: Mr. Chang says that the directive that he has
received is that Mr. Nehru suggested that the Chinese officials should
come to the Ministry and listen to the statement made by the Indian side
and apart from that principally to look into the materials which the Indian
side will provide because that would be helpful to our further
understanding the basis of the Indian stand point. So this is the directive
which Mr. Chang got when he came here. Now according to him, Mr.
Mehta thought Indian side is not prepared at the present stage to provide

materials but that the Indian side wanted to have statements and
discussions. So this is not in consonance with the understanding of Mr.
Chang and the information he has got. In regard to the general position
on both sides, both of us know. So the exchange of correspondence
require quite some time in which such position on both sides has been
fully stated. Of course, by exchanging statements now, some details
might be added to them but such details are all secondary in comparison
to the main point and it cannot change the basic and fundamental
position.
Mr. Mehta: As I understand it, our purpose was to define, as a
preliminary, at least, the area of agreement and the area of
disagreement. We have made a statement, a fuller statement of the
general position than what has been stated in the correspondence. I
think, if the Chinese side is not in a position to make a statement, we will
not be progressing further. In that case, I think, we might report to our
respective Chiefs and adjourn for the afternoon.
Mr. Chang: According to the understanding of our side, the purpose of
this meeting is to look into the facts, particularly the ones on which India
and China have different viewpoints. Our material is not ready at hand
and that is why we have suggested that the Indian side might provide its
material in order that we may understand their position more fully. If Mr.
Gopal is willing to supply the material requested for, we might put
forward certain questions. But if he is not and desires postponement of
the meeting, I have no objection.
Dr. Gopal: Yes, that is my position.
(The meeting then adjourned at 5.50 p.m.)

23. MPs to Nehru88
Member of the Lok Sabha
21, Rakabganj Road,
New Delhi,
April 22, 1960
Dear Prime Minister,
In inviting a reference to your kind letter dated the 4th April, 1960,
wherein you had been good enough to assure us that, in regard to the
talks between you and the Chinese Prime Minister, you would keep the
House informed, may we request you to kindly make a statement on the
subject, in view of the fact that the talks have proceeded for a number of
days and all sorts of news have been appearing in the newspapers. In this
connection we may be permitted to draw your attention to an unusual
event reported in newspapers to the effect that Shri Y.K. Krishna Menon,
the Minister of Defence, had at the invitation of the Premier of China, an
exclusive interview with the latter and none except the Chinese
interpreter was allowed to be present. Such reports, you would agree,
tend to create misunderstandings all round. May we also have an
elucidation whether Shri Menon was also made a delegate on behalf of
India to conduct talks with the Chinese Premier.
Therefore, we suggest that such a statement may be made when the
Lok Sabha meets on Monday, the 25th of April, 1960.89
Yours sincerely,
N.G. Goray
S. Mahanty
Braj Raj Singh
P.K. Deo
A.B. Vajpayee
Khushwaqt Rai
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24. Nehru-Chou Talks V90
V
(April 23-4.30 p.m. to 7.45 p.m.)
Prime Minister: Yesterday afternoon some officials from both sides met
but I am afraid the result did not go as far as I had hoped, because I
understand the Chinese officials only listened. They said they had come to
listen and not to see anything. I had thought that the purpose of such a
meeting was that we may discuss and note down points of agreement and
disagreement and those on which there was doubt so that the area of
discussion might be limited.
No doubt your officers must have reported to you that, although our
officials precisely stated our viewpoint on the western sector of the border
along with latitudes and longitudes, this was not done by the Chinese
side. Your officers said that they would only listen and would not say
anything.
I had said that, having discussed the question in the broader aspects,
we should try to come to grips with it now, and this involved a clear
statement on our part of what we think the right border to be and an
equally clear statement of what the Chinese Government thinks on the
question. Then we would be in a position to know definitely where our
differences lie. My idea was that we should take each sector of the border
and convince the other side of what it believes to be right.
I do not know how I should proceed now. Should I take up the
question in details or perhaps you would like to say something?
Premier Chou: I would like to listen to what you have to say.
Prime Minister: We can take up the question more precisely. According to
us, the boundary between Sinkiang and Ladakh is traditional and
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customary and has been well recognised for over a thousand years. It
passes from the Karakoram Pass along the watershed between Shyok
river system and Yarkand (Tarim system) and it goes on to a point northeast of Haji Langar where it crosses the Qara Qash river and then goes
along the crest of the Kuenlun mountain, which forms the watershed
between the Yurungkash and the streams flowing south into the lakes in
the Aksai Chin area upto a point about 80° east. Then it runs down
southwards to Lanakla along the watershed between the streams flowing
into the lakes in Tibet and those flowing into the lakes in Ladakh. Then it
goes along the watershed between Chanchenmo and Chumesang in
Ladakh and the streams flowing into the Dyap Iso lake in Tibet. After this,
the boundary lies along the south bank of Chumesang and eastern bank
of Changlung lungpa. It then skirts the western extremity of the eastern
half of Pan gong lake and goes along the watershed of streams flowing
into the western Pangong lake and other streams flowing eastward. It
then cuts across eastern Spanggur Tso and follows the northern and
eastern watershed of the Indus upto Jarala. It crosses the Indus about
five miles south-east of Demchok which lies along the watershed between
Koyullungpa and Hanle rivers and streams flowing into Sutlej river. It
then crosses Parechu about five miles south of Chumar and reaches Gya
Peak. This is the physical description of the western boundary as we
believe it and as is shown in our maps.
I have described it tentatively; but if you want, I can also give you a
note giving the latitudes and longitudes and some historical facts about
the aspects of the western border.
This is the traditional boundary for Ladakh and can be traced back to
the 10th century. At one time in the 10th century, Ladakh and Tibet were
under one rule. Then occurred family partition and western Tibet was
given to one member of the family and Ladakh to another. After that,
Ladakh became separate. In 1664, it accepted suzerainty of the then
Indian empire, namely, Moghul Empire, which had extended to the area
of Kashmir.

In 1681, Ladakh was invaded by Tibetans and Mongols, but they were
driven back by Ladakhis with the aid of the Moghul Governor of Kashmir.
This resulted in the peace treaty of 1684. We have still got a copy of this
treaty. This treaty repeats these boundaries which it says were there
when the three families first ruled and that they should be maintained.
Chronicles of those days said that the boundary between Ladakh and
Tibet was fixed at Demchok in that area. Other chronicles of the period
also confirm this. In 1846, Cunningham visited this area and he found
that the eastern boundary of Ladakh was defined by piles of stones.
But between 1834 and 1841, Ladakh was conquered by the ruler of
Jammu, Gulab Singh, who was a feudatory of the north Indian Kingdom of
the Sikhs. In 1841, Gulab Singh's General, Zorawar Singh, invaded
western Tibet. He was, however, defeated by Tibetans, aided by Chinese
troops, who advanced towards Leh. The Tibetan and Chinese troops were,
however, pushed back by the Ladakhis and a peace treaty was signed in
1842. We have the text of this treaty and, on behalf of the ChineseTibetan Forces, it was signed by an army officer who held Chinese rank.
The treaty said:
"There shall be no transgression and no interference (in the country)
beyond the old established frontiers."
Thus, the natural and traditional boundary between Ladakh and Tibet
was given twice in treaties, once in the treaty of 1684, secondly, in the
treaty of 1842.
In 1846, the British suggested to the Tibetan and Chinese parties that
this accepted boundary should be formally defined. The Chinese Imperial
Commissioner at Hong Kong replied saying: "Respecting the frontier, I
beg to remark that the border of these territories has been sufficiently
and distinctly fixed so that it will be best to adhere to this ancient
arrangement and it will prove far more convenient to abstain from any
additional measures for fixing them."
I might mention that until then, that is to say, in the late forties of the
18th century, Kashmir and Ladakh were not a part of the British Empire.

It was only a little later that Kashmir accepted British suzerainty, but it
continued as a State.
In 1899, the British made proposals to the Chinese, again suggesting
that this recognised boundary, that is to say, the northern boundary of
Kashmir and Ladakh with Sinkiang, should be clearly defined. In making
the proposal, the British clearly stated that this boundary of Ladakh, or
more correctly Kashmir, lay along the Kuenlun mountain, to a point east
of 80°. The Chinese Government took no objection either to this proposal
or to this definition of the border.
From all this, it would appear that, till the 19th century, there was no di
vergence of opinion on the alignment of the boundary of Ladakh in the
parties concerned-namely, the Ladakhis, Kashmiris, Tibetans, Chinese,
Indians or the British.
The caravan routes also were used regularly. There is a route from
Yarkand to Kavia Pass which went across Aksai Chin. There is also
another route which went from Haji Langar to Amtoghar lake.
There is another route from Yarkand to Ladakh which passes through
Aksai Chin and Pangong Lake.
Throughout 19th century, many travellers, explorers and surveyors
visited this region. Although the Kashmir State acknowledged the
suzerainty of the British, the British did not interfere in the internal affairs
of the State and, in fact, there were strict rules about British people going
to these areas. They could not normally go to these areas unless it was
on invitation from the Ruler of Kashmir. Actually, many of these surveyors
and travellers were invited by the Rulers of Kashmir for surveying
purposes.
We have reports written by these surveyors as well as explorers. There
were many surveyors and I could even give the names and details about
them, but perhaps this could be better given in the form of a note.
Some of these reports have also maps, attached to them, or areas that
they had visited.
Broadly speaking, these reports and maps confirm the natural and

traditional boundaries between Tibet and Ladakh which became the
administrative boundary also.
The frontier Districts of Kashmir State define these areas for
administrative purposes. The revenue reports also describe these areas
and a number of revenue settlements had taken place about these areas
from 1860 onwards. In 1908, a fresh settlement was carried out in regard
to Aksai Chin, Soda plains, Lingzitang, Chang Chen- Mo, Khurnak fort and
Demchok. The Wazirs of local Governments toured these areas and have
also left accounts of their tours.
There are also many geological surveys. The first was held in 1837-38.
Then came surveys in 1852, 1870 and 1874.
Between 1875 to 1882, a particularly extensive survey was made of
the area and the reports of these surveys give maps of these areas which
are in line with the traditional Indian alignment of the border.
The revenue reports refer to pasturage and salt taxes in Khurnak,
Chushul, Chang Chen-Mo, Chumesang. Grazing fees have been included
in the land revenue. It is also mentioned in these reports that villagers
used to collect salt from Amtoghar Lake.
Evidence of traders who used to go along these routes contains
complaints about bad condition of roads and heavy road taxes.
In 1870, the then Viceroy of India, Lord Mayo, signed a commercial
treaty with Kashmir for developing trade routes. The treaty says that,
with the consent of the Maharaja of Kashmir, officers will be appointed for
surveying the trade routes from Lahaul to the territory of the rulers of
Yarkand, including Chang Chen-Mo Valley. Therefore, all these parts were
considered to be in the Kashmir State and Lord Mayo had to take consent
of the Kashmir Government before sending his men to these areas for
surveying work.
These records also deal with abolition of dues on account of goods
passing through these areas. All this would indicate that India exercised
jurisdiction in this area right upto the present times. In recent years, a
number of reconnaissance parties have visited this area. These parties

went there in 1952, 1954, 1956, 1957 and 1958. Even in July of 1959, a
party visited some of the areas. Patrol parties visiting Lanakla in 1954 had
planted our National Flag there. They went there again in 1956 and the
flag was still there.
Some Chinese maps, fairly recent ones, which may be considered
official, are also in accordance with our delineation of the border. For
example, there is the map of 1893 compiled by Hung Ta-Chen, the
Chinese Minister at St. Petersburg. Then there is the Postal Map of China
of 1917. Chinese Government has said that this map is not reliable,
because it is prepared by foreigners. But even the foreigners must have
prepared it for official Chinese sources, and there [is] no reason for them
for falsifying the maps. Indeed, if I may say so, the British in those days
were not so much concerned about the eastern boundary near Ladakh.
They were more concerned about the corner of the Indian boundary
adjoining Afghanistan, because the Tsarist Russian empire came near to
the Indian frontiers there and they were afraid of it. The Ladakh
boundary, however, was no worry to them.
What I have just now stated indicates that, in eastern Ladakh (I am
not referring to North Aksai Chin area at present), there was no evidence
of Chinese authority or activities in the middle fifties of this century. The
beginnings of such an evidence came only in 1957, but even then it is
very little. In effect, it begins to be evident mainly by the end of 1958 or
afterwards.
In the north Aksai Chin area, the Chinese Forces had probably come a
little earlier than 1957. But not much earlier. They must have come there
sometimes after the establishment of the People's Republic of China.
Before that, of course, the big caravan routes were used. But at no time
was any claim put forward by either Tibetans or Chinese, supported by
any evidence.
Now, I have taken so much time and I have ventured to trace the
historical, administrative and other accounts very briefly. I have not
mentioned the details, for it would require a long time. But I have

indicated precisely what we believe our northern frontier to be and this
belief is supported by facts as stated above. Therefore, there is no
question of our making any territorial claim, that is to say, any claim on a
fresh territory which did not belong to India or to Kashmir State
throughout this long period of time.
I would now like Your Excellency or the Chinese Government to state,
apart from general observations, what their approach to this question is,
indicating more particularly what they claim as their frontier.
Premier Chou: Thank you for giving so much time to state the standpoint
of the Government of India on the western sector of the border and also
stating in some detail the material on which the Government of India
bases their clear stand. Your Excellency's statement is basically the same
as what Director Chang had heard from the officers of the Ministry of
External Affairs yesterday. I have already known the substance, as was
already conveyed to me by Director Chang. I would now like to give an
oral reply and we would also probably send you a written reply on the
basis of material which we have on hand here.
When we talk about the western sector of the boundary, we should
discuss it in relation to other sectors. This is the first point of common
grounds mentioned by me yesterday. The reason why there is dispute on
the boundary question is that the factual basis of both sides are different
and this difference in factual basis is formulated into different maps. But
there are great divergences about eastern and western sectors and these
divergences are shown by our maps. As to the Indian maps, there have
been a great many changes while in the Chinese maps the changes, if
any, have been small.
Your Excellency asked what is claimed by the Chinese Government as
their boundary? Since in the western sector and the eastern sector our
maps differ so much, therefore, naturally there exists a dispute on the
boundary question and we should seek a solution. We have said that the
Sino-Indian border is not delimited or determined, but throughout history
there must have been points of contact. There are great divergences in

the maps published by our two countries. Therefore, if we base anything
on these maps, then the difference will be great too.
It is necessary for us to find common ground so that we can
reasonably settle it. Our belief is that our boundary is, broadly speaking,
not delimited and this is borne out by the western sector.
I would say something in reply to what you have said about the
western sector. I would say it in 4 parts:
(1) Geographical features of the boundary: Since you have mentioned
about Karakoram Pass, it is easy to see that the national boundary
between China and India or Sinkiang and Ladakh is the Karakoram
watershed. This extends from Kilik Pass, passes through the
Karakoram Pass to Kongka Pass. As to area west of Karakoram
pass, there is also some divergences of maps, but it involves
(concerns) Pakistan and we need not talk about it. This is the
Karakoram watershed. (Karakoram which is known in Chinese by
the name of Tsung). This is the natural watershed. Broadly
speaking, rivers and streams to the south and west of this belong
to India while those to the north and east of it are on China's side.
On the Chinese side, there are two well-known rivers: Yarkand
River (Yi-er-Chiang) to the north and Karakash River to the east.
Both these flow towards Khotan region. So much regarding
watershed upto the north of Kongka Pass. South of the Kongka
Pass, the boundary does not follow any watershed. But there are 3
valleys: Changchenmo valley, Pangong Lake and the Indus River
Valley. Kongka Pass forms the dividing line. To the north of Kongka
Pass, on one side there is Sinkiang while the other sides belong to
Kashmir.
To the south of the Kongka Pass, area to the west belong to Ladakh
and areas to the east belong to Tibet. Therefore, on these natural
geographical features is formed the administrative boundary.
According to what the External Affairs Ministry officials said and you
stated today, the Indian frontier extends from the Karakoram Pass to 80

degrees eastwards towards the Kuenlun mountains, which will mean that
the border jumps from the Karakoram mountains to Kuenlun range, which
has always been regarded as Chinese territory.
Many peaks of the Karakoram range form a watershed, while even
higher peaks of the Karakoram are on the Indian side. Therefore,
Karakoram is the natural boundary and we have followed it in our
administration. So, in geographical description, we differ widely.
(2) Northern border of the area of Aksai Chin has always been under
Sinkiang and we have many historical records going over a long period
of time to prove this. Many of the place names in this area are in
Uighur language. This area, together with Sinkiang, has been a part of
China for the last 200 years. There are salt lakes and pastures in this
area, but people are nomadic and not many lead a settled life. In
distant centuries, trade between India and China used to be carried
out through this area. We also have records of this and we can put
forward historical proofs.
Area south of this is in Tibet.
Your Excellency mentioned about family partition of Ladakh. Once
Ladakh was an independent State, but it was divided and boundaries were
established. After that, this boundary is shown on our maps. To the east
of this boundary, the area belongs to China; to the west, the area belongs
to India.
Your Excellency mentioned cases of tax collection by one country in the
areas of another. Even so, China collected taxes in Ladakh. Yesterday,
Your Excellency mentioned about Minsar from where taxes were collected.
I have checked and find that Minsar is about 200 kilometers from Ladakh.
It is actually nearer to the U.P. border.
So, this line of administrative jurisdiction was also formed throughout
the historical period. New China inherited this boundary from old China
and it made no changes in it. The People's Liberation Army went to
Sinkiang in 1949. From there, it went to South Sinkiang in 1950 and
thence to Ari district of Tibet through this area by the end of 1950. This

area is on a high plateau. In 1950, the People's Liberation Army
transported its supplies on horses. Later, a highway was also built. This
area has always been under the administrative jurisdiction either of
Sinkiang or of Tibet and we have not exceeded the limits of the
administrative jurisdiction of either Sinkiang or Tibet in this area.
You have spoken about surveys. But I had also mentioned yesterday
about two surveys in 1891-92; during the Manchu dynasty, survey teams
went to Karakoram mountains and Kongka Pass. In 1941-1942, surveys
were carried out in areas of Aksai Chin and Kongka Pass.
We also have revenue records and survey reports in support of our
argument.
Another point mentioned by you requires to be answered. Your
Excellency mentioned about reconnaissance parties which went to northeast of Kongka Pass after the independence of India.
It is possible that these parties went into these areas on the basis of
Indian maps and that they did not meet Chinese Forces. But this is
because the area to the north and east of Kongka Pass is almost
uninhabited and some of it, moreover, is like a desert. At many places,
motor cars can pass. In some places, there are pastures. But, generally
speaking, there are no pastures and the area is almost uninhabited.
All along, our thinking has been like India's, namely, that there could
not be any problem in this sector. Our people do not normally go there
except during the pasture season. During the winter, there is heavy snow.
As Your Excellency has yourself said in the Parliament, this area is very
vague. Therefore, it is quite possible for Indian personnel to enter it
without our finding them out. But in some cases, as in 1958-1959, we
also did find them out. But not being found out is no proof of the area
belonging to India.
Areas to the south of Kongka Pass belong to Tibet. In this area, Demchok
is occupied by Indian Forces. According to historical facts, it actually
belongs to China. But we only indicated this to the Government of India
through diplomatic channels without taking any action.

(3) Question about Treaties and negotiations: Your Excellency has
mentioned two treaties, the treaty of 1684 and the treaty of 1842. But
these were treaties only between local authorities and these treaties
merely said that each side should stay within its own border and
refrain from trespassing or transgressing the border of the other and
undertaking to maintain everlasting friendship. There is, however, no
mention as to where exactly the boundary lay. It was of course
impossible in those days to state it in latitudes and longitudes, but
even no specific names of places are mentioned and, therefore, it
cannot be proved from these treaties that the boundary was delimited
and no one can tell where the boundary lay.
Your Excellency mentioned about Chinese Officer's reply to the British
Government in 1846. The Chinese Commissioner merely said that "There
is no dispute about boundary between Tibet and Ladakh." This is put in
very general terms and it does not mention any specific places along the
border. In 1899, the British Government negotiated with our Government
on the question of the border between Sinkiang and Kashmir. Through
these negotiations, the British Government even proposed that Karakash
river valley belonged to China, but no agreement was reached because of
other dispute.
Between 1919 and 1927, the local Tibetan Government carried
negotiations about the border between Tibet and Ladakh with the British
Government. Here too, no agreement was reached.—All this would show
that this sector of the boundary was never determined or delimited,
although there is a traditional and customary line.
Your Excellency said that India did not make any territorial claims.
However, if the Government of India insist that the boundary line as on
the Indian maps is the boundary and, therefore, the Chinese armed forces
and administrative personnel should withdraw from the western sector, it
would amount to a territorial claim.
On the eastern sector, the Chinese Government has documentary
evidence that the area, south of the line now reached by the Government

of India, used to belong to Tibet and that the Indian administration was
extended to it only gradually. But, if we were to demand for withdrawal of
Indian troops and their administrative personnel from this area, this will
also be a territorial claim.
There are disputes about boundary because it was never delimited and,
therefore, we must conduct negotiations; but neither side should ask the
other side to withdraw.
(4) Maps and Accounts of Travellers: I have already mentioned about
changes in British and Indian maps. As far as the western sector is
concerned, these changes seem to have taken place in four stages:
(i) Before 1862: Up to 1862, the alignment in the British and Indian
maps was more or less the same as the alignment in Chinese maps. It is
important to note that this period is later than both treaties mentioned by
Your Excellency also later than 1846, when the Chinese Commissioner
made the reply to the British.
(ii) The second stage is from 1865 to 1943. During this long period, most
of the Indian maps did not draw any boundary line at all. But some used
colour shade showing the borders as not determined.
(iii) Third stage comes in 1950, when the Indian maps started using
colour shade but marked the boundary as undefined. The area in colour is
the same as in resent Indian maps.
(iv) The fourth stage starts in 1954, when the Indian maps showed the
border line as in present maps, but removed the word undefined.
Therefore, the Indian and British maps made great changes, while the
Chinese maps broadly are the same despite small divergences.
Your Excellency mentioned two maps-one by Hung Ta-Chen, Minister
at St. Petersburg. Even in this map, however, the border line is not
entirely the same as in the Indian map.
Postal Map-Your Excellency knows that British Imperialism did many
things to the disadvantage of China. Indian Government has mentioned
only two maps to our disadvantage. We can mention a number of Indian
maps which are to our advantage. We have not got them with us now,

but we are willing to show them to you in any treaty negotiations.
As regards accounts of travellers, travellers made different accounts of
reports and some of them are in favour of China. But here again, Your
Excellency knows well with what purpose these travellers went to
Sinkiang and Tibet.
In giving Your Excellency this reply on the condition of western sector
boundary, I have no intention to ask the Government of India to entirely
agree with our standpoint or explanations. I was merely clarifying that the
western sector of the boundary, like the eastern sector of the boundary,
is undefined. The stand and the viewpoints on both sides as well as the
facts differ greatly and, therefore, there is need for negotiations.
However, in the meantime each side may retain its stand. We should
exchange material for finding a common ground and proposals for the
solution of the border question.
It is difficult to settle the boundary question specifically in these talks,
but we should seek avenues for settlement.
And, therefore, I have made the proposal for a joint committee. We may
exchange and examine material and a time-limit can be set for the work
of the committee. It should submit its report with a plan for solution of
the boundary dispute. This can be later taken up for higher level talks.
I have already mentioned the five points which, I think, form a
common ground. These are:(i) our boundaries are not delimited and, therefore, there is a dispute
about them;
(ii) however, there is a line of actual control both in the eastern as well
as the western sector and also in the middle sector
(iii) geographical features should be taken into account in settling the
border. One of these principles would be watershed and there would be
also other features, like valleys and mountain passes, etc. These
principles should be applicable to all sectors, eastern, western and
middle;
(iv) each side should keep to this line and make no territorial claims. This

does not discount individual adjustments along the border later;
(v) national sentiments should be respected. For both countries, a lot of
sentiments are tied around the Himalayas and the Karakorams.
If Your Excellency agrees with these points, it would facilitate the work
of joint committee and also the work for negotiating for a settlement. I
would also again suggest that the Forces of both sides should be removed
from the border and we should not merely rest satisfied with stoppage of
patrolling activity.
(It was decided that the two Prime Ministers should meet again at 1030 a.m. on 24th April, 1960).

25. Nehru to N.G. Goray91
April 23, 1960
Dear Goray,
I have received the joint letter signed by you and some other MPs dated
April 22nd.92 I am replying to you, but I hope you will convey the
contents of my reply to the co-signatories of your letter.
It is obvious that I cannot make any statement in the Lok Sabha about
my talks with Premier Chou En-lai till they are over. He will be leaving
Delhi on the 26th April morning. A day or two after that I hope to make a
statement in Parliament about these talks.
In your letter you refer to what you call an unusual event, that is, the
Defence Minister meeting the Chinese Prime Minister. The only unusual
thing about this is the extraordinary headlines and reports in the Press
which seems to have lost all sense of responsibility. The Defence Minister
called on the Chinese Prime Minister at my suggestion. We have been
91
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arranging meetings of the Chinese Prime Minister with a number of our
Ministers.
Among our Ministers the only two persons who have come in contact
with Premier Chou En-lai previously are myself and the Defence Minister.
The Defence Minister has been for some weeks in Geneva at the time of
the conference on Indo-China about five years ago or so and played an
important part in the talks there. Even as a matter of courtesy he had to
call on him because of this previous acquaintance. But apart from this, I
wanted the Chinese Prime Minister to meet some of our senior Ministers
separately.
Yours sincerely,
[Jawaharlal Nehru]

26. Swaran Singh-Chen Yi Talks93
[Agra, 23 April 1960 - time not mentioned]
Notes on conversation held between Sardar Swaran Singh and Marshal
Chen Yi on 23rd April, 1960, at Agra
Sardar Swaran Singh: During the course of our talks in Delhi, we
discussed the eastern sector of the Sino-Indian border. I do not want to
go into the details but would like to say one or two things before other
subjects are taken up.
I have already indicated the Indian reaction to words like "Imperialism"
and' "Imperialist". One thing is noticeable about the Simla Conference
that the Central Government of China was not happy about the line
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suggested by MacMahon between inner and outer Tibet as it considered
some part was wrongly shown as not being in China, and it therefore did
not accept the arrangements agreed upon by the three plenipotentiaries
of China, India and Tibet. It was never suggested by the Chinese
Government that the line drawn in the map showing the border between
Tibet and India was in any way prejudicial and the dispute was only about
the line between Tibet and other provinces of China. The other thing
which I would like to mention briefly is that this line (the MacMahon Line)
did not transfer any territory one way or the other but only took notice of
the existing realities, alignments of watersheds etc. on the basis of which
international boundaries are fixed. I may also point out that when such
principles were applied to the Sino- Burmese border, they yielded the
same results as the MacMahon Line. At the Simla Conference, the border
between India and Tibet was based on the same principles on which
international boundaries are drawn.
Your Excellency was pleased to say that there were other principles
which should be a guide for working a boundary line. Your Excellency
must have gone through this aspect. What is the boundary line which
works out on the basis of these principles? What are the differences which
may arise from the boundary line made on the principles suggested by
Your Excellency and the so-called MacMohan Line? If there is not much
difference between the two lines, what is the difficulty in accepting the
line which was initialled by the Chinese plenipotentiary and which did not
transfer any territory but accepted the existing realities and is in
accordance with the international principles of watersheds, geographical
features, etc., on which boundaries are based. Between our two countries
which have so close and friendly relations, there can hardly be any area of
dispute if we view this problem in this background.
Mr. Chang Han-Fu: I would like to say something before the Vice-Premier
deals with your question. What Your Excellency actually means is to ask
us to recognise the illegal so-called MacMohan Line. Your Excellency

mentioned the drawing of the MacMohan Line in the Simla Conference.
Firstly, this fact has to be made clear that there is no record of the Simla
Conference which shows that the Sino-Indian border was discussed. What
was actually discussed was the question of boundary between Inner and
Outer Tibet. Your Excellency has mentioned a map initialled by the
Chinese Plenipotentiary. On this map there is a red line which is the socalled Mac Mohan Line and another a blue line. Below the map it is
explained in a note that the blue line represents the demarcation between
Inner and Outer Tibet and the red line shows the demarcation between
Tibet and the rest of China. The note in the map does not say that any
line represents demarcation between India and China. Indeed, this map
was initialled by the Chinese plenipotentiary and the Indian and Tibetan
representatives. In India it is said that only initialling was done by the
British representative while the initialling made by the Chinese and
Tibetan representatives was a formal signature by them. The British
representatives, MacMohan, the Chinese representative Ivon Chen [Ivan
Chen, Chen L-fan], and the Tibetan representative initialled the map with
date and year under a remark:
''We hereby initial in the token of acceptance, etc. etc."
This clearly shows that all the three representatives only initialled the
map and did not sign it. Besides this map, there is another map having
similar boundary lines in red and blue. The explanatory note below this
map also is the same as the one which was initialled. It did not mention
that the red line-the so-called MacMahon Line-was to be the Sino-Indian
border. This later map was attached to the Simla Convention and has the
signature and the seal of MacMahon and the Tibetan representative. This
clearly shows on the one hand that the map attached to the Convention
was formally signed and sealed only by the British and the Tibetan
representatives while the Chinese representative neither signed it nor put
his seal on it. The reason for this was that after the Chinese
representative initialled the map, he received instructions from the
Central Government not to sign the same. Not only the map but also the

Simla Conference agreement was not signed or ratified by the Chinese
Government. Instead of ratifying the Conference agreement, the minister
of China in Great Britain, Mr. Liu, gave indications of the same to the
British Government. The British representative and the representative of
the Tibetan local authority did not draw this MacMohan line at Simla but
in Delhi where secret notes were exchanged. This situation shows that the
MacMohan Line is illegal and the Simla Convention was not ratified by the
Central Government of China. For these reasons, all the Chinese Central
Governments have refused to agree to the MacMahon Line. All these
points mentioned by me had been made clear in the various letters and
notes sent by us. After our viewpoint has been made so clear, you still
ask the Chinese Government to recognise the illegal so-called MacMahon
Line.
More than ten years have passed when India became independent and
China was liberated and this position does not correspond to the existing
situation and to the development of friendly relations between our two
countries. It is true that we want seriously a settlement of Sino-Indian
border in the eastern sector in a friendly manner. Under such
Circumstances, If you still want us to recognise the MacMohan Line, it
cannot help in the settlement of the question. The very fact that Premier
Chou En-lai and the Vice-Premier Chen Yi, have come here shows that we
want to settle the matter in a friendly manner based on the Five Principles
of co-existence, mutual accommodation and friendliness. It can be clearly
seen from the talks between Premier Chou and Premier Nehru and the
Vice-Premier Chen Yi and Sardar Swaran Singh that we sincerely want a
settlement. As we have moved forward, we hope that India would also
come forward. To still hold on to the illegal MacMohan Line and want us to
recognise it, creates difficulties. We are anxious to reach a settlement
based on historical conditions and existing realities by mutual,
consultations and on a reasonable basis. Vice-Premier Chen Yi, in our
talks yesterday, had very clearly said about our attitude to this question
of the Sino-Indian border. We hope that in our talks today the two sides

would get closer to one another.
Marshal Chen Yi: Since we came to Delhi, we have discussed the
boundary question many times and today is the fifth day. Both of us have
already talked three times and we have also taken part in talks with Mr.
Menon, Mr. Desai, Mr. Pant and Mr. R.K. Nehru. The question is: whether
the two parties have found a common point, and we need to make efforts
to and a common point. It would be bad if we cannot find a common point
of agreement. Even if we cannot find a common point on the boundary
question, it is essential that we should see that, at any rate, our friendly
relations do not deteriorate and we can continue our talks after the two
parties have made further consideration. After a lapse of time, we may
find some settlement. As today is the fifth day, I would very much like
that in some way China and India should arrive at an agreement. We may
compare the views of the two parties. It is impossible for the Chinese side
to recognise the Simla Convention or the so-called illegal MacMahon Line.
No Central Government of China has ratified the Convention and it has no
binding effect on the Chinese Government. This point is absolutely clear.
The Indian side considers that the so called MacMahon line is effective
and, therefore, the Indian Government by all means wants China to
recognise it. It is said that if China does not recognise the MacMahon
Line, it would mean that China is raising territorial claims against India.
About this matter, there have been many reports in Indian papers which
have shocked us and hurt our feelings. This is the main difficulty in
reaching a settlement. On the other hand, the Chinese side has
repeatedly said that they cannot accept the Simla Convention and the
MacMahon Line and would not take it as the basis of a settlement of the
border. But we Chinese also say that the two great nations of China and
India must be friendly and in accordance with the spirit of friendship and
accommodation, find a certain boundary. Liberated China and
Independent India must shake off the influences left over by imperialists
and adopt a friendly attitude to settle the question. The question can be

easily settled if we take into consideration historical conditions and actual
state of control. Between China and Burma, there was a quick friendly
agreement because both of us decided to do away with the bad influences
left by history and moved freely from the MacMahon Line.
After five days of our talks, my personal view is that the Indian friends
and the Government still do not have a very profound understanding of
the point that the Chinese Government absolutely does not recognise the
Simla Convention and the MacMohan Line. This has made us very
unhappy. On the other hand, it appears that the Indian friends have not
understood the positive and friendly attitude of the Chinese Government
in settling the boundary question by shaking off the influences left over by
the imperialists and create a new friendly border. We greatly regret this
situation. Ambassador Nehru talked about the security of the two
countries: Indian security, dignity and self-respect. But we can say that to
recognise the Simla Convention and the MacMohan Line, hurts Chinese
self-respect. We are two great nations having independent political rights
and independent will of our two peoples. Why should we still be
manipulated by the outdated so-called MacMohan Line? To force us to
recognise it would not be honourable for us and it would also not be
honourable for India. Why not the two great men of peace-Premier Chou
and Premier Nehru-settle this question independently without following
the illegal Simla Convention and the so-called MacMohan Line? If we look
at the question from this aspect, a settlement can be made and I hope
that you will tell other Indian friends about it, to preserve self-respect of
both the parties. The question must be settled peacefully and on mutual
friendly understanding and accommodation. MacMahon was only a
coloniser and the Foreign Secretary of the British in India.
Yesterday when Premier Chou called on Mr. Desai, the latter had said
that he could not accept that this question was left over by history, it was
not left by history but was created by the Chinese during the past three
years. This stubborn attitude I do not understand, for it is a question left
by history, and should be settled by the two countries on the basis of

historical conditions and actual control. Mr. Desai appeared to refuse to
talk. We felt great regret over this attitude. Yesterday, Premier Chou was
talking and I did not say anything about it. This attitude of Mr. Desai gave
us an impression that there was an attempt to force us to accept
something stipulated by MacMahon. We want a settlement based on
consultations by which both sides will not lose anything and find a friendly
border which would be eternal. We do not understand the attitude of Mr.
Desai.
You have mentioned the Sino-Burmese border and it is possible that
by actual survey the boundary between China and Burma would not be
much different from the so-called MacMahon Line. You appreciated the
Sino-Burmese agreement. I want to remind that the settlement was
reached because we shook off the MacMahon Line and reached an
agreement based on friendship. We hope the Indian friends will concede
this point. We are proceeding in a spirit of friendship and do not want to
hide anything. If the Chinese Government recognise the Simla Convention
and the MacMahon Line, there would be an explosion in China and the
Chinese people would not agree. Premier Chou has no right to do so.
Premier Chou has only authority to settle a common line based on
friendship and mutual consultations and not to recognise the Simla
Convention and the MacMahon Line.
I would like to say something again about the Sino-Burmese agreement.
I am happy that you listened patiently to our explanation about the same.
Of course, the Sino-Burmese question is not the same as the Sino-Indian
boundary question. But the common point is that the two parties-ChinaIndia and China-Burma-can settle quickly questions left by history in a
friendly attitude. Strictly speaking, the China-Burma boundary question is
more complicated than China-India boundary. The Sino-Burmese
boundary question involves not only the MacMahon Line of several
hundred kilometres but also the question of the 1941 line signed by the
British and the KMT Government. There is then the Nam Wang Triangular
area leased by the British from China. Again the area of Tienmo (?),

Kholung (?) and Khamfang (?) was forcibly occupied by the British.94
There is also a silver mine below the 1941 line which by treaty China had
rights to exploit. Some parts of the boundary were demarcated while
others were in dispute and, therefore, the question was very complicated.
There was also the question of the border people and the tribes which
were the same on both sides. Moreover, in the southern section there
were fertile lands where coffee and rubber grow which were in dispute.
The Sino-Burmese line was more complicated than the Sino- Indian
boundary line. The interests of the two peoples are more involved and
only a part of the boundary consists of high mountains and unpopulated
land. The Sino-Burmese boundary line is longer than the Sino-Indian line.
We have a common boundary line of about 2,000 kilometres, with India
and in this sector we have a common border also with Nepal, Sikkim,
Bhutan and Pakistan-I do not have any implications in saying so. The
most important fact is that we can settle the problem by mutual
understanding and accommodation. A quick settlement could be made
with Burma because Burma agreed not to base its claim on the MacMohan
Line but to draw a boundary in accordance with historical conditions,
natural terrain and actual control. Burma knew that China could not
accept the MacMohan Line and understood that the position of China was
reasonable and the line was illegal. The Chinese Government also made
the Burmese Government understand that the solution would be based on
actual control and survey etc. The Burmese Government knew that the
Chinese Government did not want anything south of the line. South of the
traditional line there are some small Tibetan temples and mountains
growing Chinese herbs. After delimitation, the Chinese will give up their
rights to those places. I hope the Indian friends would consider this
example and also the attitude of the Chinese Government to the SinoBurmese boundary line drawn in 1941. If the Chinese Government did not
follow a policy of settling questions with brotherly South-East Asian
94
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nations in a friendly manner, it was possible for us not to recognise the
1941 line. This boundary line was drawn by British colonialism at a time
when China was in dire straits fighting for its existence against Japan. Our
attitude was not to draw this line again and we said that as the treaty was
formally signed by the Chiang Kai-shek Government, we would accept it.
Though the Chinese Government was unhappy about the 1941 line in the
interests of the Sino- Burmese friendship and for implementing
international obligations we accepted it. This friendly attitude of our
Government was responded by the Burmese in two ways: (i) the Burmese
were satisfied that China had accepted the 1941 line and Premier U Nu, in
his talks with Premier Chou, said that this line was immoral as the British
had taken advantage of difficulties of China during the war against Japan
and (ii) the Burmese Government further recognised that though the
boundary on this line was delimited, local adjustments could be made.
Both the parties recognised the 1941 line but agreed to local adjustments.
We also immediately responded to this attitude of the Burmese
Government and gave up our rights to Namb Wang triangular area and
the Burmese in return willingly gave up in exchange the area of Thang
Hung and Thang Ho tribes. After the Sino- Burmese agreement and the
friendship treaty were completed, Gen. Ne Win, the then Burmese
Premier, told Premier Chou about the Chinese rights to a silver mine
south of the 1941 line. Premier Chou immediately replied to him that "We
give up that". He did not even ask for my opinion though I was present.
S.S: Both of you knew each other's mind.
CY: By coming to Delhi with a large delegation we have not thought of
asking India to give up any territory for our selfish interest. Otherwise we
would not have come. We have come here for the sake of friendship, and
I see that it is not possible to settle this question if we depend on archives
and quote a letter here and there.
As for the Sino-Nepalese agreement, some small areas—9 or 10— may be

in dispute. Some of these areas, which are under Chinese administration,
are claimed by Nepal, and others under Nepalese administration, claimed
by China. We agreed to settle the matter in a spirit of mutual
accommodation and friendship based on actual control, historical
conditions and joint surveys.
We have been here for five days and have been given a grand reception
and warm welcome by all the leaders. We thank you for this. The Indian
Government have taken good measures for the security of Premier Chou
in a responsible manner and this is an indication of your friendly attitude.
If we do not see this friendly attitude of yours, it would not be right for
us. We shall show the same friendly attitude and warm welcome when our
Indian friends or Your Excellency come to China.
SS: The Indian leaders who have already visited China were given a warm
welcome and if they go there again, they would receive the same
welcome. It is a pleasure for us to welcome guests from any part of the
world, especially from friendly China.
CY: The most important question is that our Indian friends have failed to
understand that we cannot accept the Simla Convention and the
MacMahon Line but want a friendly settlement on historical facts and
actual control. The insistence on our recognising the Simla Convention
and the MacMahon Line makes the position very difficult. When we say to
delimit the boundary by joint survey, actual control and historical
conditions, it includes local adjustments. It does not mean that India
would lose large parts of territory. Nor does India want China to lose large
parts of its territory.
Supposing the so-called MacMahon Line is recognised, that would mean
that we would recognise that had a right not only to delimit the boundary
between China and India but also the boundary between Inner and Outer
Tibet. We have no such reactionary settlement as Inner and Outer Tibet.
We have only provincial boundaries between Szechwan, Tibet, Yunan,

Chinghai and Singkiang. The Tibetan reactionary elements have an idea of
"Greater Tibet" and I hope that our Indian friends would not be misled by
the same. According to these Tibetan reactionaries Greater Tibet would
include parts of Sikang, Chinghai, Kangsu, Szechwan, Shensi and Yunan
provinces - in fact about one-fourth of the total Chinese area would be
handed over to the Dalai Lama. Our non-recognition of Simla Convention
and the MacMahon Line should not be misunderstood as our having any
intention of making territorial claims over India. Both of us should shake
off the colonial influence left after independence. After this bitter
experience of a dispute for a year, we must bring about a friendly
settlement by mutual consultation and accommodation. Why do Indian
friends not consider it? How can our delegation come to India to ask India
to lose something?
CHF: If we did so, the Indian people can blame us and the Chinese people
would also blame us.
CY: To insist on recognising something to which we cannot agree is not a
friendly attitude. We are two friendly countries like relations. We have a
long history of friendship and cannot be separated and will always remain
close to each other. We should shake off the imperialist legacy and by
mutual understanding and accommodation find a new line. We have
bright prospects. I hope we will not be blamed for we have been frank in
our talks.
SS: Frank talks are very good. Otherwise how could we come closer to
each other. Similarly, some of our leaders have also been frank in their
talks and they should not be misunderstood.
CY: So, we should settle the eastern sector on mutual understanding,
accommodation and joint surveys and shake off the legacy of history. The
Western sector of the boundary could also be settled in the same spirit.

Prime Minister Nehru said that the Western Section of the boundary was
vague and undelimited. An agreement in this sector is easier. Our Prime
Ministers are discussing the same and may be that they have already
arrived at an agreement and this talk may be unnecessary.
SS: It is necessary to give vent to pent up feelings as we are friendly to
each other.
CY: The situation now is such that we do not recognise the MacMahon
Line and, therefore, an agreement cannot be reached. Only two days are
left and we hope that we may reach some agreement to see that the
border clashes do not occur again and both the parties maintain the
status quo and talks are continued later. By coming with Premier Chou in
Delhi we have at least relaxed the atmosphere and this is a great
achievement. We hope that all of us have the same feeling.
SS: Meetings and consultations at various levels have a great value.
CY: Yes.
SS: It is refreshing to have a frank discussion and to hear what you
actually feel. Some of the members of our Government who are not
normally associated with diplomatic, talks, discussions and meetings,
have been taking part in these discussions during these five days. We
wanted you to contact the various members of the Government. If things
are talked over frankly, any scope for misunderstanding is avoided. You
have rightly pointed out that on many occasions issues are highly political
and go beyond pure routine documents, etc. Documents, agreements,
papers, records etc. have their own value but the political issues must be
settled first, before detailed data could be examined. I must say that I
did not feel greatly surprised after listening to what Your Excellency has
said during our talks. We must express freely and frankly our feelings.

You should in the same way not feel surprised at the views expressed by
us during the last few days. Specific issues, lengthy notes etc. cannot
solve the question and, therefore, there is the need for personal talks and
discussions. I would like to mention that the very fact that we talk frankly
indicates our mutual desire to understand the viewpoint of each other
and to come to an understanding. History bears testimony to the fact
that those who do not want to settle the question do not talk in a friendly
and frank manner as the Chinese and Indian friends have been doing.
CY: Yes.
SS: If there are difficulties, they are inherent in the situation and have
not arisen from our present arguments, talks and discussions. The
important thing is, as you have been good enough to say, that China is
keen to have friendship with India. India is also keen to have friendship
with China and has always been working for the same. We must settle
the matter in this spirit. Unfortunately, the discussions of the boundary
dispute and differences are under the shadow of incidents in the form of
border clashes. After all, we mu.st remember the basic fact of a long
boundary between two friendly countries. It would be a sad state of
affairs if we were nervous about each other all the time. To mark that
boundary at each yard and to place a police constable or a soldier as a
proof of actual Indian border would be impossible. Our two countries
have more important things to do than to take this step to prove the
boundaries. To place a soldier or a policeman to show the extent of the
boundary is not a satisfactory state of affairs. The basic thing is mutual
respect for territory, e.g. if any proof of Chinese territory is vacant, the
Indian soldiers should not walk forward and occupy the same or If any
Indian territory is vacant, the Chinese soldiers should not come forward
and take the same. This kind of situation would be very wrong. I would
be frank and say that a sort of such feeling has grown, particularly in the
Ladakh area. There is a caravan route between Tibet and Singkiang

through this area used by people without any elaborate system of control
and checks. If that is shown as some sort of proof as the claim of a part
of our territory, it is not in the spirit of respect of each other's territory.
In speaking about actual jurisdiction and control the important question
IS at what date—six months, one year, five years or what? The situation
has been changing fast. Because of a feeling of mutual friendship, it was
not necessary to place any actual symbols of authority on the Sino-Indian
border. It does not mean that the actual jurisdiction is in anyway
attenuated or sought to be not exercised. We have a genuine feeling and
place implicit trust in Chinese friends that they will respect our territory,
especially when we had raised the question and were not happy about the
Chinese maps. It was a great shock to us that instead of discussing the
maps, steps were taken to change the actual position.
CY: About the date or year of control, we take the historical conditions
and actual present control as the basis. It will mean some adjustments, if
a date is to be given. China would give a date which would be favourable
to her and India would give a date which would be favourable to her and
the present situation would not change. If after a joint survey, there is no
agreement, further talks will have to be held.
CHF: What you say about the Western sector should also apply to the
eastern sector.
SS: After your visit and frank talks you must have been satisfied that we
are keen to solve the problem and have friendly relations with China and
unless you have this understanding, it would be difficult to solve the
question.
CY: Yes, yes.
The following conversation took place during flight from Agra to Delhi
between Sardar Swaran Singh and Marshal Chen Yi

CY: China has made great industrial progress in steel, iron, etc. and we
have also increased our food production. But we have made an
agreement with Burma to import rice. As Indians are our good friends, I
do not want to hide anything from you. We have not been able to solve
the food problem in China. Everyone cannot get rice and wheat to eat,
and so many people have to eat sweet potatoes or other things. We have
to export some of our grains in order to get machinery in exchange: by
introducing commune system we have been able to organise our labour
for the development of agriculture and industry. The Japan-U.S. Treaty is
directed against us and the U.S.A has built bases around us. We are alive
to the fact that the U.S.A. may attack and take possession of cities like
Canton, Shanghai, Peking, Tiensin etc. but we shall fight hard and
ultimately defeat them. We cannot hide these facts from our people and
have told them about these. There are KMT troops in Northern Burma and
American planes take over from that area and drop radio sets etc. to
incite the rebel elements in Tibet and other areas. The United States and
Kishi and Chiang are united together against us. We believe in having
negotiations with U.S. for having peaceful relations but U.S. may
suddenly attack us and we have to be prepared for this. It is clear to us
that our most important enemy is the United States which may attack us
any time. In this situation it is most important for us to improve our
relations with the South East Asian nations, e.g. Nepal, Burma, India, etc.
It is most important for us to have most friendly relations with India. We
are anxious that even if there is no solution the situation should not go
worse and the status quo be maintained. We may stop patrolling the
border and have only police and civil administration and separate the
Armed Forces by a belt. We do not want to offend India. Our relations
with the United States and Japan in the east are tense. It would be stupid
if we created a tense situation with India in the west also. The U.S.A. has
its bases, atomic missiles and atomic weapons around us. Our dispute
with India is very small. We know that India cannot occupy Chinghai,

Sikang etc. and that if we cross the Himalayas, the United States would
attack us from the east and we cannot defend ourselves. We do not want
to worsen the situation and must come to a settlement by mutual
understanding and accommodation. It is not that we want India to fight
along with us against the United States. The Indian policy of nonalignment is good for the world. You cannot follow the same policy as
ours and we cannot follow the some policy as yours. Japan committed
aggression against China for 40 years and still does not recognise China
and is helping Chiang to invade China and deprive us of our place in the
U.N. We want to relax our tension in relations with the United States and
Japan but have to resist their aggression. If there is no war for 20 years,
that would be good for us, but if they attack us, we cannot kneel down to
them. Some people in India say that they should have understanding with
the West. The policy of Prime Minister Nehru of non-alignment is correct.
Your attitude towards China is very different from that of the United
States and Japan. We are in a serious situation and need your friendship.
We cannot fraternise with the other side in the east and oppose India for
in that case China would no longer be a socialist country. We want to be
friendly with India and were shocked when there was trouble on the
border. The situation in the east being so tense, we cannot afford to have
trouble in the west also.
SS: Your Excellency should rest assured that as far as India is concerned
we have most friendly feelings and deep regards for China. It is because
of this friendly feeling and deep regards that we felt so much hurt over
the unfortunate incidents on the boundary. Leaving aside the long history
of no conflict during recent years we have always sympathised and
maintained friendly relations with China. We do not boast about our
friendship with you as it was in accordance with our overall policy of nonalignment and friendship with all. We have always adopted a correct
attitude in our policy towards Formosa, Indo-China, Laos, Viet Nam,
SEATO, etc. The very idea that China may have any feeling of danger

from India is irritating. I have heard with interest the admirable analysis
of the situation in Southeast Asia with reference to China as given by Your
Excellency. No argument is required to how as to in which direction
India's sympathy lie. My appeal to you is not to view Indian friendship
only in the light of your difficulties in the east. We want your friendship as
you are a great country and we want friendly relations irrespective of the
fact whether you have difficulties elsewhere or not. India has been
following a policy of non-alignment and friendship with all and even to
imagine that we shall create an inconvenient situation for you in the west
because of your difficulties in the east, would be unjust. We had very
close friendship with you and so felt shocked and the foundations of
friendship were shaken because of recent incidents. This basis of
friendship is of greater importance than specific differences. The real
basic task before you is to restore the damage done on that front. I have
been very frank in telling you what I feel about it.
CY: We have been having friendly and frank talks I do not say that China
wants the friendship of India because China has difficulties in the east. I
also do not mean that difficulties had been created by India because we
have had troubles in the east.
SS: We have no such idea.
CY: We are two great nations and we have a strong friendship with each
other.
Even if both of us are in difficulties, we should be friends. I am speaking
from my heart. Our situation is serious and we have great difficulties and
are prepared for coastal areas to be occupied by the United States. We do
not want to hide our difficulties from you as we are friends.
SS: As the leader of the people, a Minister in the Government and a
leader of the Army, you can assure our people that India would never

embarrass China in her difficulties. Whatever our differences, we would all
along try to solve them by peaceful discussions. I say this with the same
responsibility as you have spoken.
CY: If two ordinary countries are negotiating, they do not expose their
difficulties to each other. As we are brothers, I am telling you about our
difficulties.
SS: We were shocked by the pressure brought against us by the troop
movements, clashes, etc. If there were differences, they could be
discussed. I am speaking frankly about these things.
CY: It would be best if we could reach some overall settlement but if that
is not possible some interim arrangement should be made.
SS: We also want a settlement to be reached.

27. Nehru-Chou Talks VI95
VI
(April 24 - 10.30 a.m. to 1.45 p.m.)
Prime Minister: Yesterday, we had a long talk about the western sector
and you gave me in some detail your version of the case. I would like to
say something in reply briefly. But this means an interminable argument;
but I would like to have your views on one particular thing of factual
nature.
You told me that it was not till the end of 1950 that the People's
95
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Liberation Army came from Sinkiang to northern Aksai Chin area, I
presume by the old caravan route, and it was only about a few years later
(4 or 5) that the Chinese authorities built a road there. I would like to
know whether this is correct.
Premier Chou: I said that Aksai Chin area always has been under the
jurisdiction of Sinkiang and Sinkiang became formally a part of China
some 200 years ago. Therefore, being a part of Sinkiang, it has been
under our administration for 200 years. As I mentioned earlier, we had
surveys conducted in this area twice-one in 1891 and another in 1941. In
both the cases, the surveyors went upto the Karakoram range and right
upto the Kongka Pass in the area. This shows that Aksai Chin and other
areas were surveyed by us and we have many historical documents to
prove this.
At the end of 1947, Sinkiang was liberated and, in 1951, the People's
Liberation Army reached southern Sinkiang and also Aksai Chin. They also
went through this area to the Ari region of Tibet. Since then, our
administrative personnel and patrols have been stationed in this area. As
I pointed out yesterday, some parts of the area are uninhabited and it is
impossible to station people there throughout the year. But, ever since
1950, our personnel and supplies pass through this area from Sinkiang to
Tibet and it became an important route joining Sinkiang with Tibet.
In 1956-57, we built a highway facilitating transport of men and
material from Sinkiang to Tibet. This area was, therefore, administered by
both the old and new Chinas.
The statement, therefore, of Your Excellency and the Government of
India that we reached this area only in the last year or two, or in the last
few years, is not in consonance with facts.
Prime Minister: Aksai Chin area is a wide area and it is only the eastern
tip of the area where you have built the highway. But, long after the
highway was built, according to us, there were no Chinese or Tibetans in
other parts of Aksai Chin area because on a number of occasions we had
full reports on these parts and it was only last year (1959) that certain

posts were established by the Chinese in this remaining part of Aksai Chin
and many roads were also reported to have been built. Thus, according to
us, apart from the highway part, the other part was traversed and
occupied only a year or a year and a half ago. Some other areas of Tibet,
which were not parts of Aksai Chin, were also occupied by China last year.
Therefore, I would like to know from Your Excellency about what period of
time the parts to the west and south of the highway in Aksai Chin area
were occupied by the Chinese.
Premier Chou: Your Excellency has put the question in such a way that it
itself becomes a question (a controversial matter).
As I have said, areas to the north and east of Karakoram watershed
belong to Sinkiang and the boundary line starts from here, goes to
Kongka Pass, down to the South from the Chang Chen Mo Valley,
Pangong Lake and Indus Valley. Area east of this belongs to Tibet and
Chinese administrative personnel and patrols have reached this area. This
was true of both old China and new China.
The case is precisely the same as the eastern sector where India
regards the line of actual control as her international boundary. As to
when patrol parties of either country reached the line is an internal matter
since the patrols were sent according to needs and we may send them
earlier or later as the need arises. Your Excellency had said once that, in
the eastern sector, some places are high mountains and are inaccessible.
The case is similar on the western sector and we never sent patrols there.
In your letter, Your Excellency had mentioned that you sent your
patrols to the eastern sector only in the last year or two, because no need
arose before that. Similarly, in the western sector, in some areas there
were no inhabitants and the place has high mountains.
If Your Excellency asks me when the Chinese patrol parties reached a
particular point in the western sector, then I can also ask the same
question about the eastern sector. This will mean only arguments; and
this only goes to prove that there is a dispute both in the eastern as well
as the western sectors.

Your Excellency said that, in the eastern sector, your administrative
authority was only extended gradually. That is also our information. In
the Kameng area, in the eastern sector, the Tibetan administration
continued till 1951 when only it was withdrawn.
Therefore, we have disputes in both sectors and the boundary is not
delimited. Hence, the need for negotiations; pending final settlement, we
can both keep our viewpoints and seek a settlement through negotiations.
If you ask me the same question as to when we reached the border, I
may again ask you the same question and it will only mean endless
arguments.
In the areas south of Kongka Pass, Indian administrative personnel
and patrols even crossed the border line and they were also stationed
there but we did not take any action and just informed the Government of
India about it and wanted to negotiate, because we realised that a dispute
existed here and that it could be dealt with when individual adjustments
are made through mutual negotiations. This is also true of the eastern
and the middle sectors. I do not understand the purpose of Your
Excellency's asking me this question. I do not think it will yield any
results.
Prime Minister: My purpose in asking this question was to make it clear as
to what period of time the area west of Aksai Chin came in practical
possession of the Chinese Government. This obviously was not so before,
since, as Premier Chou has himself said, the Chinese authorities came to
Aksai Chin area only at the end of 1950 and then later they built a road
there and it must have been long after that.
May I ask whether it is your contention that the Chinese or Tibetans
were there in any form before?
I am saying this particularly because we have so often been to areas
west and south of the highway and we had so many pictures and
photographs of this area, and we found that the change took place (in the
area west of the highway) in a little more than a year. This is not from the
point of view of theoretical positron but practical one, and more

especially because Your Excellency has been stressing "actualities of the
situation" and "status quo".
Now, what is the status quo? Status quo of last year or the status quo of
a few years more?
I mentioned about new roads being built at some distance to the west
of Aksai Chin highway and these must have been very recent structures.
Premier Chou: I have already made clear the position of the Chinese
Government, i.e., that our boundary lies along the Karakoram watershed
upto Kongka Pass and then to the central sector. Area to the north and
east of this is part of Chinese territory. This is so in history and also in
administrative jurisdiction. Large parts of this area are in the jurisdiction
of Sinkiang; some parts are in the jurisdiction of Tibet. Our administrative
and revenue personnel have always functioned in this area. As regards
the question as to when New China reached this place, obviously it can
only be after New China was born. After the establishment of the People's
Republic of China, we sent our people to this area according to needs. If
no need arose, and besides there being a friendly neighbour like India,
there was no reason why we should send our people there. Our position in
this area is like India's position in the eastern sector. India regards the
line reached by her personnel as her boundary line. If we consider the
time of the arrival of administrative personnel and patrol parties, then we
find that, during the British rule, administrative personnel and patrols
never reached the area south of the line which India considers to be its
border in the eastern sector. It was only in 1941-42 that the British sent
personnel; but as soon as they reached the boundary line, the local
Tibetan Government raised the matter with the British Government. Even
after independence of India, there was only gradual extension of
administration to this area.
Therefore, in the eastern and western sectors of the boundary, there
exists a dispute of the same nature.
In the eastern sector, what we consider the boundary line has been
shown by Chinese maps, and the Indian maps, till 1936, have also

accepted and shown the same alignment as shown by the Chinese maps.
It was only changed to a formal and defined boundary in 1954.
In the western sector, our maps have always shown the boundary
which we consider to be our boundary and, moreover, this boundary was
also shown by Indian maps till 1862. Some Indian maps later used colour
shade. In 1950, in addition to the colour shade, the Indian maps marked
the boundary as "undefined". In 1954, however, the Indian maps changed
it to "defined".
The boundary line for the eastern and western sectors, as shown on
the Chinese maps, is considered by the Chinese Government to be their
boundary line. This has always been so, and it is also shown that way in
the Indian maps. It was not till 1954 that the Indian maps started
showing a fixed boundary.
As regards maps, China perhaps has more basis on her side while
India has more changes. And yet we say that we would like to have
negotiations and then suggest the establishment of a joint boundary
committee, and that, pending a settlement, both sides should keep to the
area of each side.
In the eastern sector, we acknowledge that what India considers its
border has been .reached by India's actual administration. But, similarly,
we think that India should accept that China's administrative personnel
has reached the line which it considers to be her border (in the Western
Sector). On our part, we have not exceeded the line; but, on the other
hand, India has not only exceeded the line, but has even stationed troops
at some places. This is what we mean by "status quo".
In the middle sector, there is also dispute, but the places of dispute
are few. But these places, together with the few places in the eastern or
western sector, can be considered when negotiations are held. This is the
starting point. If we only argue about it and ask when China reached the
boundary line, then we can ask the same question and it would only lead
to endless argument and it would be impossible to solve the question and
will only lead to more disputes. It would thus go against the common

desire of both sides to settle the border dispute. It will also run counter to
the purpose for which I have come here. Therefore, I suggest to Your
Excellency that this kind of argument should be stopped and we should
talk something which will be helpful to a settlement. Our desire is for
friendship and we should lessen and not extend areas of dispute.
The situation is quite clear and time does not allow us to argue like
this.
Prime Minister: I entirely agree about lessening the points of difference
and find out ways for approaching a settlement. But what to do if facts
vary so much? Apart from facts, there are also the inferences. I have
stated a very firm case; that there was no control of Tibet or China in
eastern Ladakh and that neither the Chinese, the Sinkianese or the
Tibetans had ever been there. Now, that is in entire opposition to what
Your Excellency has said. What I meant was— the question is not any of
dates of visits by patrol parties; but, that for generations, there has been
no sign of Chinese or Tibetans in the eastern and southern parts of
Ladakh. This is a basic thing; and, therefore, I venture to ask Your
Excellency as to when the patrol parties had visited these areas.
There is a big difference in our minds between jurisdiction of a country
and setting up of administrative apparatus. A country may have
jurisdiction and yet may not have full administration because of the area
being uninhabited or being mountainous. But that does not lessen the
jurisdiction. Sending of troops is not an administrative matter, but it is
the exercise of jurisdiction. We have fully and cent per cent exercised our
jurisdiction in the eastern sector for a long time, but we spread our
administration slowly, because we were dealing with primitive tribes and
they had to be given training for it. Establishment of military check posts
is easy, but that is not administration.
You referred to Indian maps upto 1862 being in line with the Chinese
maps. 1862 means about 98 years ago. Actually, the first full survey on

the ground of the boundary was made in 1864 by, I think, Johnson,96 and
it is the first elaborate survey of its type. In 1862, Stratchey97 and
Walker98 brought out a map without going there, but Walker later
changed his map after Johnson's survey. Therefore, at least for nearly a
hundred years, they have not changed or varied. Perhaps some parts
were shown in colour, but that is only to show the difference in areas
under actual administration and areas under our jurisdiction.
I entirely agree we cannot go on arguing about this endlessly.
Therefore, I thought that some facts can be clarified at the official level.
The difficulty is of basic facts, and inferences based on them are so
different. You suggested the establishment of a joint committee, but I am
unable to understand what it can possibly do. The joint committee will
necessarily consist of officials and the like and, in such vital matters, it
cannot go far. If we two ourselves disagree, how can a joint committee
agree? It can only perhaps report on facts, but the facts are not
ascertained by going to these places, to the peaks or check posts, for
they could give us no history and, therefore, it can be of no help at all.
But officials from both sides may perhaps examine the documents and
report to both the Governments. Then, at least, we will have some facts;
but no joint committee would have either the authority or competence to
deal with these matters.
Premier Chou: Your Excellency's statement proves that my proposal on
behalf of the Chinese Government is tenable. Your Excellency says that it
is your firm belief that eastern Ladakh has always been under the
jurisdiction of Ladakh. Similarly, on our part we firmly believe that, in the
eastern sector, areas south of the line have belonged to China. If
necessary, we can produce many documents to prove this. In the last few
days, we have talked mostly about the western sector; but if we were to
talk about the eastern sector, we will also need at least three days more.
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But that will only increase the difference. You mentioned about difference
between jurisdiction and administration. According to the Government of
India, in the eastern sector, jurisdiction had reached long ago, but
administration spread slowly. We can use the same explanation about the
western sector also. The Chinese Government always considered and
firmly believed that the boundary between Sinkiang and Ladakh is the one
as appears on our maps, viz., following the Karakoram watershed to
Kongka pass and then reaching the middle sector. Our sovereignty over
this area had long reached this line. Although it took time for
administration to reach the line, the jurisdiction has always been quite
clear and we have documents to support.
As regards Aksai Chin, most places are sparsely inhabited; but Aksai
Chin has been under the jurisdiction of Khotan for a long time. Our
administration sometimes reached there, sometimes not. Mainly the
Sinkianese, who are nomads, went there; but sometimes a few Tibetans
also. Therefore, it was only when pasturage was available, our people
could go and collect revenues and they returned when winter came. We
have also documents to support this.
Therefore, your principle can be used by both sides; yet I do not ask
the Government of India to immediately agree to our stand and we would
like you to do the same. Therefore, we have been maintaining that there
is a dispute and that the boundary is not delimited.
As regards maps in eastern sector, our maps have not changed but
Indian maps have changed. It was not till 1954, that is, 6 years after
Indian independence, that India made this a formal frontier.
Similar situation obtained in the western sector. Your Excellency
mentioned that, in 1864, maps were changed. But we still find that even
in that period Indian maps were very vague—there was no line. In 1950
also, the border was still marked "undemarcated". It was only in 1954
that it came to be marked as "defined".
Therefore, both in the eastern and the western sectors, the boundaries
were made "defined" in 1954.

This would further show that India also acknowledges the fact that
boundaries established in the western sector were not delimited. Your
Excellency stated in Parliament that the boundary in the western sector
was vague. Therefore, there is need to reach agreement through friendly
settlement.
I was glad to hear that Your Excellency agrees that officials of both
sides should continue to examine materials available with both sides. We
have also the same desire and, therefore, after examination of documents
eventually we will find some common points.
As regards on-the-spot surveys to be made by the Committee, I said
that it "may" be done, only if necessary. The main duty of the Committee
would, of course, be to examine the material and report to respective
Governments.
I also propose that officials of both sides should make the report to
their Governments and then higher level talks should take place. Even if it
may not be possible to reach a complete solution in these talks, we very
much hope that we can reach at least an agreement on principles and
subsequent talks should be held later. I have come with the sincere desire
to settle questions once for all; but if it is not possible to do so now, I
would still very much like to see that favourable conditions are created for
future talks. Friendship between our two countries is important not only
to our two peoples but also to the world at large.
We should leave the differences on facts to any organisation formed by
diplomatic personnel (i.e., members of the Foreign Office) of both sides.
Thus, our talks will lead to effective and positive results.
Prime Minister: I may mention here a point though rather irrelevant;
since you have mentioned it, I might refer to it. Your Excellency has
mentioned about our patrols going to Khinzemane. I have made enquiries
on the point and I find that there were no armed patrols at all. It was only
a group of Tibetan refugees who were coming in. I have one advantage
over you and that is that I slightly know the area about which we are
talking.

I agree that there is no use carrying on the controversial discussion,
because there is difference of facts. However, I may mention one thing.
Apart from old maps and accounts, our new maps (not only the 1954
maps) have been before everybody, including the Chinese Government,
and we have drawn your attention to them while protesting against your
maps. As far as I can remember, at no time did the Chinese Government
raise objection to our maps. Objection to our maps was raised only in the
middle of the last year. I do not say that you have formally accepted our
maps, but you had raised no objection and this was in spite of the fact
that these maps told precisely what our situation with respect to the
western and the eastern sectors of the border was; and even when the
map question was raised by us, your Government did not raise any
objection. All that you said was that you would consider your own maps
when there is time to do so. Now, that indicates that right from the
establishment of the People's Government, it knew of our maps and our
position and there could have been no doubt on this point, whether right
or wrong. Normally speaking, we would have expected you to tell us
about it in case you objected to them, and it is only in September, 1959,
that you told us of your objection to our maps. Naturally, we were led to
believe all through these years that, broadly speaking, our maps were
acceptable to you except for minor border disputes. This was more or less
confirmed in my mind when Your Excellency spoke to me some four years
ago about the eastern sector. Hence our sense of surprise and shock
when, later, the Chinese Government rejected our maps completely.
Premier Chou: Speaking of maps-the maps themselves only show the
historical development. When New China was founded, we had no time to
study details of neighbouring boundaries and we could only use the old
maps. We had no basis to change maps unilaterally. In our conduct with
friendly neighbouring countries, we took a very objective view and said
that Chinese maps may have some differences with the objective
situation. This only represented our friendly attitude and we, therefore,
said that it is only after negotiations that all maps (on both sides) should

be changed. We made this statement to Burma and to India, as also to
some socialist countries with whom we had the same differences in the
alignment of maps.
When we discussed the eastern sector, I thought that the dispute was
only about the eastern sector and we were always willing to settle it
though, of course, we could not recognise the McMahon Line or the Simla
Convention; but if a settlement was reached naturally we would change
our maps. This was our thinking and it was certainly friendly. We have
followed old maps in the eastern and the western sectors as they were,
but the Indian maps have changed before and even after independence.
In 1954, the maps changed the line from "undefined" to "defined"
unilaterally. How can we recognise such unilateral change?
Since 1954, we had a chance of talking about our border question in a
friendly way, although it was without maps; but we mentioned the same
principles with regard to the western sector.
In your letter of December, 1958, when the question of maps was
raised, it was only about the eastern sector. It was only in March 1959
that you mentioned old treaties-not only the Simla Convention but also
the peace treaty with Tibet, and therefore, a question was raised about
the McMahon Line and the Simla Convention, which we cannot ever
accept, but also about the western sector. Hence, our reply of September,
1959. The dispute between us was thus brought about and it extended in
this way. Since the differences have been extended, we must try to solve
them.
We do not impose maps on India and we would like India to do
likewise.
If we must reach a settlement, then both our maps will have to be
changed accordingly. Broadly speaking, may be after settlement, the
Chinese map will be changed more; but this will be done when China
settles the boundary question. This has been our attitude of friendly
settlement and not of unilaterally imposing our position on the other side.
Your Excellency has known me for the last five or six years and you have

known that I have consistently tried to settle questions in a friendly
manner and I have the same attitude now.
Prime Minister: May I say that it has been a privilege to know Your
Excellency for several years and I attach value to this friendship, not only
from a personal point of view but in a larger sense as representatives of
two countries, and it is our earnest desire both from the personal as well
as larger point of view to settle these disputes.
But, as it appears from the talks, there is such basic difference
regarding facts and recent developments that big hurdles have arisen.
How can we get over them? It is not a matter of one individual getting
over them, because these are national issues affecting vast numbers of
people. As a matter of fact, even the slightest change in the border,
according to our Constitution, can be made only by a change of the
Constitution. As Your Excellency is aware, we recently had an agreement
with Pakistan on some areas on the border and the Supreme Court has
decided that we can do so only if the Constitution is changed.
But here, we have been trying to find a solution in a friendly way to
our questions consistent with dignity and self-respect of both countries.
The question is how to do this? We must give it some thought.
It is true, as Your Excellency has said, it is very unlikely and difficult
for us to find a way of settlement on this occasion. Your Excellency has
suggested this joint committee and you have also mentioned some
matters called "common grounds".
Among the common grounds you have mentioned are firstly, that a
dispute exists. Secondly, there is a line of actual control; thirdly, that
there are geographical principles like watershed, valleys, mountain
passes, which should equally apply to all sectors; fourthly, that each side
should keep to its line and that no side should put forward any territorial
claims. Fifth point is about national feelings.
Regarding these points, I would not say much in detail now except on
No. 4 wherein you have said that neither side should put forward
territorial claims. This is not quite clear to me. Our accepting things as

they are would mean that basically there is no dispute and the question
ends there; that we are unable to do.
I had mentioned earlier that we are agreeable to officers on both sides
continuing their examination of materials and then reporting to us on the
facts so that we could at least have precise facts. These officers, of
course, are not competent to recommend a solution or take any major
decisions. They also could not go to particular areas. They could not very
well take any evidence from a shepherd and it is no use sitting on a
mountain peak. It would not be helpful; moreover, partly because the
situation has also been changing recently. If you think that there is
something in this, then some of our officers may sit down and tell us how
to proceed. They could draft something as to how the officials on both
sides would examine the documents and report to us.
Premier Chou: I would like to have one clarification. After our officials
draft a programme for work or ways in which they will work, they will
require some time and how cannot be done now. But after their work is
finished, they can submit their reports.
Prime Minister: Yes, of course.
Premier Chou: What about 4 o'clock this afternoon?
Prime Minister: That should be all right.
Premier Chou: Who will head the team on your side?
Prime Minister: Our Foreign Secretary, Mr. Dutt.
(it was then decided that senior officers of both sides
should meet at 4 p.m.)
Premier Chou: I am very glad to know that Your Excellency has no
objection to the common grounds mentioned by me. As regards point

No.4, our idea, when we say territorial claims should not be made, is that
there should be no pre-requisites. Neither side should be asked to give up
its stand; but after an agreement is reached, the maps will have to be
changed and each side will have to take necessary constitutional
procedures. In our case, agreement has to be ratified by the National
People's Congress; in your case, as in the case of Burma, the Constitution
may have to be changed.
I would like to make a further proposal. In order to facilitate further
negotiations after talks this time, it seems to us that a joint statement will
be a good thing to indicate that some progress has been made in these
talks. In this joint statement, we may mention the following:
1.

that both sides stated their stands and viewpoints and these talks
have meant a step forward to settlement of the boundary question.

2.

we still think that it is best to separate our Forces from the line of
actual control.
If you have any difficulty in accepting this, we can think of some other

way.
In the joint statement, we should also express our desire for friendly
relations. Not only our two peoples but the whole world is interested in
these talks and, therefore, a statement would seem necessary.
We should try to lessen tension and eventually tension will be lessened.
Prime Minister: I agree some kind of statement will have to be issued, but
it will require careful consideration.
About separation of troops from the border, you would remember what
we said when you first wrote to us about it. We are also anxious to avoid
clashes; but as far as the eastern sector is concerned, there does not
seem to be any chance. There may be a few Tibetan refugees coming in,
hut then our troops are not in contact at any point.
On the western sector, there are vast areas with a few check posts
here and there and it is not even easy to determine lines. All we can,
therefore, do is to impress on our people not to do anything leading to
clashes.

Premier Chou: As regards the last point, both sides should ensure that
they continue to stop patrolling of borders not only in the western sector
but also in the eastern sector, because our posts are near, as at
Kinzemane. If there are no patrols, we can avoid contact and, even if
Tibetan refugees come and go, if we stop patrolling, then we can avoid
clashes.
Prime Minister: Yes. On the eastern sector there should be no difficulty.
On the western sector, we want to avoid possibility of conflict; but the
answer to it is that no patrolling at all, but that patrolling should not be
done in a direction where conflict may arise.
Premier Chou: I am afraid this interpretation of stopping patrolling might
create some trouble, but I will reply tomorrow on this.
After our officials have examined documents and submitted reports to
the respective Governments, I would like to suggest that next talks
should be held in China—Peking. In my letter also, I had stated that we
would extend to Your Excellency a very warm welcome and hospitality
and I would like to extend this invitation today. If there is any difficulty
about it, you can decide about it later. There is no need to give me a
reply right now. You may visit at any time suitable to you.
Prime Minister: Thank you; but this we will consider only after the
Committee has submitted its report.
(The meeting was then adjourned till 10 o'clock on 25th April, 1960).

28. Note99
At the meeting between the two Prime Ministers this morning, Prime
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Minister Mr. Nehru suggested that officials of the two Governments should
meet and examine the documentary and other material in each other's
possession and draw up a report for submission to the two Governments
listing the points on which the officials agree and the points on which they
disagree or which in their view require further examination and
clarification. Mr. Nehru made it clear that he could not agree to a joint
committee which would be entrusted the task of touring the frontier area
or making definite recommendation as regards determination of the
boundary. This is a responsibility which, in Mr. Nehru's view, could not be
given to Government officials. He was however agreeable to officials of
both sides meeting and examining the documentary evidence in each
other's possession with a view to narrowing down the points of
disagreement and reaching a common measure of understanding in
regard to their interpretation. Mr. Nehru understand that this proposal
was acceptable in principle to Premier Chou En-lai and the two Prime
Ministers agree that offici.als on both sides should meet this afternoon in
order to draft a paragraph which would define the task to be entrusted to
the officials of the two Governments.
We suggest the following draft for your consideration:
"It is agreed that the officials of the two sides should meet and examine
the documentary and other material on which each side relies in support
of its stand and draw up a report for submission to the two Governments.
This report should list the points on which there is agreement among the
officials and the points on which there is disagreement or which in their
view need further examination and clarification."
It was further agreed that officials should meet before the end of June
and should submit their report within a month of their first meeting.
I should like to add time limit is flexible.

29. Record of Indian and Chinese Officials’ Meeting100
[24 April 1960-begins 4 9.m]
Verbatim proceedings of the meeting between the Chinese and Indian
officials held on 24th April. 1960, at 4.00 p.m. in Rashtrapati Bhavan.
Present
India
1. Shri S. Dutt, Foreign Secretary
2. Shri G. Parthasarthy, India's Ambassador in China
3. Shri J.S. Mehta, Director, Northern Division, MEA
4. Dr. S. Gopal, Director, Historical Division, MEA
(In Attendance)
5. Shri Bhutani, O.S.D.)
6. Shri T.S. Mani, O.S.D.) M.E.A.
7. Dr. V. Kumar, O.S.D.)
China
1. Mr. Chiao Kuan-hun, Assistant Minister of Foreign Affairs
2. Mr. Chang Wen-Chin, Director, First Asian Department
3. Mr. Chian Chin-tung, Section Chief, 1st Asian Department
4. Mr. Chi Chao-Chu, Interpreter.
Shri S. Dutt: We meet this afternoon as I was told by Prime Minister
Mr. Nehru that at the meeting between the two Prime Ministers this
morning, Mr. Nehru suggested that officials of the two Governments
should meet and examine the documentary and other materials in
each other's possession and draw up a report for submission to the two
Governments listing the points on which the officials agree and the
points on which they disagree and which in their view require further
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examination and clarification. Mr. Nehru told Premier Chou En-lai that
he could not agree to a joint committee which should be entrusted with
the task of touring the frontier areas for making definite
recommendations as regards determination of the boundary. This is a
responsibility which in Prime Minister Nehru's view could not be given
to Government officials. He was, however, agreeable to officials of both
sides meeting and examining the documentary evidence in each
other's possession with a view to narrowing down the points of
disagreement and reaching a common measure of understanding in
regard to their interpretation of the documents etc. Mr. Nehru
understood that these proposals were acceptable in principle to
Premier Chou En-lai and it was agreed by the two Prime Ministers that
officials on both sides should meet this afternoon in order to draft a
paragraph which would define the task to be entrusted to the officials
of the two Governments.
We now suggest for your consideration the following draft:
"The two Prime Ministers agree that officials of the two sides should
meet and examine the documentary and other material on which
each side relies in support of its stand and draw up a report for
submission to the two Governments. This report should list the
points on which there is agreement among the officials and the
points on which there is disagreement or which in their view need
further examination and clarification. It was further agreed that
officials should meet before the end of June and should submit their
report within a month of their first meeting."
Mr. Chiao Kuan-hua: First of all we are happy to meet our friends. We
also from our Premier received somewhat similar instructions. Now we
would like to submit our draft also. Our draft would be called terms of
reference for the working group on the Sino-Indian boundary.
"The Prime Ministers of China and India through friendly
consultations are of the common view that

(1) the boundary between the two countries had not been delimited and
that the two parties have a dispute over the boundary.
(2) there exists between the two countries a line of actual control up to
which each side exercises actual control.
(3) In determining the boundary between the two countries, certain
geographical principles, such as, watersheds, river valleys,
mountain passes, etc. will be equally applicable to all sectors of the
boundary.
(4) The settlement of the boundary question between the two countries
must take into consideration the national feelings of the two
peoples towards the Himalayas and the Karakoram mountains.
(5) In the process of settling the boundary question between the two
countries through consultations, both parties will abide by the line
of actual control and not raise territorial claims as pre-requisite
conditions. However, individual adjustments may be made.
In accordance with the above common understanding, it is decided
to set up a Sino-Indian Boundary Working Group composed of equal
number of delegates in each side to exchange, examine, check and
study all historical documents, records, accounts, maps, etc. in the
possession of each side with regard to the boundary question and,
where necessary, might despatch personnel to the spot to carry out
surveys so as to record the points where two parties are agreed,
the points where the two parties are not agreed, and points where
doubt exists, and may, on the basis of the two parties obtaining an
agreed view, raise corresponding proposals and individually or in
common report to the two Governments. The Working Group shall
function from June to September 1960 and meet in the capitals of
the two countries. The first meeting shall take place in Peking. The
Working Group shall finish their work within four months and report
to the two Governments. "
Shri Dutt: Thank you; since this is a somewhat longish draft, I suggest

that we adjourn for a while and in the meanwhile it can be typed out.
(The meeting then adjourned for a few minutes).
Mr. Chiao Kuan-hua: By the "meeting" do you mean a meeting of one day
or, say, of one month?
Shri Dutt: The day on which they meet first.
Mr. Chiao: Our understanding is that the month will be counted from the
first day.
Shri Dutt: Our idea is that if we meet in Peking, we shall take such
documentary material etc. as is possible and you will produce yours.
The documents will be listed and the lists then exchanged between the
two parties. That would enable the two sides to study the implications.
Before we discuss the proposal as it stands, I shall be glad to give
clarification on any point that may be needed.
Now towards the end of the first page of your draft you say: "In
accordance with the above common understanding, it is decided to set up
a Sino-Indian Boundary Working Group composed of equal number of
delegates on each side to exchange, examine, check and study all
historical documents, records, accounts, maps, etc. in the possession of
each side with regard to the boundary question and where necessary
might despatch personnel to the spot to carry out surveys so as to record
the points where the two parties are agreed, the points where two parties
are not agreed, and points where doubt exists, and may, on the basis of
the two parties obtaining an agreed view, raise corresponding proposals
and individually or in common report to the two Governments."
Mr. Chiao: Actually the English translation here is not very accurate. We
entirely agree with the wording in the Indian draft that they report on
the points agreed, on the points not agreed and the points where they

need further clarification. But we would like to add further that this
Working Group should report to the two Governments on points agreed
to by them.
Shri Dutt: I envisage to say that supposing the Chinese officials give a
different interpretation and the Indian officials have their own
interpretation, it should be recorded in the report. How the whole
object of these discussions is to reach a common measure of
agreement or to know the points of disagreement. So naturally the
same report will have to go to the two Governments. The Chinese
officials may be having their own understanding of a certain decision
and the Indians their own and it is quite possible that they may be
making a wrong report to their respective Governments about the
views of the other side due to misunderstanding. If it is a joint report
signed by the two sides the element of error will be eliminated.
Mr. Chiao: Yes, I think this can be considered.
Shri Dutt: Now on your draft I would like to make the following
observations. Your draft envisages functions for the officials which are
very much broader than those envisaged by my Prime Minister, Mr.
Nehru. That apart, the Indian officials present here are precluded under
our instructions or in terms of the instructions given to us, from
subscribing to the views 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5. So far as I am aware, these are
points of substance which have been discussed between the two Prime
Ministers and the two Prime Ministers must decide for themselves as to
whether either of them can accept them. In fact these are the points
which have been put forward or suggested by Premier Chou En-lai in his
talk with Prime Minister Nehru and I am not aware that our Prime Minister
has accepted these viewpoints. It is clearly impossible for me as the
leader of the Indian officials on this side to agree to these points. The
Indian and Chinese officials have not met here to draft an agreed joint

communiqué on the results of the discussions which have taken place
between the two Prime Ministers. As I said in my opening statement, Mr.
Nehru's suggestion at the meeting this morning was that officials of the
two Governments should meet and examine the documentary and other
material in each other's possession and draw up a report for submission
to the two Governments listing the points on which the officials agree and
the points on which they disagree or which in their view require further
examination and clarification.
The views which have been mentioned in your draft have to be
discussed between the two Prime Ministers and it is for them to say
whether they agree or disagree with these. So far as I am aware, Prime
Minister Nehru is not in agreement with these views. In the second
paragraph of the draft you describe the officials group as a Sino-Indian
Boundary Working Group. As I have already stated, we do not envisage
the officials visiting the frontier areas or carrying out surveys. In the
circumstances to describe these officials working with the limited
objective of examining the material in each side's possession as a SinoIndian Boundary Working group would not be in accordance with facts. To
sum up, therefore, we find ourselves unable to accept your draft as it is.
We suggest omission of the first paragraph which lists the supposed
common view. If you are agreeable, we can proceed to consider the
second paragraph in order to see whether we can amend it in accordance
with our understanding of the functions envisaged for the officials.
Mr. Chiao Kuan-hua: We thank you for making a clear assessment of your
views. We would like you also to express your views on points on
which you disagree in the second paragraph.
Shri Dutt: I agree that in certain respects your second paragraph is very
detailed than ours. Therefore, I would amend our draft as follows:"The two Prime Ministers agree that officials of the two sides should meet
and examine, check and study all historical documents, records, accounts,

maps and other material relevant to the boundary question, on which
each side relies in support of its stand and draw up a report for
submission to the two Governments."
We are prepared to accept that the officials shall function from June to
September 1960 and meet alternately. It will read as under:
"It is further agreed that the Working Group shall function between June
and September 1960 and meet alternately in the capitals of the two
countries. The first meeting shall take place in Peking and the officials
should finish their work within four months and report to the two
Governments."
The only amendment in this is in view of the study of material it would
be an exaggeration to call it a Working Group. Secondly, I am not making
it obligatory the mention of alternate meetings in two capitals because at
least two meetings will have to take place in any case. It is a matter of
detail. We should meet alternately.
May I add that our draft as now amended is practically the same as
your second paragraph subject to the omission of these words "in
accordance with the above common understanding" and then we have
omitted "might despatch personnel to carry out surveys so as to record
the points where the two parties are agreed, etc." so that with the
omission of these, this is practically the same as your draft because our
draft incorporates the other points of your draft.
(The meeting adjourned for some time).
Mr. Chiao Kuan-hua: We have made a preliminary study of your views.
Though you have expressed disagreement to many of our views, you
have agreed to some of our views, about which we are happy. Suppose
we do like this: there are points which you do not accept. We will
reserve them and we will report them to our Prime Minister and we
also hope that you will also report to your Prime Minister. That is to
say on the first paragraph of five points.
Then in second paragraph, there are three points—one point is about

the name of the Official Working Group; the second is about despatch of
personnel for survey and the third point is about raising corresponding
proposals. With the exception of these three points in second paragraph,
we agree to your version.
Then on the question of our meeting every month, you suggest the
revision that we meet alternately. After preliminary study, I think, it is all
right but will study further. Of course, there may be some question of
wordings only.
Suppose we report to our Prime Ministers and if either side feels the
necessity of having a meeting, we inform the other side, and if not, the
points which we have agreed upon, we will submit to our two Prime
Ministers.
Shri Dutt: (circulated the revised Indian draft)
"The Two Prime Ministers agree that officials of the two sides should meet
and examine, check and study all historical documents, records, accounts,
maps and other material relevant to the boundary question on which each
side relies in support of its stand and draw up a report for submission to
the two Governments. This report should list the points on which there is
agreement among the officials and the points on which there is
disagreement or which in their view need further examination and
clarification.
The officials shall function from June to September 1960 and meet
alternately in the capitals of the two countries. The first meeting shall
take place in Peking and the officials will submit their report to the two
Governments within four months."
Mr. Chiao: We will consult our Prime Minister.
(The meeting then adjourned).

30. Nehru-Chou Talks VII101
VII
(April 25 - 11 a.m. to 12-45 p.m.)
Prime Minister: Yesterday, our officials held a meeting. Since the time is
limited, we might perhaps discuss the question of a draft communiqué.
We have made a draft of the joint statement which Your Excellency may
like to see.
(Prime Minister handed over the Indian draft communiqué to Premier
Chou En-lai.)
Premier Chou: We too have drafted a communiqué on the basis of the
talks of the last 5 days and I would like you to have a look at it. The
contents, however, differ to some extent.
(Premier Chou handed over the Chinese draft to Prime Minister.)
Prime Minister: There is a good deal of difference between our draft and
Your Excellency's draft. You have mentioned there certain matters on
which we do not agree. You have mentioned that we hold unanimous
views on the six points. We do not agree to most of them and in a
statement of this kind one must avoid controversial matters; otherwise it
would be argumentative. It should represent both viewpoints without
entering into any arguments. I would, therefore, suggest that we should
take our draft as a basis for discussion.
Premier Chou: As to these six points mentioned in the draft, they
have been mentioned by me several times and yesterday Your
Excellency said that you did not have much to say about them, but
that you only wanted some clarification on point 4 and I gave that
clarification. Therefore, I thought that in principle these points were
acceptable to Your Excellency.
As regards point No.1, we have said that our boundaries are "not
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formally delimited". This wording is taken from one of the letters of Your
Excellency.
As regards the point regarding territorial claims, I have already made
explanations, As regards stopping of patrolling, there was some difficulty
In regard to accepting Your Excellency's suggestion on the western sector
and I promised to give an answer. Therefore, I feel that mention of these
points in this draft is not without basis; but if Your Excellency objects,
then we will not press it. My impression, however, has been that Your
Excellency did not raise any objection to them when they were put
forward.
Prime Minister: I am afraid, it is not quite correct. I had expressed my
view on these matters earlier and I did not think it was necessary to say it
again. You said that there was a dispute on the boundary. Yes, that is so,
and that there are areas under actual control of either side, and I said
that it is probably so. But that was not in this context. On point No.4, I
had pointed out that if we accepted this, it would mean that practically we
have settled our disputes. I did not say anything because I thought that
we had made our position sufficiently clear and. It is certainly not correct
to say that I agree to these points or that we are unanimous on these
points. For example, when you said that the dispute existed, it was not a
matter for agreement or disagreement on my part since you were making
an assertion about the existence of a dispute. Our claim all along has
been that, although the boundary is not marked to the ground, it has all
along been well defined through various ways. There may, of course, be
difference of opinion on this, but our position is clear.
Premier Chou: It is, of course, good that Your Excellency has further clan
fled your point of view. It proves that there are still differences of opinion,
as you have said. Our views we have already stated in our draft but I
would now like to say something about your draft.
From Your Excellency's draft, one gets the general impression that
after the last six days' talks, we only agreed on procedural matters but
that there was no progress whatsoever. But that is not my appraisal. I

think some progress has been made. I cannot say that there has been no
difference at all or that as if no exchanges have been made, that we did
not review the historical background or that there has been no difference
as compared to the days when we had not met. Some progress has been
made and this is a fact. To give an impression disappointing to our people
and to the world who are interested in these talks would not be desirable,
because this matter does not concern only our two peoples but the entire
world. Therefore, I think that the main spirit of the draft should be
positive. Particularly, it would be better if para. 3 in your draft is revised.
(i) Para. 3 could be revised to some such effect: "Both parties explained
their stands, viewpoints and ideas and about solution of the question
and the talks enabled both sides to further understand each other.
Although both parties did not reach a further agreement, they reached
agreement on procedure ...." Some such thing will be more positive
and it is also in conformity with the facts and is not embarrassing to
the Government of India.
I further feel that something also should be said about prospects after
the report of officials on both sides has been submitted, viz., there should
be some mention that the two Prime Ministers will meet again. This will
give hope to our people. We feel that, no matter how great the difficulties
may be, they must be overcome. We came with great hope and we want
that hope to persist.
(ii) As regards the last sentence in para. 5, it is still our view that, while
our officials are examining factual material, we should stop patrolling
all along the border in order to avoid any clashes. The idea of stopping
patrolling was put forward by Your Excellency yourself. Your
Excellency said yesterday that, in the eastern sector, it is all right, and
that there is no patrolling by Indian troops and that near Kinzemane
only a few Tibetan refugees came in. I also had made enquiries on this
point and I find that it was not a group of Tibetan refugees; but,
according to our information, the original post set up by the Indian
army at Kinzemane had been moved to a place one kilometre

northwest of the original post and the new post is at Dama where a
company of Indian soldiers is now stationed. This place has only six
families with 29 inhabitants, all Tibetans. Perhaps Indian troops might
have done this in the feeling that they are still in Indian territory. But
it shows that Indian Forces have not only not stopped patrolling but
they have even pushed their post forward and this brings them nearer
to our post at Lotsum and the difference between our post and this
new post is only 4 kilometres. So, such a situation does exist in the
eastern sector. I received this information just before I came here,
and then we have given strict orders not to open fire under any
circumstances and also strictly ordered our Forces not to do any
patrolling along the line. Regarding the eastern sector, we have given
assurance that our Forces will not exceed India's line of actual control.
As far as we can see, Kinzemane even exceeds this line. But, in the
western sector, Indian Government has not given us a similar
assurance and, therefore, the problem arises. It is a vast area and
most places are without inhabitants. So, in some places, where we
have no posts, the Indian side establishes posts; then the posts on
both sides would be in very zigzag position. That would make
problems very complicated, Therefore, we have suggested stopping of
patrolling all along the border. This would give some kind of a
guarantee and it seems to us that during further examination of
material we should at least have some such kind of a guarantee.
I have a few suggestions regarding para. 6:
(a) we might add, in addition to the reference to the Paris Conference, in
the draft our support to prohibition of nuclear weapons;
(b) we may also express our support to the just struggle of the African,
Asian and Latin American people against Imperialism, racial
discrimination and in defence of their independence. If it is possible,
we may specifically condemn the Government of the Union of South
Africa for taking repressive measures against the African people. If
that is not possible, we might put it in other form in a general way;

(c) we may also reiterate that Geneva Agreement should be respected by
all parties concerned. This is also particularly because India is the
Chairman of the Supervisory Commission.
At the end, I suggest that one point should be added to your draft
stating that I have cordially invited Your Excellency to come to China and
that you would do so at your convenience.
I also find that there is no mention of the 5 Principles in the entire
draft.
Perhaps: according to Your Excellency, these principles have been
shaken. But it is not so. We still feel that these principles should govern
our relations. Some temporary or superficial phenomenon might be
interpreted by some as our not conforming to the Five Principles. But, as
Your Excellency has mentioned, there is no basic conflict of interests
between our two countries and so we should continue to reaffirm our
faith in the Five Principles. In Chinese, we have a saying which says, "a
good horse can be seen only from the distance that it covers and the
heart of a person is seen only by events." Our friendship has stood the
test of time in the past and I am confident that it will continue to stand
the test of time for a thousand years to come.
These are mainly my views. There are also some technical suggestions
but these I will not go into.
Prime Minister: Your Excellency has referred to many matters. The initial
difficulty for me is that even your referring to all these matters shows a
difference in approach of the two sides. How to bring these differences
close together in a statement of this type? Because, in a brief joint
statement like this, we cannot have arguments. We cannot mention the
difference in our approaches and the Indian view and the Chinese view
and so on. It would be out of place.
You say that a more positive approach is desirable. Yes, provided it has
a good basis. The position is definite. These long talks have not convinced
each other of the rightness of the other's position. We can express it
argumentatively or in a brief manner as we have tried to do in the draft.

Your Excellency mentioned about including something about "prospects
after receipt of the report". What can one say about this? If we say
something, it will be only some pious sentiments and will not lead us
anywhere. It will be airy and without much meaning.
I agree that we should approach with hope and try our best.
Your Excellency referred to stopping of patrolling and more particularly
you referred to Kinzemane.
According to your information, our post has moved forward. I am not
aware of this. We had made an enquiry and I was told that no patrolling
was done. Normally speaking, we should have been informed if such a
thing had happened. However, since you have mentioned it, I will make
enquiries again.
Broadly speaking, I am in favour of stopping patrolling activities which
would lead to a clash, but there are many areas of patrolling and they are
not against anybody, particularly in a vast area like the western sector. It
is dotted with posts, but it is empty otherwise. I admit that we should
avoid patrolling, but does it mean that our patrols should stay in their
posts without moving out between these vast areas? They have to have
some communication and it is a normal thing which does not involve any
conflict. Therefore, to stop all movement will not be practicable; but we
should issue strict orders that they should refrain from activities which
would lead to armed clashes.
Your Excellency referred to para. 6 which makes a mention about
international affairs.
You first mentioned that we should include something about prohibition
of nuclear weapons. We have been saying it all the time and we support
such prohibition; but the point is that this point is not before the Paris
Conference but it is being discussed separately as a separate issue. As
regards struggle in Africa for independence and racial equality, we have
also expressed our opinion frequently, clearly and in very strong terms.
But the main question is whether referring to these things in this kind
of a statement would be appropriate. I am afraid this may lead to many

kinds of criticisms, both from our people here and others.
Frankly speaking, our people will say that you talk about other areas,
but you do not talk about Tibet. I do not want to say anything about
Tibet. But according to our information, statements have been made in
Tibet by important representatives of the Central Chinese Government
like Chang Ching- Wu and Chang Kuo-Hua that Bhutan and Sikkim are
parts of Tibet as Ladakh was part of Tibet, that areas up to Teesta (near
Siliguri) come under Tibet and that the areas north of the Brahmaputra
are also parts of Tibet. In addition, there are broadcasts of Lhasa Radio
and speeches of the Youth League and Women's League meetings. I do
not know whether these are responsible or irresponsible people; but such
reports affect our people's minds and they will say you talk about distant
places like Africa, but you do not say anything about surrounding
territories like Bhutan and Sikkim with which we have intimate relations
through treaties and practice.
I have also referred to the Bhutanese enclaves in Tibet. There are
some 8 villages, especially near Kailash mountain and there the
Bhutanese officials have been deprived of their belongings and the
Bhutanese Government has asked us to raise this matter with you. All this
I am mentioning just to show how difficult it is to enter into a world
survey, even in matters where there can be no disagreement. Your
Excellency also referred to Indo-China and I believe that, for the same
reason, a reference to it in the present context would seem inappropriate.
As regards five principles, we believe in them and, even if they are not
acted upon, they still remain good. But a reference to them in the present
context would be immediately criticised. The people will say that these
principles have been broken and still we are talking about them.
As regards including Your Excellency's invitation to me in the
communiqué, it is not normally our practice to refer to such invitations in
joint statements. Mr. Khrushchev came here and he also wanted us to put
it in the statement. Mr. Nasser also wanted to do the same thing, but we
told them about it and they agreed not to mention it in the statement.

Actually, Nasser referred to his invitation in a statement but he did it
independently.
The point is, we are taking steps. If these steps lead to it, certainly I
shall be most happy to follow them up.
As regards prohibition of nuclear weapons and general desire for
peace, etc., which Your Excellency mentioned, only two days ago I read
an article appearing in the "Red Flag", the journal of the Central
Committee of C.C.P. It contains an appeal for preparation for war and
development of nuclear weapons to win war. Now all this creates
reactions and people feel that the Chinese Government is not so anxious
for peace as we thought it was and that it wants to develop the nuclear
weapons.
Premier Chou: Does it mean that there would be no changes or
amendments at all in the draft statement?
Prime Minister: Of course there can be some minor amendments. If you
insist on mentioning about prohibition of nuclear weapons, we can
certainly include it. But the general structure should remain the same.
Premier Chou: At the very beginning, I said that we will take your draft as
the basis. Although I have talked a great deal, my suggestions are
actually few. Since this will be a joint statement, I thought that a
possibility for exchange of views should be allowed. Except for some
technical matters regarding wording, etc., which can be left to our
officials, I suggest that, if Your Excellency will agree, we may go through
the draft para by para. and exchange views.
Prime Minister: Yes.
Premier Chou: I would like to revert to para. 3 again particularly the first
sentence ("these talks did not result in resolving differences that had

arisen".) This sentence puts things in negative way. My suggestion is that
we should revise the sentence without saying anything in such specific
terms. It may be something as follows: "Both parties explained their
stands, viewpoints and ideas about the solution to the question and
achieved further understanding, although differences between two sides
remain."
This is in conformity with facts, because we do have a better
understanding of each other than before. How does Your Excellency like
this idea?
Prime Minister: We may perhaps add before the first sentence another
sentence to the effect that "both sides explained respective viewpoints" or
"respective viewpoints were understood better." But the first sentence is
still correct.
Incidentally, I may mention that all along we have been talking about
"border question". Actually, it is something more than a mere border
question. It does not merely refer to a narrow sector but large areas
around our border.
Premier Chou: Yes, it is true, but then we will have to explain not only the
western sector but also the eastern sector in the same manner.
The details of wording we can, however, leave to our officials.
As regards second line in para. 4 on page 2 (where the sentence ends as
follows: "draw up a report for submission to the two Governments"), I
would suggest that we should add something like the following to show
some hope. "In order to facilitate further talks of the two Prime
Ministers." If Your Excellency does not agree to this wording, then we
may add something like "In order to facilitate a reasonable settlement of
the boundary question." I am suggesting this just to express a hope.
Prime Minister: Well, perhaps we might say— "in order to facilitate further
consideration of this question."

Premier Chou: I would suggest an alternative expression which are
actually the words taken from one of Your Excellency's letters— "in order
to facilitate further exploration of avenues for a settlement of the
boundary question."
Prime Minister: But officials can hardly do that (i.e. exploration of
avenues). It has to be done at a higher level.
Premier Chou: When I say "further consideration", it means consideration
at a higher level.
Prime Minister: Wording, we will consider further.
Premier Chou: As regards the last sentence of para 5, I suggest that we
should provide for stopping of patrolling all along the border.
When we say stopping of patrolling, it does not mean stopping of all
movement, but that we should not send any patrols to the border to avoid
clashes. The question is that, in the western sector, the Government of
India does not accept that other side has a line of actual control. It is
precisely here where the danger lies. As Your Excellency has said in the
Parliament, the border in this area is undelimited.
Prime Minister: Our actual border is 150 miles away.
Premier Chou: According to us, in this area (the western sector) our
boundary has all along been like this and our administrative jurisdiction
has always reached this area and the area has been under Khotan Rudok.
Our revenue officers have also been going to these places, wherever
there has been any need. There is no tune for making any surveys, but
we can examine the documents. In the western sector, the Chinese do
have a line of actual control' but the Indian Government does not accept

it. Therefore, the situation is mobile. Although we say we want to avoid
clashes, the danger remains. I would, therefore, still propose our wording,
namely, "both sides should stop sending patrols to the border." This does
not mean that all movement should be stopped.
Does Your Excellency think that this would be appropriate?
Prime Minister: On the western sector, as Your Excellency has said, it is a
mobile border. It is mobile as far as occupation is concerned, not in
theory. So, it is difficult to call anything a precise border. Your Excellency
said that this area (western sector) has been for a long time under your
control and that you have been collecting revenue there. Our claim is that
for long years it was not under occupation and there is no trace of
occupation till only recently. Other people have been there and, as I said
earlier, I have myself been to places which are now reportedly under
Chinese occupation.
If you say "a border", then we have to acknowledge a border and,
therefore, we should better say that we "should avoid any movement
which may lead to a clash".
Premier Chou: I do not say that the western border is mobile. We are
definite where our border lies. As I have said earlier, our border lies along
the Karakoram watershed and Kongka Pass in the middle sector. This has
always been regarded as our border and our jurisdiction has always
reached the border. When I said "mobile", I meant that administrative
personnel could not be stationed there permanently because there are no
people. But it does not mean that the border is mobile. I find on the
Indian maps the border line in this sector has changed four times, and
two times there has been no border line.
Your Excellency says that we should merely say "avoid movements".
If there are movements only in areas under your control, it will not lead
to clashes. But what we ask is that your Forces in the western sector, like
our Forces in the eastern sector, should stop patrolling.

Prime Minister: Your Excellency has said that our maps have been
changing. It is not so. You refer to maps which are 98 years old. But a
complete survey was done only 96 years ago and since then the Indian
maps have not changed. In some, there may be a colour shade; in some,
there are firm lines. This is because these are vast areas. You say that
your administrative personnel have been going there. We say the same.
So, there is a clash of factual statements.
Therefore, I would still like to suggest the wording "avoid movement
which may bring about clashes and frictions."
Otherwise, it means for all practical purposes we accept the border as
claimed by China.
Premier Chou: All right, let's leave the wording to the officials.
Now we come to para 6. I had mentioned three international questions.
Your Excellency said that prohibition of nuclear weapons was not on the
agenda of the Paris Conference and therefore there was no point in
mentioning it. It makes no difference to us whether it is mentioned in the
communiqué or not.
But we would like to make this clear that China, like India, has all
along favoured prohibition of testing and production of nuclear weapons.
The Chinese Government has made many statements on this. I also
spoke at the People's Congress recently and suggested that all Asian
nations should sign a pact for an atom free zone.
Your Excellency mentioned an article in "Red Flag". It is permissible to
give theoretical articles giving two kind of thinking like (1) which
advocates immediate stopping of testing and production of nuclear
weapons and destruction of nuclear weapons already manufactured. This
is of course a more thorough way of ending nuclear threat so that the
atomic energy is used only for peaceful purposes. There is also the other
way of thinking. (2) War-mongering groups are still using great piles of
nuclear weapons to intimidate certain countries and these countries are
forced to seek a way out. As soon as these countries learn the technique

and have atomic weapons in their possession, there will be a possibility of
reaching an agreement for disuse of these weapons. The same thing
happened in the First World War in the case of chemical warfare. So these
are two things. One is to take initiative to appeal for cessation of testing
and production of nuclear weapons and we favour such an agreement.
But war-mongering groups have a monopoly and then we must
endeavour to get such weapons. Therefore, there are two ways of
thinking, both maintaining abolition of nuclear weapons. This does not
mean that we advocate a nuclear war.
Your Excellency can understand quite well which of the two countries is
under greater threat; undoubtedly China. There are very large military
bases in South Korea, in Japan, in Taiwan, in the Philippines and in
Vietnam and even in Pakistan. Many of these are armed with nuclear
weapons and, although the warheads are controlled by the USA, they can
be used by USA any time it chooses. China in this regard is weak and, if
USA pushes a button, we will suffer heavy losses. Our position is different
from the position taken by India of peace and neutrality. We praise it, but
India should also understand the great threat to which China is subjected,
and, therefore, we must write articles to remind and educate people of
our country. We cannot watch with folded hands destruction coming to
our country.
What we face is the threat of powerful U.S. imperialism and revived
Japanese militarism. Besides, these are facing only us and no one else.
In passing, I would like to take this occasion for mentioning about
flights of unknown aircraft in the last two months, particularly February
and March. The Government of India had mentioned that there were
unknown aircraft flying over the Sino-Indian boundary. We have found
that these aircrafts are American. I would like to inform Your Excellency
that they have flown over six times over this area. They start from
Bangkok and then sometimes go via Burma, sometimes through China
and then over the Sino-Indian Boundary they go to Tibet and go right
upto Chinghai. They come for the purpose of subversion, dropping

Chinese agents, trained in Bangkok, supplies, weapons and wireless sets.
We have captured these agents, supplies, radios, etc., in each case. On
their return journey, these planes flew to Bangkok or in some cases to
Karachi. We have confirmed about all these flights. These six flights were
on the following dates:
February 10th, 11th, 12th, 16th and 17th and March 9th. Only one
flight on February 23rd still remains untraced.
I can assure Your Excellency that we do not allow our aircraft in Tibet
to cross the present actual line of control by the Indian side. Firstly, we
have few aircraft in Tibet and there is difficulty for them to fly over the
high Himalayan ranges.
We have also sent a note to Burma and have told them that they have
full right to shoot or bring down these planes when they come to their
territory. These aircraft mostly do night flights.
I am just mentioning this to show that we are facing threat not only
from the sea side but also from the mainland and we will take appropriate
measures in dealing with these aircraft.
Your Excellency mentioned about Tibet. I would like to say a few words
about it. You spoke about the statements by responsible people in Tibet,
but I have not read them; so, I cannot say anything about it. But, I can
say this much that, from top to bottom, there is no one in the Chinese
Government .who has any intention of raising the history regarding
Bhutan and Sikkim in order to give rise to new dispute. In two documents
we have already said that we have no border disputes with Bhutan and
Sikkim and that their border does not fall within the scope of this
discussion on 3 sectors. We have also stated that we respect the relations
between Bhutan and India and Sikkim and India and our attitude remains
the same.
If Bhutan wants to raise the question of its tax collection activities in
Tibet, It can be settled in an appropriate way and in a friendly manner.
As regards Tibet, we have settled the question in accordance with the
interests of the serfs who form majority of the Tibetan population and

also in the interest of freedom of the Tibetan people. The rebels constitute
a very small minority. Apart from those who fled away, those who still
stay in Tibet can still get land if they wish to till it. The nobles can get
compensation for land if they support the democratic reforms. I am sure
that the economy in Tibet will develop and the Tibetans will prosper.
As regards those who fled to India, we have no objection to the Indian
Government giving asylum to them. We have also noticed that your
Government has allowed freedom to them only for religious activities and
not for political activities. But we have also noticed that, ever since Dalai
Lama came to India till today, he has carried on political activities in India
and outside far exceeding the scope of freedom set for him by the Indian
authorities. Kalimpong still continues to be the centre for conducting antiChina activities by them in India. We have made reservations regarding
Dalai Lama and his followers; but their activities, which have exceeded
the limits set by the Government of India, not only continue but at the
same time they are encouraged and this will only hinder their return to
the fatherland. We can only deplore this.
As regards the South African question, Your Excellency mentioned that
some people might link it up with the question of Tibet because of general
suppression in South Africa.
But the question of Tibet is different. In South Africa, the people
oppressed are the majority of the people; while in Tibet, the majority is
emancipated while only a minority of serf-owners is denied opportunity to
exploit the serfs. I am glad to know that Your Excellency also agrees that
the Geneva Agreement should be respected. I would, however, like to
bring to your notice that the Agreement is being repeatedly violated by
the U.S.A. and the Laos Government and is causing great worry to the
North Vietnam Government. The "patriotic front" in Laos is suppressed. I
do hope that India, as Chairman of the Supervisory Commission, will take
effective measures to improve the situation.
If Your Excellency thinks these (international) questions should not be
mentioned in the joint statement, that is all right.

If Your Excellency also feels that we should not mention anything
about our Government's invitation to Your Excellency to visit China, that
also is all right. I, however, feel that it is a matter of great regret that the
Five Principles are not mentioned. We continue to firmly believe in them.
I have stated all my views. I will take this draft back and tell my
colleagues about the three points about which we have talked.
We are not very satisfied with this draft. Frankly speaking, I do not like
this draft much. I feel that a better statement should be issued. But since
Your Excellency has put forward the draft and you insist on it, we will try
to persuade our colleagues.
If they agree, then at 4.30, I will send one of our officials, Mr. Chiao
Kuan-Hua, to meet officials of your side (the Foreign Secretary). They can
meet and fix the wording. I may also have an opportunity to discuss the
matter further at the tea party of the Home Minister, if need be.
If, however, the officials meet with serious difficulties then we can talk
again at 6.30 or later on separately.
Prime Minister: I would like to take the opportunity of mentioning
something about the working of our missions in Tibet, particularly the
difficulties faced by them: As you are aware, our Trade Agency at
Gyantse is having numerous difficulties regarding its buildings. The
houses were washed off by floods102 and they have not been able to get
land so far. Then, there is also the question of Ladakhi Lamas and the
citizenship question of the Kashmiri Muslims.103 But I will present you a
note on these points.104
Premier Chou: I will welcome such a note.
I can also assure Your Excellency that, now that the Tibetan rebellion
has been put down, democratic reforms are being carried out and social
order established, our relations in Tibet will improve, and our relations in
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the field of economy and culture, etc., will, I hope, improve and I also
hope that mutual visits will be more frequent.

31. Record of Indian and Chinese Officials' Meeting105
[25 April 1960 - begins 4.30 p.m.]
Verbatim proceedings of the meeting of the Indian and Chinese officials
held at Rashtrapati Bhavan, New Delhi, on 25th April, 1960, at 4.30 P.M.
Present
India
1. Shri S. Dutt, Foreign Secretary
2. Shri G. Parthasarthy, India's Ambassador in China
3. Shri J.S. Mehta, Director, Northern Division, MEA
4. Dr. S. Gopal, Director, Historical Division, MEA
(In Attendance) M.E.A
Shri S.K. Bhutani, O.S.D.
Shri T.S. Mani, O.S.D.
Dr. V. Kumar, O.S.D.
China
1. Mr. Chiao Kuan-hua, Asst. Foreign Minister
2. Mr. Pu Shou-chang (interpreter)
3. Mr. Chiao Kuan-hua:
Our Prime Minister brought back this draft and exchanged views with his
colleagues. They all think that this draft does not reflect the entire
situation of the talks and does not reflect the friendly desires on both
sides. So, we on our part are not entirely satisfied with this draft.
However, since this draft includes parts that had been agreed upon by the
105
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two Prime Ministers, therefore, on the basis of the draft and on the basis
of the views already exchanged between the two Prime Ministers, I would
like to put forward a few revisions. So, we start from the beginning. (1)
First is about the title of the statement. He suggest that the title be a
''joint statement" of the Prime Ministers of India and China (for you) and
"joint statement" of the Prime Ministers of China and India (for our copy).
In the first sentence, mention was made about certain differences but it
was not made clear differences about what. Actually we all know
"differences" are on the boundary question. So, that question should be
made clear. So, we suggest that at the end of the sentence after the
words "People's Republic of China" the words "on the boundary question"
be added. That is to say, the latter half of the sentence would read:"To discuss certain differences which have arisen between the
Government of India and the Government of the People's Republic of
China on the boundary question."
(ii) Then in the last sentence of the first paragraph we suggest that the
"word 'stay' be changed to 'visit'"; that is to say, it "concluded its visit to
India on the 26th April morning".
(iii) Next revision. This revision has been thought about by the two Prime
Ministers. They have agreed that a sentence be added at the beginning of
the third paragraph. We have this draft to present:"The two Prime Ministers expounded the stands of their respective
Governments on the Sino-Indian boundary question and the views held by
their respective Governments on the settlement of this question.
These talks promoted the mutual understanding of each other, although
did not result in resolving the differences that had arisen."
(iv) The next revision was also talked about by the two Prime Ministers
this morning. They have agreed that a clause be added to the sentence

you find on page 2, second line, at the end. This sentence now concludes
with the words: "draw up a report for submission to the two
Governments". Our proposition is that at the end of this sentence the
following clause be added:-"In order to facilitate further exploration for
avenues to a reasonable settlement of the boundary question."
(v) The next revision is the last sentence of paragraph 5. This was also
talked about by the two Prime Ministers this morning. Our proposition is
that this last sentence should be revised to read as follows:
"During the period of further examination of the factual material, both
parties will continue to stop patrolling along all sectors of the entire
boundary in order to avoid friction and clashes."
The two Prime Ministers have exchanged views on most of these revisions
this morning and some revisions are purely technical. That is all I have to
say. I would like to listen to your views.
Shri Dutt: On behalf of my colleagues, I thank you Mr. Assistant Minister
for coming here. You have rightly said that most of the points mentioned
by you were raised during the discussions of the two Prime Ministers this
morning. For convenience, I might take these points in the order in which
you have taken them. You have said "joint statement". Actually, in our
view, it should have been "joint communiqué", and not a statement. Many
joint statements have been signed in Delhi, as I am sure they have been
signed in Peking, during the last few years, at least since 1954. We mean
by a joint statement a statement signed by the two Prime Ministers.
During the last three years, to my recollection, formal signing of
statements has not taken place and where the statements are not signed
by the two Prime Ministers, we call them "agreed" or "joint" communiqué,
e.g. during the last three month we have had visits from President
Voroshilov, Mr. Khrushchev and President Nasser. On each occasion, long
agreed communiqués were issued. So, we would like to adhere to the
practice and instead of calling it a joint statement, we would like to call it

a joint communiqué or agreed communiqué.
Mr. Chiao Kuan-hua: The reason why we suggest that the title might
remain "a joint statement" is that we saw that you used this word
"statement" in your draft. That is the first reason. Secondly, we attach
importance to this joint statement and we cannot understand why you
want to avoid the use of the word "statement".
Shri Dutt: The draft which Premier Chou gave to our Prime Minister itself
had said joint communiqué. So, we preferred to leave it as joint
communiqué.
Mr. Chiao Kuan-hua: We are inclined towards the word "statement" for
the reasons we have stated but as to whether this should be signed by
the two Prime Ministers, I have no instruction from our Prime Minister.
Shri Dutt: In fact this is not intended to be signed so far as we are
concerned.
Mr. Chiao Kuan-hua: So, you are speaking for your Prime Minister.
Shri Dutt: Yes.
Mr. Chiao Kuan-hun: Then we would report this to our Prime Minister. So
whether the title should be joint statement or joint communiqué', we will
leave it for the time being.
Shri Dutt: Although it would not be signed by the two Prime Ministers,
naturally the two Prime Ministers will have to approve of the text.
Now in para. 1 you have suggested two amendments. We have no
objection to the last sentence being amended to read "concluded their
visit to India.

Mr. Chiao Kuan-hua: You agree.
Shri Dutt: Then I understood from our Prime Minister that His Excellency
Premier Chou En-lai agreed to the first two paragraphs as they stood in
our draft.
Actually a number of things were discussed by the two Prime Ministers.
Naturally most of the time the border problem was discussed and to say
that they met to discuss certain differences, is a very broad description.
So, we prefer it to remain as it is.
Mr. Chiao Kuan-hua: I would like further clarification on this point. What
do you mean when you say the words "certain differences" have broader
meaning?
Shri Dutt: I said that a number of things came up for discussion more or
less. It is not merely boundary or border problem or border areas in a
general sense. A number of things had been mentioned, e.g. you referred
to anti- Chinese activities in Kalimpong and other areas also. They in a
sense arise from differences in regard to the border and connected
matters but are not exactly a boundary question.
Chiao Kuan-hua: Actually we know and world knows that our differences
are differences on boundary question. Besides, the word "boundary
question" appears in the draft already in paragraph 4. So we do not quite
understand why we should avoid making it more specific.
Shri S. Dutt: Well, I will report this to my Prime Minister. Then we come
to the next point in paragraph 3. Now we have a slightly different draft
from yours although the idea is more or less the same. We suggest that
paragraph 3 should start as follows:First sentence should be "Both parties explained fully their respective stands on the problem

affecting the border areas. Although this led to a greater clarification of
the respective viewpoints, the talks did not result in resolving the
differences that have arisen."
Mr. Chiao: The Assistant Minister says that he would like first of all to
know your views on our draft.
Shri Dutt: Your view is that the first sentence is the same as this. We feel
that both parties explained their respective stands on the problem
affecting the border areas because it is not only the border line, but large
areas are involved. I do not know whether there was a greater
clarification of the respective viewpoints in these talks. So by saying that
talks led to an understanding, I think, we are slightly going beyond the
facts of the situation.
Mr. Chiao: What is the difference with greater clarification?
Shri Dutt: Clarification is desired when it is not clear what is the
standpoint of each side; in fact the clarification gives a better meaning of
the result of these talks than understanding. Understanding means an
appreciation but clarification implies that it is not quite clear to either side
on what basis you are claiming these territories. I think, clarification is a
better expression than understanding.
Mr. Chiao: The Assistant Minister says that he fails to see the difference
between understanding and clarification. These two things in our draft
reflect better the actuality of the talks which the two Prime Ministers had.
In our draft, we have mentioned that the two Prime Ministers not only
expounded their respective stands but also explained the views on the
settlement of the question; that we did explain our views on the
settlement of the question and we should reflect our views.
In your draft, you have used such words as affecting border areas and in

your explanation you have also explained that the problem involves large
border areas. The Assistant Minister says that according to his
understanding, the two Prime Ministers in their talks agreed that no
territorial claims would be put forward by either side. So in that context,
the wording "affecting the border areas" seem not appropriate.
Shri Dutt: I am not informed that the two Prime Ministers—at least my
Prime Minister—agreed to the particular view about the territorial claim in
the manner in which you put it but certainly large areas are involved and
the problem affect these areas;— and therefore, this is a more correct
expression of the nature of talks between the two Prime Ministers; while
you say avenues of settlement we say-respective viewpoints. First we said
respective stands on the problem but viewpoints is a general expression
and according to my information it is in accord with the trend of the talks
between the two Prime Ministers.
Mr. Chiao: The Assistant Minister says that we would like again to ask you
to consider again our draft and if you cannot come to an agreement, then
on this point, we cannot agree.
Shri Dutt: I have carefully considered your draft. I am of the view that
our draft reflects more truly and correctly the discussions between the
two Prime Ministers. So I would still request you to accept our draft.
Mr. Chiao: The Assistant Minister says that it seems to us that your draft
does not reflect entirely the actuality of the talks whereas our draft does.
So we cannot agree to your draft. If you cannot agree, then we should
better leave this point.
Shri S. Dutt: It is better that we leave it because we have no doubt in our
mind that our draft correctly reflects (the position) and if you cannot
agree, I think, we should leave this point for the two Prime Ministers.

In paragraph 4, we have a slightly different form of amendment which
reads as follows:In paragraph 4, we suggest that the second sentence should be as
follows:"This report would list the points on which there was agreement and the
points on which there were disagreement or which should be examined
more fully and clarified."
Then we want to add "This report should facilitate further consideration of these problems." I
would like to add a word of explanation. Now the amendment is in respect
of the points on which there are disagreement or which in view of the
official require further examination. In the following sentence, we have
used the word further so that this report should facilitate further
examination of these problems. You will appreciate that the suggestion is
for bringing out this point that the object of listing the points on which
there was agreement or disagreement etc, is to facilitate further
consideration of the problems. At the moment, it is too early—at least on
the results of the present talks-to find a reasonable settlement of the
boundary question.
Mr. Chiao: We can just say that we cannot agree to this wording which
you have just read out. It seems to us that it is necessary to mention
here about the prospect of a reasonable settlement. We do not consider it
too early to mention it. We never take this kind of pessimistic attitude.
Shri Dutt: I entirely agree that Government should not take a pessimistic
view of the situation. Certainly Governments should explore possibilities
or avenues of reasonable settlement, but the officials have been given a
strictly limited task viz, to study, examine, and check all historical
documents, records, accounts, maps and other material and they are not
to recommend or suggest any methods of solving the problem. They are
only to report the results of their study and the report will facilitate

further consideration of the problems by the two Governments. Our draft,
therefore, correctly represents the object of the study by the officials of
the two Governments.
Mr. Chiao Kuan-hua: There is no difference in our understanding of the
task given to the officials of both sides. As you have read from the text,
the task has been given to the two Governments and we have also the
same understanding that the task of seeking a solution to the problem is
the task of the two Governments. The question now is: shall we mention
about the prospect of a reasonable settlement since we all are agreed
that this is a task for the two Governments? Shall we mention about the
prospect of a reasonable settlement? We think we should mention this.
We never meant that this task should be given to the officials. In our draft
we also mentioned that this is a task for the Government.
If we are in agreement as far as the substantial question is concerned,
then we might even change our word or clause into a complete sentence
and instead of putting it in a form of clause the form of we can put it in
the form a complete sentence. This we thought would facilitate further
exploration for avenues to a reasonable settlement of the boundary
question. It would make the point more clear.
Shri Dutt: I would still prefer our words as they stand because this is
what the report is intended to do; for when the reports go to the two
Governments they will consider the problems and the report is intended
to facilitate consideration of the problems.
Mr. Chiao Kuan-hua: We are now drafting something for our two Prime
Ministers. This thing is going to be issued by the two Prime Ministers. So,
the two Prime Ministers, it seems to us, should express in this document
their hope as to indicate a prospect, a hope, to the people, not only to our
people but to the people of the world — that is the prospect of a
reasonable settlement. It is not merely of the officials of the two sides but

this thing has got to be issued by the two Prime Ministers. We think that
the two Prime Ministers should say something about the prospect of a
settlement so that they can give to the peoples of our two countries some
hope.
Shri Dutt: This paragraph refers to the functions of the two officials. The
two Prime Ministers have had long discussion and the viewpoints of the
two Governments are now clarified to a great extent. But the problem is
yet to be considered. So far as officials are aware, the settlement is
nowhere in sight and to refer to the prospect of a settlement at this stage
and in the present context is, you will forgive my saying so, somewhat
premature and unrealistic. I have no doubt that our two countries have to
solve this problem peacefully and we cannot conceive of any conflict
between our two countries. That would be disastrous for us and for the
world. With all these I am in full agreement but in the present context the
object of the report is to facilitate further consideration of the problems
by the two Prime Ministers. So, I do suggest that you accept our wording.
I may add that if you so desire, we may add these words: "This report
would facilitate further consideration of this problem by the two
Governments."
Mr. Chiao Kuan-hua: Our stand had been made clear on this point. We
cannot agree to your draft. It seems that we cannot come to an
agreement on this point. So, let us go ahead.
Shri Dutt: Finally paragraph 5. I regret that we cannot accept your
amendment. This point was discussed in detail by the two Prime Ministers
at the morning meeting today and our Prime Minister explained in detail
why he would prefer the wording to remain as it is. His Excellency the
Premier Chou En- lai knows these reasons fully. The important thing is
that both parties should avoid friction and clashes in the border areas and
so long as the parties are determined to do so and make sure that their
personnel m the border areas carry out their instructions there should be

no friction or clashes.
Mr. Chiao Kuan-hua: We also understand what the two Prime Ministers
talked about in the morning. Our revision on these points make our stand
more clear. Besides it was His Excellency Prime Minister Nehru himself
who first proposed the stopping of patrolling. So, comparing these two
amendments we do think that ours (draft) is better but for sake of coming
to an agreement, if you should find it possible to agree to our amendment
to para 4, we might agree to withdraw our amendment to para. 5 and use
the original wording.
Shri Dutt: Well, this is really not a matter of adjustment.
Mr. Chiao Kuan-hua: Just to lessen our differences.
Shri Dutt: I would rather leave it to our two Prime Ministers to discuss
this point also because we have not been able to save the Prime Ministers
any trouble. So one further point would not matter very much.
Mr. Chiao Kuan-hua: I just want to add in regard to the title of this
document. It is true that we used the title "joint communiqué" but when
we saw this word "statement" we thought that it would be better. That is
why we used this word.
Shri Dutt: If my attention had been drawn to this earlier, I would not
have used that expression.
Mr. Chiao Kuan-hua: That is not the major question.
Shri Dutt: I entirely agree.
Mr. Chiao Kuan-hua: Then we would report back to our Prime Minister.

Shri Dutt: Yes.
Mr. Chiao Kuan-hua: If necessary, then we will meet again.
Shri Dutt: The night is long.
At the morning meeting today between the two Prime Ministers, they
discussed a number of miscellaneous points and our Prime Minister
explained to your Prime Minister and said that for convenience— because
there might be minor points which your Prime Minister might not note—
we might give a written note about these points and so if the Assistant
Minister agrees, I can hand this note over to him informally or if he so
prefers, our Prime Minister can give it to your Prime Minister. The Prime
Minister Nehru said that he would give a note.106
Mr. Chiao Kuan-hua: I agree.
We do not stand on ceremony.
Shri Dutt: Well, I am sorry that we have not been able to be helpful to
our Prime Ministers.
The meeting then adjourned.

32. Indian Note on Matters other than the Border107
Appendix II
Note on certain points mentioned by the Prime Minister to Mr. Chou En-lai
handed over informally by Shri S. Dutt, Foreign Secretary, to Mr. Chiao
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“Chou En-lai’s Visit.”

Kuan- hua, Assistant Minister of Foreign Affairs of China, at Rashtrapati
Bhavan on April 25, 1960.
1. Bhutan and Sikkim.
Under India's Treaties with Bhutan and Sikkim, Government of India is
clearly responsible for the external relations of these two States. This has
been pointed out to the Government of the People's Republic of China, as
also the fact that the question relating to the northern boundaries of
Sikkim and Bhutan has to be considered at the same time as the
boundary between India and China.
Our concern is all the greater, because persistent reports have reached
us over a period of months that propaganda organs as well as senior
Chinese officials in the Tibet region have been saying that China intends
incorporating Sikkim and Bhutan like Ladakh into the Chinese People's
Republic. On some occasions, it was even stated that China might take
military steps to occupy these territories. It is hoped that in the interest of
restoring Sino-Indian relations and assuaging apprehensions, India's
responsibility in respect of the external relations of Sikkim and Bhutan
would be fully understood and respected and such propaganda would be
stopped.
2. Difficulties in the implementation of the 1954 Agreement
regarding the Tibet Region.
Indian official representatives in the Tibet region as well as Indian
nationals continue to suffer unnecessary and crippling restrictions even
though the privileges are guaranteed on a reciprocal basis by the 1954
Agreement.
Following are some examples of such restrictions:(i) Accommodation Difficulties
(a) Gyantse.
Ever since the buildings of the Agency were washed away in 1954, we
have been trying to negotiate with the Chinese authorities for the

reconstruction of the Agency premises. We even offered to construct
protective works along the river embankment at our own expense and to
send our Chief Engineer to explain that our proposals would in no way
damage the public highway and bridge in the Gyantse Township. Later,
we even offered to surrender the area along the river bank if an
equivalent area could be provided on the other side of the existing Agency
site. The lease for the land on which the Agency was located is valid till
1971; but, as a measure of goodwill, we agreed to sign a new lease.
Despite these offers and many representations, no satisfactory agreement
has been reached or facilities provided to resolve the difficulties. The
Government of the People's Republic of China, in a recent note, has
suggested our resuming reconstruction of the premises; but no lease has
yet been finalised. The Government of India is anxious that the lease for
at least 19.13 acres of land (which is the area left over from the original
site) should be concluded to enable reconstruction to be started. Unless
the lease is signed and this area, largely on the original site, made
available, it would not be possible for the Government of India to embark
on large-scale and expensive construction measures. This request is fully
in accordance with the provisions of the 1954 Agreement.
We also hope that, pending reconstruction, the local authorities would
help in improving the temporary accommodation facilities of the Agency.
(b) Gartok.
A lease deed for the area was at last signed in 1959. We request that
the Chinese authorities will give us active co-operation to enable us to
start the construction of the Agency buildings this season.
(ii) Functioning of the Trade Agencies.
. Very strict restrictions have been imposed on the freedom of
movement and functioning of the Indian Consulate-General in Lhasa and
the Indian Trade Agencies in Yatung, Gyantse and in Western Tibet. In
contrast with the facilities enjoyed by the Chinese posts in India, our
officers are afforded no opportunity to move around or to have any

contact, even of a cultural nature, with local nationals. Despite the
provisions of the Agreement, in 1957, the Indian Trade Agent in Western
Tibet was not only greatly delayed, but was not even able to visit the
specified trade marts.
The Agencies have also experienced a variety of small but irritating
difficulties in their functioning in such matters as the hiring of transport
and communication facilities. Local servants have been discouraged from
serving in the Indian posts.
(iii) Indo-Tibetan Trade.
The traditional trade has suffered serious decline, largely because the
customary export of wool, salt, etc., is not being facilitated. Traders are
not allowed to contact their traditional trading partners. Moreover, no
remittance facilities are being provided to enable Indian traders to
repatriate their legitimate profits. Either bank drafts are not provided at
all or, if they are, under restrictive conditions; the rate of commission is
exorbitantly high. The traders, especially in Western Tibet, are also
experiencing difficulties in obtaining premises, hiring transport and in
realising old debts.
It is hoped that the Government of the People's Republic of China
would ease these difficulties and continue facilities for the traditional
exchange in accordance with the 1954 Agreement.
(iv) Pilgrims.
Pilgrims were discouraged from proceeding to Kailash and Manasarovar
last year. In view of their sanctity attached by Hindus to these places, it is
hoped that necessary facilities to Indian pilgrims would be provided in
accordance with the provisions of the 1954 Agreement.
(v) Indian nationals.
According to our information, about 125 families of Kashmiri Muslims
residing in the Lhasa area and a few hundred Ladakhi Lamas now in Tibet
region are extremely anxious to return to India. Under Indian laws,

regardless of the period of their residence abroad, these persons of Indian
origin are entitled to Indian nationality. We are not aware that they have
accepted Chinese nationality under any law promulgated by the
Government o*f the People's Republic of China. Even if they have
qualified for Chinese nationality, in accordance with international usage
governing Dual Nationality, persons of Indian origin should be given the
option to return to India, if they so wish.
This is fully in accordance with the stand of the Government of the
People's Republic of China in respect of persons of Chinese origin in
Indonesia, and with the principles embodied in the Treaty of Dual
Nationality signed after Bandung. It is also in accordance with the
arrangement agreed between China and Nepal with regard to persons of
mixed parentage residing in the Tibet region.
Apart from Indians wishing to leave Tibet, there are about 22 Indian
nationals reported to be under arrest. According to the Agreement, they
should have been treated as foreigners and in any case have been
provided with opportunity to seek the help of the local Indian
representatives.
In respect of all these matters pertaining to the 1954 Agreement, one
or more representations have been made to the Government of the
People's Republic of China, explaining the Indian requests in detail during
the last year.
3. Enclaves.
Apart from the above, it is also hoped that the Government of the
People's Republic of China would respect the sovereign rights of the
Government of Jammu and Kashmir and, therefore, of the Government of
India over Minsar in Western Tibet. Similarly, in accordance with the
representation made last year, the control of Bhutan should be restored
over the Bhutan enclaves near Kailash in Western Tibet.
It is also requested that Sikkimese nationals, who have been residing
in certain estates in the Chumbi Valley and are traditionally treated as

distinct from Tibetans, might continue to receive the treatment which has
been traditionally accorded to them and allowed facilities of movement to
Sikkim.

33. Joint Communiqué108
At the invitation of the Prime Minister of India, Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru,
Mr. Chou En-lai, Premier of the State Council of the People's Republic of
China, arrived in Delhi on April 19 to discuss certain differences relating to
the border areas which have arisen between the Government of India and
the Government of the People's Republic of China. Mr. Chou En-lai was
accompanied by Marshal Chen Yi, Vice-Premier of the People's Republic of
China, Mr. Chang Han-Fu, Vice- Foreign Minister of China, and other
officials of the Chinese Government. The Premier and his party concluded
their visit to India on the morning of April 26.
The two Prime Ministers had several long, frank and friendly talks
between themselves. The Premier of the Chinese People's Republic and
the Vice-Premier also had long talks with the President, the Vice-President
and several senior ministers of the Government of India.
The two Prime Ministers explained fully their respective stands on the
problems affecting the border areas. This led to a greater understanding
of the views of the two Governments, but the talks did not result in
resolving the differences that had arisen. The two Prime Ministers were of
opinion that further examination should take place by officials of the two
sides of the factual material in the possession of both Governments.
The two Prime Ministers, therefore, agreed that officials of the two
Governments should meet and examine, check and study all historical
108
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documents, records, accounts, maps and other material relevant to the
boundary question, which each side relied upon in support of its stand,
and draw up a report for submission to the two Governments. This report
would list the points on which there was agreement and the points on
which there was disagreement or which should be examined more fully
and clarified. This report should prove helpful towards further
consideration of these problems by the two governments.
It was further agreed that the officials should meet from June to
September, 1960, alternately in the capitals of the two countries. The first
meeting should take place in Peking and the officials would report to the
two Governments, by the end of September, 1960. During the period of
further examination of the factual material, every effort should be made
by the parties to avoid friction and clashes in the border areas.
Advantage was taken of the meeting by the two Prime Ministers to
discuss certain other important problems in world affairs. The two Prime
Ministers, welcomed the forthcoming conference in Paris of the heads of
Governments and expressed the hope that this conference would help in
lessening international tensions, banning the production and use of
nuclear weapons and promoting disarmament.

34. Chou En-lai's Press Conference109
[25 April 1960, 10.45 p.m. to 26 April 1960, 1 a.m.]
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Version from P.N. Haksar

Peking Review Version110

Papers
Premier Chou En-lai's Press
Conference
Held on April 25, 1960
Time: 10.45 p.m. to 1 a.m.
Prime Minister: Ladies and
gentlemen, we are very happy to
see you at Delhi. Because today the
last date of our visit is a very busy
day, we have prepared a statement
but the English translation has not
been completed. Therefore, before
reading out this statement, I would
like to say some words to you.
But don't have any fears that I
would only issue a statement and
not say anything else to you. After
making my statement, I would be
willing to listen to any questions
raised by any of you and I would
like to answer all that I could
answer. And if you are not very
tired, it does not matter if our
Conference lasts rather a long
time. We have also prepared our
note papers and so the questions
and answers which are going [to]
take place today will not only
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appear in your papers but will also
be issued by our New China News
Agency and all the questions and
answers today will be published in
our papers. We have an English
magazine in China called the
Peking Review in which we plan to
have the full text of today's
interview. If you are interested,
each of you may leave his address
with us, and we will send each of
you a copy of the Peking Review
after some time. And, therefore, I
would also like to ask all of you
that all the questions and all the
answers to this interview will be
published in full in your papers
too. So let us have this
gentleman's agreement to show
our freedom of the Press. Because
the translation of the statement
has not yet arrived, we cannot
issue the statement to all of you
now.
Statement

Chou En-lai's Written Statement

At the invitation of Prime Minister

At the invitation of Prime Minister

Nehru, I have paid a friendly visit in

Nehru, I have paid a friendly visit

India from April 19 to 25, 1960. I

in India from April 19 to 25,

am pleased to have this opportunity

1960. I am pleased to have this

to visit once again the great

opportunity to visit once again

Republic of India and extend

the great Republic of India and

greetings to the great Indian

extend greetings to the great

people. During the visit, we have

Indian people. During the visit,

been accorded cordial welcome and

we have been accorded a cordial

hospitality by the Indian

welcome and hospitality by the

Government and Prime Minister

Indian Government and Prime

Nehru. For this, Vice Premier Chen

Minister Nehru. For this, Vice-

Yi and I, as well as my other

Premier Chen Yi and I, as well as

colleagues, wish to express our

my other colleagues, wish to

hearty thanks.

express our hearty thanks.

The Chinese and Indian peoples are

The Chinese and Indian peoples

two great nations of Asia. From the

are two great nations of Asia.

remote past, there have always

From the remote past, there

existed between the two peoples

have always existed between the

mutual friendship and mutual

two peoples mutual friendship

sympathy, but never mutual

and mutual sympathy, but never

antagonism or aggression against

mutual antagonism or aggression

each other. Since our two countries

against each other. Since our two

successively achieved

countries successively achieved

independence, particularly since we

independence, particularly since

jointly initiated the Five Principles of we jointly initiated the Five
peaceful coexistence, the profound

Principles of peaceful

friendship between the two peoples

coexistence, the profound

has undergone further development

friendship between the two

on a new basis. There is no basic

peoples has undergone further

conflict of interests between our

development on a new basis.

two countries. Our two countries

There is no basic conflict of

have every reason to remain

interests between our two

friendly to each other for thousands

countries. Our two countries

and tens of thousands of years to

have every reason to remain

come. During the past one year or

friendly to each other for

two, although disputes have arisen

thousands and tens of thousands

between the two countries on the

of years to come. During the past

boundary question left over by

one year or two, although

history, our two peoples have

disputes have arisen between the

nonetheless consistently cherished

two countries on the boundary

the desire to be friendly to each

question left over by history, our

other. We are convinced that it is

two peoples have nonetheless

entirely possible to achieve,

consistently cherished the desire

through peaceful consultations, a

to be friendly to each other. We

fair and reasonable settlement of

are convinced that it is entirely

the boundary question between the

possible to achieve, through

two countries. It is precisely with

peaceful consultations, a fair and

this conviction that we have come

reasonable settlement of the

here.

boundary question between the
two countries. It is precisely with
this conviction that we have
come here.

During the visit, Prime Minister

During the visit, Prime Minister

Nehru and I have held many long

Nehru and I have held many long

discussions on matters of common

discussions on matters of

interest, particularly the Sino-Indian common interest, particularly the
boundary question. Our two sides

Sino-Indian boundary question.

expounded our respective stands

Our two sides expounded our

and viewpoints on the boundary

respective stands and viewpoints

question, as well as our respective

on the boundary question as well

propositions for a settlement of this

as our respective propositions for

question. I am of the opinion that

a settlement of this question. I

such discussions are conducive to

am of the opinion that such

the enhancing of mutual

discussions are conducive to the

understanding. Vice Premier Chen

enhancing of mutual

Yi, Vice Minister Chang Han-fu and I understanding. Vice Premier
have also met and held frank

Chen Yi, Vice Minister Chang

discussions separately with a

Han-fu and I have also met and

number of Cabinet Ministers of the

held frank discussions separately

Indian Government. After seven

with a number of Cabinet

days of talks, although, unlike what

Ministers of the Indian

we expected, no agreement has

Government. After seven days of

been reached for the settlement of

talks, although, unlike what we

the boundary question, the two

expected, no agreement has

sides have unanimously agreed that

been reached for the settlement

the officials of the two sides should

of the boundary question, the

meet and examine, check and study two sides have unanimously
the factual material relevant to the

agreed that the officials of the

boundary question and submit

two sides should meet and

report to the Governments of the

examine, check and study the

two countries. Both sides have also

factual material relevant to the

agreed that while the officials of the

boundary question and submit

two countries are holding meetings,

report to the Governments of the

all efforts should be made to avoid

two countries. Both sides have

friction and clashes in the border

also agreed that while the

areas. These agreements have been officials of the two countries are
set forth in the Joint Communiqué

holding meetings, all efforts

of the two Prime Ministers. We hold

should be made to avoid friction

that these agreements have a

and clashes in the border areas.

positive bearing on the

These agreements have been set

maintenance of tranquillity on the

forth in the Joint Communiqué of

border and on the continued search

the two Prime Ministers. We hold

for avenues to a reasonable

that these agreements have a

settlement of the boundary

bearing on the maintenance of

question.

tranquility on the border and on

Through frankly exchanging

the continued search for avenues

views between the two Prime

to a reasonable settlement of the

Ministers, I have found that the two

boundary question.

sides not only share the common

Through a frank exchange of

desire to maintain friendly relations

views between us two Prime

between the two countries, but

Ministers, I have found that the

that, on the boundary question,

two sides not only share the

too, it is not impossible for the two

common desire to maintain

sides to find common points or

friendly relations between the

points of proximity, which, in my

two countries, but that, on the

view, can be broadly summarised

boundary question, too, it is not

into the following six points:

impossible for the two sides to

1. There exist disputes with regard

find common points or points of

to the boundary between the two

proximity, which, in my view, can

sides.

be broadly summarized into the

2. There exists between the two

following six points:

countries a line of actual control up
to which each side exercises

I. There exist disputes with

administrative jurisdiction.

regard to the boundary between

3. In determining the boundary

the two sides.

between the two countries certain

II. There exists between the two

geographical principles, such as

countries a line of actual control

watersheds, river valleys and

up to which each side exercises

mountain passes, should be equally

administrative jurisdiction.

applicable to all sectors of the

III. In determining the boundary

boundary.

between the two countries,

4. A settlement of the boundary

certain geographical principles,

question between the two countries

such as water-sheds, river

should take into account the

valleys and mountain passes,

national feelings of the two peoples

should be equally applicable to

towards the Himalayas and the

all sectors of the boundary.

Karakoram Mountain.

IV. A settlement of the boundary

5. Pending a settlement of the

question between the two

boundary question between the two

countries should take into

countries through discussions, both

account the national feelings of

sides should keep to the line of

the two peoples towards the

actual control and should not put

Himalayas and the Karakoram

forward territorial claims as pre-

Mountains.

conditions, but individual

V.Pending a settlement of the

adjustments may be made.

boundary question between the

6. In order to ensure tranquillity on

two countries through

the border so as to facilitate the

discussions, both sides should

discussions, both sides should

keep to the line of actual control

continue to refrain from patrolling

and should not put forward

along all sectors of the boundary.

territorial claims as pre-

Of course, there are now still

conditions, but individual

distances between us and the

adjustments may be made.

Indian Government with regard to

. In order to ensure tranquillity on

the above six points. However I am

the border so as to facilitate the

of the opinion that as long as both

discussions, both sides should

sides continue consultations, it will

continue to refrain from

not be difficult to narrow down and

patrolling along all sectors of the

eliminate these distances. Once

boundary. There is now still a

these common points are found, the certain distance between us and
two sides undoubtedly will have

the Indian Government with

taken a big stride forward towards

regard to the above six points.

the reasonable settlement of the

However, I am of the opinion

Sino-Indian boundary question.

that as long as both sides

The Chinese Government has

continue consultations, it will not

consistently maintained that since

be difficult to narrow down and

the Sino-Indian boundary has never

eliminate this distance. Once

been formally delimited, both the

these common points are found,

Chinese and Indian sides should

the two sides undoubtedly will

seek a reasonable settlement of the

have taken a big stride forward

boundary question between the two

towards the reasonable

countries through peaceful and

settlement of the Sino-Indian

friendly consultations, taking into

boundary question.

consideration the historical

The Chinese Government has

background and the present

consistently maintained that

actualities, acting on the Five

since the Sino-Indian boundary

Principles jointly initiated by the two has never been formally
countries and adopting an attitude

delimited, both the Chinese and

of mutual understanding and

Indian sides should seek a

mutual accommodation. Pending

reasonable settlement of the

this, both sides should maintain the

boundary question between the

present state of the boundary and

two countries through peaceful

not change it by unilateral action,

and friendly consultations, taking

let alone by force. Regarding some

into consideration the historical

of the disputes, provisional

background and the present

agreements can be reached through actualities, acting on the Five
negotiations. The Chinese

Principles jointly initiated by the

Government holds that Sino-Indian

two countries and adopting an

friendship is of extremely great

attitude of mutual understanding

significance both to the 1,000

and mutual accommodation.

million people of the two countries

Pending this, both sides should

and to Asian and world peace. This

maintain the present state of the

friendship should not be, nor can it

boundary and not change it by

be jeopardized because of the

unilateral action, let alone by

temporary lack of a settlement of

force. Regarding some of the

the Sino-Indian boundary question.

disputes, provisional agreements

Tomorrow, we shall bid farewell to

can be reached through

the state leaders of India and the

negotiations. The Chinese

great Indian people. On the eve of

Government holds that Sino-

departure, I would like to state

Indian friendship is of extremely

once again that the Chinese

great significance both to the

Government has unshakable

1,000 million people of the two

confidence in a settlement of the

countries and to Asian and world

Sino-Indian boundary question and

peace. This friendship should not

the strengthening of the friendship

be, nor can it be jeopardized

between the two countries, and that because of the temporary lack of
it will exert unremitting efforts for

a settlement of the Sino-Indian

this end. In order to provide the

boundary question.

Prime Ministers of the two countries

Tomorrow, we shall bid farewell

with another opportunity for talks,

to the state leaders of India and

in order to promote friendly

the great Indian people. On the

relations between the two countries

eve of departure, I would like to

and reciprocate Prime Minister

state once again that the Chinese

Nehru's kind hospitality, I have

Government has unshakable

invited Prime Minister Nehru to visit

confidence in a settlement of the

China at a time convenient to him.

Sino-Indian boundary question
and the strengthening of the
friendship between the two
countries, and that it will exert
unremitting efforts to this end. In
order to provide the Prime
Ministers of the two countries
with another opportunity for
talks, in order to promote
friendly relations between the
two countries and reciprocate
Prime Minister Nehru's kind
hospitality, I have invited Prime
Minister Nehru to visit China at a
time convenient to him.
Premier Chou's Press Conference

in New Delhi
Premier Chou En-lai gave a press
conference in Rashtrapati Bhavan
in New Delhi from 10:30 p.m.
April 25th to 1:00 a.m. April
26th.
More than 150 correspondents
from India and other countries
attended the press conference.
Premier Chou En-Iai first issued a
written statement (which was
released on April 25th). He then
said that he was willing to
answer any question put by the
correspondents. However, he
expressed the hope that the
newspapers or news agencies
would publish the full
proceedings or the full text of
their respective questions and
the answers to them. The major
Chinese newspapers would
publish the proceedings in full
and the English language Peking
Review would also print them so
that a copy would be made
available to every one of them.
Following are the questions and
answers:
Question: Has the Prime Minister

Question (K. Sabarwal, an

accepted this invitation?

Indian correspondent for the

Press Syndicate of Japan): Your
Excellency has invited Prime
Minister Nehru to visit China. Has
Nehru accepted the invitation?
Prime Minister: The Prime

Answer: Prime Minister Nehru

Minister replies that he will decide

told me that he would consider

according to the results of the work

according to how the work

done by the officials of the two

between the officials of the two

sides.

sides proceeds.

Question: Mr. Prime Minister, at

Question (C. Raghavan of the

the beginning of this Conference,

Press Trust of India): In India,

you said you would be reproducing

your letters to Prime Minister

all the questions and answers in

Nehru have all been published in

this Conference. Would you also

full. But the Chinese newspapers

take the same steps in publishing

have not published Prime

the letters written by our Prime

Minister Nehru's letters to you.

Minister? Whereas the letters by

Speaking about freedom of

you to our Prime Minister have been speech, would you also take
published in this country, the letters steps to publish the letters sent
written by our Prime Minister to you

by our Prime Minister in the

have not been published in your

Chinese press?

country. Will you take that first step
towards that.
Prime Minister: Most probably you Answer: This gentleman has
have not read any Chinese

probably not read the Chinese

newspaper. The Chinese

newspapers. The Chinese papers

newspapers have published in full

long ago published in full Prime

all the letters to our Prime Minister

Minister Nehru's letters to me

from Prime Minister Nehru.

and my replies to him.

Question: What was the difficulty

Question (Mahesh Chandra of

in returning to the position on the

The Statesman, India): What

border as it existed a year ago or

has prevented you from

two years ago as a basis for these

returning to the status quo ante,

talks because some of the action

that is the position of the border

took place recently?

as it obtained one or two years
ago? For it was one or two years
ago that actions were taken.

Prime Minister: As far as China is

Answer: On the part of China, in

concerned, we have taken no action

the last one or two years as well

in the last one or two years to

as in the past, the Chinese

change the status quo ante of the

Government has never taken

border.

action to change the existing
state of the border.

Question: In which sector did the

Question (K. Rangaswami of

two Prime Ministers find acute

The Hindu, India): In which

difference, Central, Eastern or

sector, in the talks, did the two

Northern sector?

Prime Ministers find the greatest
difference?

Prime Minister: There are

Answer: There are disputes both

disputes both with regard to the

with regard to the eastern sector

Eastern sector and to the Western

and the western sector. As

sector. As regards the Middle

regards the middle sector, the

sector, the dispute is very small.

dispute is comparatively small.

Regarding the Eastern sector, the

Regarding the eastern sector:

boundary line which appears on the

The boundary line which appears

Chinese map is to the south of the

on our maps is to the south of

line which appears on the Indian

the boundary line on Indian

map. The area in between the two

maps. The area included in India

lines had once been under the

on Indian maps had long been

jurisdiction of China,

under Chinese administrative

Chinese administration once

jurisdiction. Since its

reached this place. But since India's

independence, India has

independence, the Indian

gradually moved forward up to

administration gradually extended

the line delineated on its present

into this area and has now reached

maps. The Indian Government

the line which appears on India's

asks us to recognize this line

map. Now, the Indian Government

which it sometimes even openly

has asked the Chinese Government

said is the McMahon Line. We

to give recognition to this line which absolutely cannot recognize this
appears on the Indian map and

line, because it was illegally

sometimes the Indian Government

delineated through an exchange

calls this line the so-called

of secret notes by British

MacMahon Line. The so- called

imperialism with the Tibetan local

MacMahon Line is absolutely

authorities of China, and

unacceptable to China, because it

successive Chinese Governments

was a line fixed through the

have never recognized it.

exchange of secret notes between

Nevertheless, pending a

the British imperialists and the local

settlement of the Sino-Indian

Government of Tibet. Nevertheless,

boundary question, we are willing

we are willing to maintain present

to maintain the present state and

state of that sector of the boundary. will not cross this line; in
We will not cross that line and in

negotiations on the boundary

our negotiations with the Indian

question, too, we have not put

Government we have never put

forward territorial claims as pre-

forward any territorial claims. Since

conditions. Since we have

we have adopted such an attitude

adopted such an attitude of

of understanding and conciliation,

understanding and conciliation, it

the dispute regarding the eastern

seems that comparatively less

sector has become a smaller one in

time has been spent on

the talks between the two Prime

discussions of the eastern sector

Ministers in the last few days.

of the boundary.

With regard to the Western sector,

With regard to the western

China's maps and India's maps

sector:

differ from each other. In the past,

The way of delineating the

the alignment of this sector of the

boundary on Chinese maps is

boundary on India's maps changed

different from that on Indian

several times, whereas China has

maps. Despite small

always followed a line which

discrepancies which exist in the

appeared on our maps in exercising

delineations of this sector on past

our jurisdiction. This sector of the

Chinese maps, these maps are in

boundary follows the watershed of

the main consistent. The Indian

Karakoram up to Kongka Pass. And

maps, however, have changed

then southward to the starting point many times. China has always
of the middle sector of the

exercised administrative

boundary, the area to the north and

jurisdiction in accordance with

east of this boundary line has been

the line on Chinese maps, that is,

under China's jurisdiction

the line which runs from the

throughout history. The greater part Karakoram Pass southeastward
of this area is under the jurisdiction

roughly along the watershed of

of Sinkiang of China. A smaller part

the Karakoram Mountains to the

of this area is under the jurisdiction

Kongka Pass, then turns

of Tibet of China. We have historical southward from the Kongka Pass
material to prove our administrative

and extends to the vicinity of the

jurisdiction in this area throughout

Pare River. The border area to

history. Ever since the founding of

the north and east of this line

New China, this area has also been

has historically been under the

under China's jurisdiction. As a

jurisdiction of China. The greater

matter of fact, the area called Aksai

part of it, including the Aksai

Chin has become an important

Chin area, is under the

thoroughfare to Sinkiang in Ladakh

jurisdiction of Sinkiang of China,

region of Tibet.

and the smaller part under the

The alignment of this sector,

jurisdiction of Tibet of China. We

boundary on India's map changed

have many historical documents

several times. Up to the middle of

and materials to prove this

19th century, the alignment of this

historical administrative

sector on India's map was similar to

jurisdiction. Since the founding of

that on China's map. From 1865 to

New China, it has always

1943, most of India's maps were

exercised jurisdiction in this area

quite vague about this sector of the

as the main communication

boundary and did not even draw a

artery linking southern Sinkiang

boundary line of this sector. In

and the Ari area of Tibet. With

1950, the Indian maps used colour

regard to this area, the

shade to indicate this sector of the

delineation of the boundary on

boundary but marked clearly this

Indian maps before the middle of

sector of the boundary as

the nineteenth century

undefined. That was in 1950 and

approximated that on Chinese

finally in 1954, a map appeared, as

maps. During the period from

you see now in India's newspapers

1865 to 1943, the more

which give this sector of the

important maps of India were

boundary as defined. So, from the

quite vague with regard to the

Indian maps, you can see that even

delineation of this sector of the

India thinks that this sector of the

boundary. The official Indian map

boundary is undelimited. Therefore

of 1850 used colour shades to

the alignment which appears on

indicate an outline of this sector

China's map has historical basis and of the boundary as now
historical foundation. We have

advocated by India.

asked, we have requested the

Nevertheless, this map still

Indian Government to take an

marked the area as undelimited.

attitude towards this sector of

Finally, in 1954, the line just like

boundary similar to the attitude

the eastern sector of the

which the Chinese Government has

boundary, came to be drawn as if

taken towards the Eastern sector of

it had been formally delineated

the boundary. We have said that

as shown on the map you now

the Indian Government can keep its

see in Indian newspapers.

stand and enter into negotiation

Therefore, even the changes of

with us.

the Indian maps during the past

We have also asked India not to

one hundred and more years can

cross the line up to which China has

also fully prove that the

exercised its jurisdiction. This line is

boundary in this area is

the line, which appears on China's

undelimited. We have asked the

Map. To all this the Indian

Indian Government to adopt an

Government has not entirely

attitude towards this area similar

agreed. Therefore there is this

to the attitude of the Chinese

bigger dispute with regard to the

Government towards the area of

Western sector of the boundary.

the eastern sector, that is, it may

We hope that after the officials

keep its own stand, while

of the two sides have examined and

agreeing to conduct negotiations

studied documents and maps as

and not to cross the line of

provided in the Joint Communiqué,

China's administrative jurisdiction

the Indian Government will take an

as shown on Chinese maps. The

attitude similar to that which the

Indian Government has not

Chinese Government has taken

entirely agreed to this.

towards the Eastern sector, that is

Therefore, there exists a

to say, an attitude of mutual

relatively bigger dispute and the

accommodation. In this way, we

two Prime Ministers spent a

believe settlement of the question

particularly long period of time

can be reached.

on discussions in this connection.

With regard to the Middle sector of

With regard to the middle sector:

the boundary, there are disputes

There are also disputes, but they

too but they are disputes about

are questions concerning

individual areas.

individual places.

Question: What is the Chinese

Question (B.G. Verghese of the

claim with regard to Bhutan?

Times of India): What are the
Chinese claims in regard to
Bhutan?

Prime Minister: Prime Minister is

Answer: I am sorry to

sorry to disappoint you because we

disappoint you. We have no claim

do not have any disputes with

with regard to Bhutan, nor do we

Bhutan. He wonders if you

have any dispute with it. You

remember that he mentioned twice

may recall that in its letters to

in his letters to Prime Minister

the Indian Government, the

Nehru that China has no boundary

Chinese Government twice

disputes with Sikkim and Bhutan.

mentioned that China has no

China respects the relation,

boundary dispute with Sikkim

between India and Sikkim and

and Bhutan and that China

Bhutan.

respects India's proper relations
with Sikkim and Bhutan.

Question: Is it true that as Mr.

Question (S.G. Roy of the

Koirala, Nepalese Prime Minister

Pakistan Times): Prime Minister

said, you claimed Mount Everest as

Koirala of Nepal said that China

yours?

laid claim to Mt. Jolmo Lungma,
What is the situation?

Prime Minister: Thank you for

Answer: Thank you for

reminding me of this question. I am

reminding us of this question.

going to Nepal tomorrow. Surely we

Tomorrow we are going to Nepal.

will be able to settle this question

I believe that we shall be able to

with Nepal in a very friendly way.

settle this question in a friendly
manner.

Question: Is it true that you have

Question (G.M. Telang of the

claimed Everest as belonging to

Press Trust of India): I mean to

you?

ask whether it is true that China
regards that mountain as its
own.

Prime Minister: The Prime Minister Answer: The course of events is
says the situation with regard to

not like what you have learnt.

this question is not like what you

Since this is a question of foreign

have learnt from papers. This is a

relations, 1 do not intend to

topic between the two Prime

disclose the detailed contents of

Ministers of China and Nepal. He

the talks between the Prime

has no intention of disclosing the

Ministers of our two countries.

discussion between the two Prime
Ministers on this question till he
gets to Kathmandu.
Question: The basis of India's talks

Question (L.P. Atkinson of the

was for China to vacate aggression.

British Daily Mail): Is the Chinese
Prime Minister pleased with his
talks in Delhi inasmuch as he has
not given an inch to India? It is
to be remembered in this
connection that India's basis for
these talks is that China should
vacate aggression.

Prime Minister: China has never

Answer: China has never

committed aggression against the

committed aggression against

territory of any country. It is

the territory of any country.

China's territory which has suffered

Moreover, China in its history has

from aggression which came from

always suffered from aggression

other countries in history. Even now

by others. Even now, we still

a part of our territory has been

have territory, Taiwan for

invaded by a foreign country, that

instance, which has been invaded

is, Taiwan. I am happy to say that

and occupied by others. I am

in the talks between the two Prime

very glad that both the Chinese

Ministers, it was unanimously

and Indian Prime Ministers in

agreed that no territorial claims

their talks fully agreed that

should be put forward by any one of territorial claims should not be
them. This shows that China and

made by either side as pre-

India have carried their negotiations conditions for negotiations. This
on the basis of friendship. You

proves that the talks have

represent a British paper. You

proceeded on a friendly basis.

probably know what Chinese

Speaking about aggression

territory England still occupies.

against others' territory, since
this gentleman represents a
British newspaper, he of course
knows what Chinese territory
Britain is still occupying up till
now.

Question: Is it a fact that when the Question (J.P. Chaturvedi of the
Government of India drew the

Hindi daily Aj): When the Indian

attention of the Chinese

Government drew the attention

Government towards these maps, it

of the Chinese Government to

was stated that these maps were

Chinese maps, the Chinese

prepared at the time of Chiang Kai-

Government said that they were

shek and were not systematically

drawn during the period of the

prepared, no survey had been

Kuomintang without systematic

made, and when a proper survey

and careful surveys and that they

will be made then these maps will

would be adjusted once careful

be corrected.

surveys are made. Is this true?

You did not question all these maps

Why didn't you raise the question

either in the first meeting with Mr.

of the maps during your first and

Nehru or the second time when you

second talks with Nehru? And

came to India. What is the reason

why do you now want to press

you have changed your views and

forward the Chinese claim on the

pressed forward claims from old

basis of Chinese history while

China's history? While you want us

you want us to forget about the

to forget anything that happened

things which happened during

during the British period, you want

the British period?

to carry on the traditions of old

emperors and all others.
Prime Minister: China's map is

Answer: Chinese maps have

prepared according to conditions

been drawn according to the

which have prevailed throughout

situation which has prevailed

the history. We have a number of

throughout history. At some

times frankly said there might be

places there are differences

some minor divergences between

between these maps and the

our maps and the actual situation of actual state of jurisdiction. And
administration. There are

this is what we have always been

differences between China's maps

saying. The same holds true not

and India's maps. There are

only between China and India,

differences between China's maps

but also between China and other

and maps of other countries too.

neighbouring countries. To put it

We have told Prime Minister Nehru

the other way around, such a

several times that after a survey is

situation also exists on the maps

made and after the boundary is

of other countries with regard to

delimited through negotiations

the areas bordering on China.

between the two sides, the maps of

Therefore, we have told Prime

our two countries will have to be

Minister Nehru many times that

revised according to agreements

in connection with the Chinese

reached between the two countries.

maps, after both sides conduct

Of course China will have to revise

surveys and delimit the

these maps according to the

boundary, we shall revise our

agreement. China has reached an

respective maps in accordance

agreement with Burma on the

with the agreement between

border question. Once a treaty on

both sides. Regarding this point,

the border question is signed

you gentlemen can find proof in

between China and Burma, both

the boundary agreement

China and Burma will revise their

between China and Burma. That

maps accordingly. Therefore,

is to say, once we have signed a

friendly countries should negotiate

Sino- Burmese Boundary Treaty,

for the final delimitation of their

both sides will revise their

boundary and then revise their

respective maps. However,

maps accordingly. Before a survey

pending the survey and

is made, before the boundary is

delimitation through

delimited through negotiation,

negotiations, certainly neither

neither side should impose its maps

side can unilaterally impose its

on the other side, neither side

maps on the other side and ask

should ask the other side to follow

the other side to revise maps

its wishes in revising maps. If such

according to its demands. This is

a demand is made, then it is

not a friendly attitude, nor a fair

unfriendly and inaccurate. Of

attitude. Therefore we cannot do

course, we cannot agree to such a

it this way.

map.
Question: What is the position of

Question (S.Y. Bedi of the

Longju?

weekly magazine Link): What is
the position of Longju?

Prime Minister: According to the

Answer: Longju lies to the north

so- called Macmahon Line on which

of the so-called McMahon Line

the Indian Government bases itself,

and this is proved by historical

Longju is to the north of that Line.

materials. The Indian

We also have historical documents

Government, however, alleges

to prove that. Even according to

that it is to the south of the so-

.the line which appears now on the

called McMahon Line and within

Indian map which the Indian

its jurisdiction.

Government claims as the line up to
which India has exercised its
jurisdiction, Longju is not in the
area which is under the jurisdiction
of India.
Question: Are you carrying the

Question (Anand Swarup of The

impression that a change has come

Hindustan Times): During your

over India and the feeling of

talks with Indian leaders and

friendship and the implicit faith in

after, are you carrying the

China has given faith [way] to

impression that great changes

disillusionment, bitterness and

have taken place in India and

hostility and are you doing

that ~he friendship and faith of

something radically to change that

the Indian people towards the

situation?

Chinese people are changing?
And what drastic steps are you
taking to change this situation?

Prime Minister: He does not have

Answer: I do not share your

the same views as you have. As he

views. I have already said in my

mentioned in his statement in

written statement that the

writing that the great friendship

friendship between the Chinese

between China and India is

and the Indian peoples is

immortal. The dispute with regard

immortal and that the disputes

to the boundary question is

over the boundary question are

temporary. The two Governments in temporary.
their negotiations on the boundary

The two Governments, in the

question might meet with some

course of negotiating a

difficulties but that too is

settlement, may meet with

temporary. As a result of the talks

temporary barriers. However, as

this time, mutual understanding has a result of the present talks, the
already been promoted and we are

understanding between the two

sure that the dark clouds hovering

sides has been further enhanced.

over the relations of our two

I believe that the dark clouds

countries will go away. The Chinese

hovering for the time being will

people and the Indian people have

disappear, because there is no

no basic conflict of interests. We

conflict of fundamental interests

have been friendly to each other in

between the Chinese and Indian

the past and we will remain friendly

peoples. We have been friendly

in thousands and tens of thousands

to each other in the past and

of years to come.

shall remain so for thousands

The Prime Minister says, he would

and tens of thousands of years to

like to tell the Indian people,

come. I would like to tell you and

through you present here, that the

particularly the broad masses of

Chinese people and the Chinese

the Indian people, that the

Government have no intention to

Chinese people and Government

claim any territory from India. We

do not claim any territory from

have no intention to claim territory

India or any of our neighbouring

from any country. We will never

countries. We will never commit

commit aggression against any

aggression against a single inch

country. At the same time, we will

of territory of any country. And

not tolerate any aggression

of course we will never tolerate

committed by other people against

aggression by others against us.

us. We are sure that the dispute

As for the relations between

between China and India on the

China and India, I firmly believe

boundary question will eventually

that the temporary disputes over

be settled in a friendly manner.

the boundary can be settled, that

That is our firm conviction. Likewise

the peoples of the two countries

we are convinced that the Chinese

will remain friends for ever, and

people and the Indian people will

that on the part of the

forever be friendly to each other.

overwhelming majority of the

The Prime Minister says, through

Indian people their ideas of

you ladies and gentlemen present,

friendship with China have not

here he would like to extend his

changed. This was shown by the

greetings to the Indian people. Not

fact that the broad masses of the

long ago there was the Chinese

Indian people appreciated and

Agricultural Exhibition in Delhi. That

attached importance to the

was appreciated by a great number

Chinese Agricultural Exhibition

of Indian people. We are most

held not long ago in Delhi. I

grateful for that. That fact in itself

would like to avail myself of this

shows that Sino-Indian friendship is

opportunity to express through

immortal. The Prime Minister says

you our thanks to the broad

that what his Delegation could do in

masses of the Indian people. My

the last seven days was limited. But

colleagues and I of course can do

the great friendship remains in the

some work in promoting Sino-

hearts of thousands of Chinese and

Indian friendship, but the most

Indian people.

important thing is the solidarity

Question: Would you consider

of the 1,000 million people of the

inviting President Eisenhower to

two great countries which cannot

Peking provided it did not involve

be undermined by any forces of

recognition of Red China?

reaction.
Question (Miss Elaine Shepard
of the North America News
Alliance and Women's News
Service): Would you consider
inviting President Eisenhower to
visit Peking provided it does not
involve recognizing Red China?

Prime Minister: The Prime

Answer: Your good wishes are

Minister says your good wishes are

annulled by the condition you put

cancelled by the conditions you put

forward. Since the United States

forward. Since the United States

does not recognize New China,

does not recognise New China, how

how could China invite President

can New China invite the Head of its Eisenhower, the head of state of
State, Mr. Eisenhower to this New

the United States, to visit

China?

Peking?

Question: You are uncommonly

Question (Elaine Shepard): Now

young for 62. I assume your hair

my second question which I ask

has the real colour or do you

on behalf of the Women's News

maintain a particular diet or

Service. The Prime Minister looks

exercise?

exceptionally fit for his 62 years

of age. How does he look after
his health? Does he maintain a
particular diet or does he always
exercise?
Prime Minister: The Prime

Answer: Thank you. I am an

Minister says there is no particular

oriental and I follow an oriental

secret. He is following the Oriental

way of life.

way of life. I assume, it is natural
here.
Question: Has the Prime Minister

Question (Charles Wheeler,

in his talks with the Indian leaders

B.B.C. correspondent in Delhi):

received the suggestion that China

In your consultations with the

had committed aggression? If so,

Indian leaders, was there any

how could talks at the official level

suggestion from these leaders

remove such a fundamental

that China committed aggression

difference in view of the fact that

against India? How did you

you and Mr. Nehru have failed to

remove such a basic difference in

remove it?

your talks? And how could the
officials of the two countries
remove such a difference in view
of the fact that you and Prime
Minister Nehru failed to do so?

Prime Minister: The Prime

Answer: This is an idea

Minister says that this hope is

entertained by Western

cherished by Western imperialists.

imperialists. During our talks this

In his talks with Prime Minister

time, this question has not been

Nehru and with other high officials

raised, if the leaders of the

of the Indian Government, he never

Indian Government had brought

got that impression. If the leaders

up such a question, it would not

of the Indian Government raised

only be out of keeping with

that kind of question, that will not

objective reality, but would also

be in conformity with facts and

be extremely unfriendly. I would

besides will be very unfriendly.

only say that our two friendly

None of the leaders of the Indian

countries have no intention of

Government has ever raised such a

satisfying the desire of the

question.

Western countries in this regard.

The Prime Minister can only say
this. The two friendly countries,
China and India, have no intention
to satisfy the desire of Western
countries on this question.
Question: In view of the fact that

Question (K.N. Sharma of

negotiations about such a tiny spot

Assam Tribune): In view of the

as Bara Hoti have taken more than

fact that negotiations about such

three years, has [have] the two

a tiny spot as Bara Hoti went on

Prime Ministers agreed to some

for three years without a

special measures or instructions to

settlement, have the two Prime

be given to officials so that the

Ministers agreed on some special

forthcoming negotiations may be

instructions to be given to the

expedited.

officials so that their forthcoming
negotiations may be expedited?

Prime Minister: With regard to

Answer: With regard to Bara

the place called Bara Hoti, there

Hoti which we call Wu-Je in

does exist a dispute between China

China, although the dispute has

and India but that never leads to

existed for a long time, it has

any conflicts between the two

never led to clashes, and,

countries. As regards the meetings

moreover, it will eventually be

to be held by officials of the two

resolved. As for the terms of

countries, besides their terms of

reference of the meetings of

reference which have been set forth

officials, they have been made

in the Joint Communiqué, the two

public in the Joint Communiqué.

Governments will give them further

Of course, to facilitate their work,

instructions in order to facilitate

the two Governments will

their work. In the Joint

respectively give them further

Communiqué it was stated that

instructions. The communiqué

both sides hope that the work done

has expressed the hope that the

by the officials of the two sides will

work of the officials of the two

facilitate further consideration of

countries will be helpful to the

the boundary question by the two

two Governments in their further

Governments.

consideration of a settlement of
the boundary question.

Question: You said no two

Question (Inder Jit of the Times

countries should impose its maps

of India): You said that no

on the other countries. Does it not

country should impose its map

follow that in the interest of

on the other country. Does it not

immortal friendship between India

follow in the interests of the

and China, you should agree to

immortal friendship, as you said,

neutralise the disputed area in

that you should agree, as Prime

Ladakh as suggested by our Prime

Minister Nehru suggested, to

Minister.

neutralise the disputed area of
Ladakh?

Prime Minister: In the talks this

Answer: During the talks this

time, Prime Minister Nehru did not

time. Prime Minister Nehru did

make that demand again. If the

not insist on such a demand. If

Indian Government should make

Prime Minister Nehru should ask

that demand again with regard to

China to withdraw from the Aksai

Aksai Chin area in Ladakh, the

Chin area, that is what you call

Chinese Government can make a

Ladakh, the Chinese Government

similar demand that the Indian

similarly could also ask India to

personnel be withdrawn from that

withdraw from the area in the

area in between the two boundary

eastern sector, that is, from the

lines for the Eastern sector, one

area in the eastern sector where

boundary line on China's maps and

the delineations on Indian and

the other boundary line on the

Chinese maps show very great

Indian side. If the Chinese

discrepancies. How could the

Government should make such a

Indian Government accept this?

demand that the Indian personnel

Of course the Chinese

be withdrawn in between the two

Government has not raised such

lines; in the Eastern sector, the

a demand.

Chinese Government never made
such a demand. Therefore, in the
friendly talks this time, this
question did not arise.
Question: Would you be able to

Question (Bedi of the weekly

specify if there has been any shift

magazine Link): Could one

whatsoever in the position taken by

observe any shift in the position

you before you started talking ... As

taken by you before you started

a result of these talks, any shift at

the talks?

all?
Prime Minister: The Prime

Answer: China's position is to

Minister says he has been sent by

find a friendly, reasonable and

the Chinese Government to Delhi to

fair settlement of the border

have talks with Prime Minister

disputes between the two

Nehru, with such a position of

countries and first to reach an

seeking friendly settlement to the

agreement in principle. This

boundary dispute, a position of

position has not changed. As for

settling the boundary question on

specific questions, we have not

the basis of the principle of mutual

been able to touch upon many of

understanding and mutual

them during those talks.

accommodation. We still maintain
that position. Since in those talks
more specific questions have not
been touched upon, the Prime

Minister expresses his hope that
meetings to be held between the
officials of our two Governments
will prove to be helpful to the two
Governments in their consideration
of propositions towards settlement
of the boundary question.
Question: Apart from these

Question (B.B. Saxena of the

boundary disputes, did the two

Hindi daily Nai Duniya): Did the

Prime Ministers express any

two Prime Ministers, apart from

grievances against each other with

the boundary question, touch on

reference to the events in Tibet,

any other grievances, like the

with reference to the asylum given

Tibet question, political asylum

to the Dalai Lama in India or to any

for the Dalai Lama, observance

other event or action done by the

of the Five Principles of Peaceful

Indian people which might have

Coexistence? Did the Indian

offended the susceptibilities of the

people or Government take any

Chinese people?

action which offended your
sentiment?

Prime Minister: The Prime

Answer: Speaking about the

Minister says that Dalai Lama and

Tibet question, the Dalai Lama

his followers started a revolt in

and mainly his followers started

Tibet in an attempt to keep the

the rebellion in order to maintain

serfdom in Tibet but that revolt

the system of serfdom in Tibet.

failed and after that Dalai Lama and

But the rebellion failed and they

his followers fled to India. In India

fled to India and in India they

they are given political asylum.

were given political asylum. This

That is a normal international

is normal international practice

practice. We have no objection. But

and we have no objection to it.

the activities of the Dalai Lama and

However, their activities after

his followers ever since they came

they came to India have gone

to India have far exceeded the limit

beyond that limit. The Indian

which the Indian Government has

Government has repeatedly told

promised the Chinese Government,

the Chinese Government that it

that is to say the Indian

would not allow the Dalai Lama

Government has promised that it

and his followers to carry out in

will not allow Dalai Lama and his

India any political activity against

followers to carry out any political

New China. But the Dalai Lama

activities in India against New

and his followers have on quite a

China, but Dalai Lama and his

few occasions carried out, within

followers both in India and without,

and outside India, activities

have on a number of occasions

against China. We feel regret

carried out political activities

over this.

against New China. This is a matter

Tibet is a part of China and

of regret to the Chinese

this is what the Indian

Government. On the question of

Government has recognized. I

Tibet, the Prime Minister says Tibet

can tell this gentleman that the

is a part of China and that the

overwhelming majority of the

Indian Government has

Tibetan people have now been

acknowledged. The great majority

freed from serfdom. Land has

of the people in Tibet who in the

been distributed among them

past lived under serfdom have now

and democratic reform has been

been emancipated. They have been

carried out. The economy in Tibet

given land.

will develop continuously and the

They have been given land reforms,

population there will grow. Tibet

democratic reforms have been

will for ever be a member of the

carried out in Tibet. The economy in great family of the various
Tibet will develop. The population in

nationalities of China. Any act of

Tibet will grow. The Tibetan people

foreign interference in China's

will forever be a member of the big

internal affairs is doomed to

family of nationalities in China. Any

failure. Such an act is in itself a

attempt on the part of any foreign

violation of the Five Principles

country to interfere in China's

jointly initiated by China and

internal affairs will surely fail.

India.

Besides any such activity of
intervention would be in violation of
the Five Principles of peaceful coexistence jointly enunciated by
China and India.
Question: Would it be possible to
put a curb to this Press Conference,
setting a time at which it must end.
Prime Minister: The gentleman
from the London Times had made a
very good suggestion, namely, a
time-limit be set for this Press
Conference. The Prime Minister says
we end this Press Conference at 1
O'clock.
Question: In your formal

Question (Walter Friedenberg of

statement this evening, you have

the Chicago Daily News): In your

suggested in the fifth point that

formal statement this evening, in

pending settlement both sides

the fifth point, it is said that

should keep to the line of actual

pending a settlement by the two

control. Supposing a settlement is

sides, they may keep to the line

not reached, then do you suggest

of actual control. If no settlement

that both sides should go on

can be made, would it be your

keeping to the line of actual

suggestion that both sides keep

control?

to that line of control?

Prime Minister: A line of actual

Answer: This line of actual

control does exist not only on the

control exists not only in the

Eastern Sector but also in the

eastern sector, but also in the

Western Sector, likewise in the

western sector and the middle

Middle sector. If both sides keep to

sector. For both sides, to keep to

this line of actual control and stop

this line of actual control and

patrolling along all sectors of the

stop patrolling along all sectors

boundary, then we can avoid

of the boundary will avoid border

friction and clashes along the

clashes and facilitate the

border and surely facilitate

proceeding of negotiations. This

negotiations and friendly settlement

is what we hold to.

of boundary questions.
Question: In the Joint

Question (Dusan Ruppeldt of

Communiqué it is mentioned that

the Czechoslovak Broadcasting

the Prime Ministers discussed the

Corporation): In the Joint

present world situation. Was there

Communiqué it was mentioned

any reference to the Summit

that the two parties discussed

Conference? Can you throw some

the world situation. Could you tell

light on the Chinese attitude?

us some of the contents of the
talks in this respect and
especially China's attitude to the
summit conference?

Prime Minister: It is mentioned in

Answer: In the Joint

the Joint Communiqué "The two

Communiqué it was said that we

Prime Ministers welcomed the

held hopes for the forthcoming

forthcoming conference in Paris of

conference of the big powers,

the Heads of Governments and

hoping that it would help to ease

expressed the hope that this

international tension, to prohibit

conference would help in lessening

nuclear weapons and promote

international tensions, banning the

disarmament. As for the attitude

production and use of nuclear

of the Chinese Government, it

weapons and promoting

has repeatedly stated its full

disarmament." As to the attitude of

support for the Soviet

the Chinese Government, it has

Government's propositions with

been stated repeatedly in

regard to general disarmament,

statements made by the Chinese

the Berlin question and a number

Government on its foreign policy

of other questions.

that we support the prepositions
made by the Soviet Union on
disarmament and on such questions
as Berlin.
Question: Did you find Mr. Nehru

Question (S.G. Roy of the

the same as you found in 1954 and

Pakistan Times): Do you find

1956 or a little different this time?

Prime Minister Nehru the same
as in 1956 or a little different?

Prime Minister: The Prime

Answer: Prime Minister Nehru

Minister says that Prime Minister

and I alike have expressed the

Nehru and he himself share a

common desire to maintain Sino-

common desire of maintaining

Indian friendship. On the

friendship between China and India.

boundary question, we have

On the boundary question, they

expounded our respective views

have expounded their respective

and stands and devoted more

stands and viewpoints regarding

time in our talks to it.

this question. Naturally their talks
were more about this question in
the last few days.
Question: When the Dalai Lama

Question (Roderick MacFarquhar

arrived in India, the Chinese

of the British Daily Telegraph):

Government issued a statement

When the Dalai Lama came to

suggesting that he was under

India the Chinese Government

duress and forced to come to India

issued a statement suggesting

by his followers, and presumably

that he was under duress and

they had it in mind when they

forced to come to India by his

created a new Government in Tibet

followers. Presumably bearing

and left open the Chairmanship for

this in mind when you created

Dalai Lama to occupy. In his recent

the new government in Tibet, the

answer to a question, the Prime

seat of chairman was left for the

Minister stated that the Dalai Lama

Dalai Lama to occupy. In your

and his followers had been carrying

answer to a question just now

on such political activity which gave

you stated that the Dalai Lama

the impression to the Chinese

and his followers had been

Government that the Dalai Lama is

carrying out certain political

now free in India. I would like to

activities against China. It would

ask if the Chinese Government had

appear from this that the Dalai

changed its earlier view?

Lama is a free and independent
agent in India. I therefore ask:
One. What made the Chinese
Government change its earlier
view? Two. What action is taken
by you to describe to the Chinese
people the Dalai Lama as
carrying on in India activities
against the Chinese Government?
Three. Is the position of the head
of the autonomous region of
Tibet still open for the Dalai
Lama?

Prime Minister: Before Dalai Lama

Answer: The three letters

left Lhasa, he sent three letters to

written by the Dalai Lama to the

the Chinese authorities. These three Chinese authorities at the time
letters proved that he was under

before he left Lhasa proved that

duress of the people who

he was held under duress by

surrounded him. After Dalai Lama

those persons surrounding him.

came to India, he admitted that he

After he came to India, the Dalai

did send these three letters to the

Lama also admitted that he

Chinese authorities. In the

wrote those three letters. The

measures taken by the Chinese

Chinese people left room for the

Government with regard to Dalai

Dalai Lama, reserving for him not

Lama, reservations have been

only the chairmanship of the

made. We have not only reserved

Preparatory Committee for the

the post of Chairmanship of the

Tibet Autonomous Region, but

Preparation Committee of the

also the vice-chairmanship of the

autonomous region of Tibet, we

Standing Committee of the

have not only reserved this post for

National People's Congress. The

Dalai Lama but we have made Dalai

persons surrounding the Dalai

Lama the Vice-Chairman of the

Lama, however, have made him

Standing Committee of our People's

go farther and farther, pushing

Congress. Those people who are

him into betrayal of the

surrounding Dalai Lama are trying

motherland and trying their

to prevent his return to his home

utmost to prevent his return to

land. As to how much Dalai Lama

the fold of the motherland. As to

can exercise his free will at the

how much free will the Dalai

present time, the Prime Minister

Lama can now exercise, I cannot

says that since he did not see Dalai

answer the question because I

Lama, he cannot answer that

have not seen him.

question.
Question: You said you have

Question (D.G. Kulkarni of the

extended an invitation to the Prime

Tamil daily Dina Seithi): Besides

Minister. Have you extended

inviting Prime Minister Nehru, did

invitations to other Cabinet

you invite any other ministers to

Ministers apart from the Prime

visit China?

Minister?

Prime Minister: The Prime

Answer: When we met the other

Minister says that in his friendly

ministers of the Indian

talks with the other Ministers of the

Government, we expressed the

Indian Government, he did express

wish to invite them to visit China.

this wish that they would visit

Of course, formal invitations

China. Of course, formal invitations

have yet to be sent by the

have yet to be sent by the Chinese

Chinese Government.

Government.
Question: Which particular Minister Question (D.G. Kulkarni of Dina
or Ministers?

Seithi): Did you invite all the
ministers?

Prime Minister: He did not see all.

Answer: We have not invited all
the ministers. If they would like
to visit China, they are welcome.

Question: Did the Prime Ministers

Question (K.R. Malkani of the

consider what would follow if the

Organizer): What would follow if

officials did not agree any more

the officials of the two sides do

than did the Prime Ministers?

not agree as the Prime Ministers
have not agreed?

Prime Minister: The Prime

Answer: I would not take such a

Minister says he does not like to

pessimistic view. We have

take such a pessimistic attitude

confidence in the friendship

because he has confidence in the

between China and India and

friendship between China and India.

events after all will develop in a

He believes that things will move in

favourable direction. Of course

a direction to the advantage of

this will take some time. If we

friendship. May be it will take some

did not have sincere desire and

time. Without this sincere desire

confidence, we would not have

and conviction, he would not have

come to Delhi. I myself or

come to Delhi. Prime Minister says,

someone else would come to

if necessary, he himself or his

Delhi again for the sake of the

colleagues may come again for the

friendship of the great Chinese

sake of enhancing the friendship

and Indian peoples.

between the two great nations.
The Conference then ended.
35. Nehru to S. Dutt: Forwarding Papers111
I am sending you various papers in connection with my talks with Premier
Chou En-lai. These contain1) some notes you had given me,
2) the note on the points to be taken up with the Chinese Premier,
apart from the main border issue,
3) various drafts of the Joint Communiqué, and
4) my notes about our talks. These are in two sets.
2.You can have these sorted out and such papers as are to be kept for
record may be separated.
3.I have also a boxful of other notes prepared in the Ministry. These will
be handed over to Shri Jagat Mehta.

36. Nehru's Talk with Pressmen112
Present High Degree of Tension Will Lessen P.M. on Outcome of Border
Talks Peaceful Settlement Not Ruled Out
111
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New Delhi, April 26 - Prime Minister Nehru told pressmen at the Palam
airport today that the result of the Sino-Indian border talks was that while
the basic tensions remained, the present high degree of tension would
naturally lessen. Asked whether he was optimistic that the dispute could
be solved by peaceful means, Pandit Nehru said that it was always good
to try and reach a peaceful settlement, "We shall continue to try, and one
cannot rule out the possibility of success", he said.
Pandit Nehru said that while there had been no specific agreements, he
was hopeful that as a result of the talks there would be no further clashes
or encroachments. Even during the last seven or eight months there had
been no clashes. That was partly due to instructions on both sides to
avoid forward patrolling.
Soon after Mr. Chou En-lai emplaned for Kathmandu, pressmen
surrounded Pandit Nehru at the airport and asked for his comments on
the Chinese Prime Minister's press conference last night. Pandit Nehru
said that he had not been able as yet to read all that had been said.
Asked to give the Indian version of the talks, Pandit Nehru said: "The
(joint) statement does indicate that we were unable to come to any
agreement. That is eloquent of the position."
Question: Mr. Chou told us that he did not get the impression, during
his talks with you and other Indian leaders, that we charged the
Chinese with having committed aggression. He also told us that if this
had been our stand it would be unfriendly.
Pandit Nehru: If we think, and if I told them that they have come on our
territory, what does it mean? Obviously it means they have committed
aggression.
No Question of Barter
Question: Last night Mr. Chou seemed to be oozing optimism and

seemed to think that though no agreement has been reached in the
present talks in the future India should and would, show "a spirit of
accommodation on the western (Ladakh) sector in return for the
Chinese spirit of accommodation on the eastern ( Mac Mohan Line)
sector". Do you share this view?
Pandit Nehru: There is no question of barter in these matters. The set of
facts or the set of what he considers facts and the set of our facts are
basically different-I am not talking about the conclusions to be drawn-but
their facts themselves are so different from ours that naturally
conclusions will differ if we accept the facts.
Asked about Mr. Chou's invitation to him to visit Peking, Pandit Nehru
said the question of his visit did not arise now, as the Chinese Prime
Minister himself had said last night. "It will depend on Governments on
and after the visit of the official team (envisage in the joint Communiqué)
and what they report and the position then," he said.
Question: In view of the known capacity of the Chinese for protracting
negotiations without reaching any settlement, do you think that our
negotiations will also be protracted?
Pandit Nehru: I cannot say whether they will be protracted. It is
protracted even at the present moment. I do not know about the future.
Official Teams' Scope
Question: In view of the inability of the two Prime Ministers to reach
an agreement, do you think that the officials on the two sides will
be able to reach any agreement?
Pandit Nehru: Officials are not supposed to come to an agreement. They
have neither the competence nor the authority to come to an agreement.
They are merely to investigate certain basic facts on which we have

differences. They have to bring them (facts) together in a concrete form.
That too does not mean there will be an agreement on facts. But it will be
easier to consider facts not only of the recent past, but further back too.
So the officials merely collect materials, sort them out, arrange them and
present them to us.
Question: Does it mean that we did not have enough material?
Pandit Nehru: We had a fair amount of material. But they did not have.
Question: Will there be a lessening of tension as a result of these
long discussions?
Pandit Nehru: Well, yes. Not the basic tension but the high degree of
tension that exists lessens naturally for the moment. But the basic thing
remains.
Question: In your welcome speech to Mr. Chou and later at the
banquet, you said that the boundary question is a grave problem.
But the joint Communiqué describes it as certain differences. Can
you explain to us the change in language?
Pandit Nehru: What is wrong with that (difference)? These are state
documents and contain state languages not hyperbolics. Of course, it is a
big difference. If it is not, why should he (Mr. Chou) run up here for talks?
Because differences have arisen between the two Governments, we had
talks.
Possibility of Success Not Ruled Out
Question: You previously expressed your optimism that the dispute
would be solved by peaceful means. After these talks, do you still
believe it will be solved by peaceful means and that they will vacate
aggression in Ladakh.

Pandit Nehru: I do not know what measure of optimism I had any time.
But one always tries for that (peaceful settlement) and trying for that
which is always good. We shall continue to try and one cannot rule out
the possibility of success.
Question: After these long talks, have you altered your basic views
about Chinese expansionism?
Pandit Nehru: That is a historical view which I had always held, and I hold
still.
Question: Did the Chinese answer that view?
Pandit Nehru: Am I to discuss all that with them? The whole point is we
say "You have come on our territory". I do not discuss past history of
which generations, building up of empires and all that.
Further Encroachments Unlikely
Question: Is their stepping into our territory merely by way of
rectification of frontiers of some kind of design on their part to
expand their dominion?
Pandit Nehru: We have had their view. They think: it (territory) has
always been theirs, in the past and the present. It is their view and it is
not our view.
Question: Do you think as a result of these talks there will be no
further clashes or encroachments?
Pandit Nehru: I do not think there will be any clashes or further
encroachments.

Question: How is this to be achieved? Were any concrete proposals
in the form of ground rules for patrols, etcetera, discussed.
Pandit Nehru: Hardly. It is difficult to lay down rigid rules about it. If there
is a definite desire to avoid clashes they do not occur. It has not occurred
for the last seven or eight months.
A correspondent: That is because of the winter.
Pandit Nehru: Yes, partly due to winter but also partly because of
instructions on both sides to avoid them.
Question: Will the earlier suggestions about patrolling continue?
Pandit Nehru: I do not think. there were any earlier suggestions about
patrolling as such. The suggestion was that there should be no forward
patrolling which would bring the parties into conflict. Patrolling as such is
on. You cannot keep people cooped up all the time, but patrolling which
would lead to conflicts has to be avoided.
Sikkim and Bhutan
Question: Apart from the border disputes, did you discuss long
range Sino-Indian relations, situation in Tibet, the Dalai Lama and
all that?
Pandit Nehru: It could hardly be called discussion. References to these
matters came in the course of our talks.
Question: Mr. Chou said that in regard to the central and eastern
sectors they had not much serious claims. Do you think this is a
substantial improvement in the situation?
Pandit Nehru: It is a way of looking at things. You may say so because

out of three areas, he (Mr. Chou) does not consider two of them
presenting any great difficulty. But in the other area, there is a big
stumbling block.
Question: But Mr. Chou seemed to suggest that in the central and
eastern, sectors they had only some individual areas to discuss.
What have you to say about it?
Pandit Nehru: It has been our position that if there are any particular
points we may discuss it.
Question: But the Chinese seem to accept that position now.
Pandit Nehru: Yes, but they tie it up with the west (Ladakh).
Asked to comment on Mr. Chou's statement at the press conference last
night that China respected India's relations with Sikkim and Bhutan,
Pandit Nehru said: "They have said that before. As a statement it is good,
so far as Sikkim and Bhutan are concerned".

37. In the Lok Sabha: Joint Communiqué113
Joint Communiqué of the Indian and Chinese Prime Ministers
The Prime Minister and Minister of External Affairs (Shri Jawaharlal
Nehru): I beg to lay on the Table of the House a copy of the joint
Communiqué issued last night as a result of the conversations that I have
been having with Prime Minister of the People's Republic of China.
Shri Braj Raj Singh:114 In view of the joint Communiqué which has
113
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already appeared in the press, may we know from the Prime Minister
what immediate steps he proposes to take now to get the territory which
is already occupied by the Chinese vacated?
Shri Hem Barua:115 I would like to know the trend of the discussions that
the two Prime Ministers had, because the whole country is anxious to
know about it, and the newspapers are not capable of giving the
information. The Chinese Prime Minister has already held a press
conference.
Shri Vajpayee:116 I want to say the House should be given an opportunity
to discuss the whole situation.
Shri Mahanty:117 The joint Communiqué has already appeared in the
press. Therefore, there is practically nothing very significant in laying that
document on the Table of the House. What we would like to know, and
what we expect from the Prime Minister, is clarification about the six
points which have been mentioned by the Chinese Premier. In fact, we
find there enunciation of the principle of a plebiscite in the border areas.
Mr Speaker:118 We are not having a discussion. What does he want? If
there is a statement, let him read it properly.
Shri Mahanty: We want that there should be a full-fledged discussion of
this.
Shri Braj Raj Singh: Before Parliament adjourns.
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Shri Mahanty: Many crucial issues have been raised.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: Last night, soon after the issue of the joint
Communiqué, Premier Chou En-lai held a press conference. It was a very
prolonged press conference which, I believe, lasted for about two hours
and a half. There is some reference to it in this morning's papers, but
they have been unable to give a full report, which possibly may appear
tomorrow. I myself have not seen the full report of that, but such things
as I have seen indicate that he had naturally stated and given expression
to his point of view, which, very often, is not our point of view, of the
Government of India. It is possible some misapprehension might arise
occasionally.
The hon. Member refers to the six points.
Shri Mahanty: But what are our reactions to these six points?
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: We do not agree to them. The points were-I am
reading from the script which he gave to the press:
"1. There exist disputes on the boundary between the two sides." Of
course, there exist disputes. That is the first point.
"2. There exists between the two countries a line of actual control up to
which each side exercises administrative jurisdiction."
Shri Mahanty: This is very important.
Shri Khushwaqt Rai:119 Because that is what the Defence Minister said.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: It may be very important, it is very obvious too. It
is obvious; I do not know where the importance of it is.
Shri Mahanty: I may be pardoned for interrupting, but does the Prime
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Minister draw a line of distinction between the area under administrative
control and the geographical area? That we would like to know. We have
our sovereignty.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: There is no question of administrative control or
any control. What it says is, not very happily, not correctly, but broadly,
that there is a line of actual control broadly meaning military control.
Shri Hem Barua: That would mean that Longju and part of Ladakh would
be in their hands, and the status quo should be maintained.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: Longju is in their hand that is under military
control. It is military control, it means military control.
"3. While determining the boundary between the two countries, certain
geographical principles such as watershed, river valley and mountain
passes could be applicable equally to all sectors of the boundary."
It is a principle laid down that watersheds are applicable, and we naturally
agree that watersheds are very important factors; it is the most important
factor in mountainous regions, river valleys etc. It does not carry us
anywhere.
"4. A settlement of the boundary question between the two countries
should take into account the national feelings of the two peoples for the
Himalayas and the Karakorum mountains."
I take it as a response to the fact that the Himalayas are an intimate part
of India and Indian culture and all that.
Shri Vajpayee: What about Karakorum?
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: If the Chinese feel strongly about the Karakorum,
they are welcome to do so, I have no objection to it.

Shri Hem Barua: Do they mean a plebiscite there?
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: There is no reference to a plebiscite anywhere. I
do not know where the hon. Member got hold of the plebiscite. We cannot
have a plebiscite of the mountain peaks in the Himalayas.
Shri Hem Barua: Of the mountain people, I mean.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: Then,
"5. Pending settlement of the boundary question through discussions,
both sides should keep to the line of actual control and should not put
forward territorial claims as preconditions, but individual adjustments may
be made." Whatever the explanation of that may be, it is rather an odd
way of putting it. Presumably it means that they will not discuss anything
unless the territorial claim is accepted. It may be that; it is not quite
clear.
"6. In order to ensure tranquillity on the border so as to facilitate the
discussions both sides should continue to refrain from patrolling along all
sectors of the boundary."
An Hon. Member: Which boundary?
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: This is what he has said. This is not something
that I agreed to. In fact, he said before stating this, that:
"On the boundary question, it is not impossible for the two sides to find
common points or points of proximity, which in my view may be
summarised as follows: …..", and then he has summarised them. He has
given his view; it has not been clear, but there it is. Anyhow, I am not
agreeable to this particular approach, but I should like to make one or
two things clear.
I believe he was asked something like "Were you asked to vacate?" In
what form, I do not remember. He said, "No" or something to that effect.

I think his answer was…
Shri Vajpayee: He is reported to have said that the issue of Chinese
aggression was not raised by India.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: He said that he was not asked to vacate or
something like that.
The Prime Minister of the Chinese People's Republic presumably came
here because something important had happened, the important thing
being that according to us, they had entered our territory, over a large
area of our territory, which we considered aggression. That was the whole
basis of his coming here. And if hon. Members may remember, in one or
two public statements I made at the airport and at the banquet, I had
repeatedly referred to something having been done which should be
undone.
Shri Braj Raj Singh: Which we all appreciated.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: The whole argument was based; our argument
was based, on the Chinese forces having come into our territory. Their
argument was based on the fact that they have always been there, that is
to say, not those particular forces, but that the Chinese authorities either
of Sinkiang in the north or of Tibet have been in constructive or actual
possession of those areas, not now, but for two hundred years. That was
such a variance, such a tremendous variance in the factual state that
there was no meeting-ground, when, according to us, and we repeat that
now too after all these talks, that their forces came into this area within
quite recent times; naturally, they did not enter a broad area on one
date, but in the main, they had come to this area in the course of the last
year and a half or so.
That is our position. Some may be even less than a year, some may be a
little more than a year, and some may be a little more than that. I am

talking about the western sector. That is our case, to which we hold.
Their reply to that was that they have been in constructive and actual
possession or actual possession of this for two hundred years. Now, there
is some difference, factual difference between the two statements, a very
considerable difference, and there it is. And naturally, in the course of our
long talks, we considered various things they had to say and 1 had to say.
We listened to each other. May I remind the House that in talking with
interpreters having to interpret Chinese into the English language, it is a
very laborious process? Broadly, it takes three times the amount of time
that a normal talk takes, that is to say, an hour's talk will become a three
hour talk with interpretation into Chinese, not double but three times. And
so, very prolonged talks took place. And this basic disagreement about
historical and actual facts came up again and again.
Now, we are quite clear in our minds about our facts, and we are
prepared to, and we did state them, and we are prepared to establish
them with such material as we have got. The Chinese position was, as I
said, basically different facts; historically, actually, practically, they are
quite different.
Also, the attempt was made, it was frequently stated, to equate the
eastern sector with the western sector. That is, according to the Chinese,
although in the eastern sector, we had no right to be there, we had
nevertheless advanced gradually in the course of the last few years, last
six or seven or eight or ten years, to the present boundary line which we
call the McMahon Line. They equated it to the western sector, although
the conditions are quite different and the facts are quite different.
So, the position emerged that apart from friendly sentiments and all that,
the actual discussion came against a rock of an entirely different, set of
facts. If facts differ, inferences differ, arguments differ; after all, every
argument, every inference, depends on a certain set of facts. If the basic
facts are different, then, there is no meeting-ground at all, unless some
slight clarification takes place about certain basic facts.
Therefore, it was suggested and ultimately agreed to, that these facts

should be explored from the material available with us and with the
Chinese Government. I had suggested that it might be done here and
now, but, to that, while we were prepared to do it, they said they did not
have most of their material here, so that we could not advance much on
that line.
Shri Braj Raj Singh: To gain time.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: Thereafter, it was suggested that this pure
examination, factual examination might be done on an official basis later,
that is, after our talks, and this was agreed to.
It is obvious that the officials who might do it have no authority or
competence to deal with this problem in the sense of suggesting
anything, in the sense of dealing with the political aspect of the problem
or suggesting any solution or recommending anything; they cannot do it.
It is not their function. All they can do is to examine such facts, and as is
stated in the Communiqué, to more or less list the facts that are agreed
to, the facts on which there is a difference of opinion or such on which
perhaps some further inquiry may be necessary. Anyhow, I do not
imagine that this process will clarify the situation and make it easy of
solution. I do not think so, but it might somewhat make some basic facts
clear or at any rate, we would know exactly on what evidence their case
stands. For the moment, we do not know that except what they state.
They know to some extent our evidence, not all of it, because when they
could not produce all their evidence, there was no reason why we should
produce all of it. Anyhow, that is the position in this Communiqué that a
committee or a set of officials,-to call it is committee was not correctsome of our officials are going to meet some of their officials with our set
of facts, material, documents, etc. and to examine their set of material,
maps, documents, and all these-there are such things as revenue reports,
revenue records, collection of taxes and all kinds of things. They will give
an objective report which, presumably, would not be a report in which

both agree. But anyhow they will draw up a list.
That is as far as we have gone at present-to present that report. Then
presumably that report will be considered by the two Governments and
they will decide what other steps might be taken.
There are two things which I would like to clear up. As I said, I have not
seen the full report of Premier Chou En-lai's Press Conference.
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy:120 Is there a time-limit fixed for the
discussion and submission of the report?
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: Yes, the hon. Member will find that mentioned in
the Joint Communiqué.
Shri Ranga:121 The earlier discussion took more than a year!
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: In the Communiqué itself, a period of four months
has been fixed for this process for the meetings which are going to take
place in Peking and New Delhi —two centres—for examining these papers.
Probably the first meeting will take place right at the beginning of June,
the first week of June. No exact date has been fixed.
Broadly speaking, the position, therefore, is that after these prolonged
talks, which consisted of Our stating fully whatever we thought about our
respective stands and positions, we were unable to convince each other
and we-both parties-remained unconvinced at the end of it-we standing
for what the House knows we stand for, and they standing for something
entirely opposite and based on an entirely different set of facts. We
thought that in the circumstances it was desirable from many points of
view to pursue this line of inquiry at the official level, without any
authority to the officials to come to any decisions, and then take this up.
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Meanwhile, obviously, when this is being done-and otherwise too--we
have to avoid clashes on these border areas because these clashes do not
help anybody
That is the position. I would gladly have answered any further question
that IS asked of me but for the fact that we are very much short of time
for discussing these various things.
Shri Vajpayee: We want a discussion on the question.
Shri Khadilkar:122 Apart from these claims and counter-claims based on
either historical date or actual possession, as the Prime Minister
suggested in his speech of welcome, namely, that the primary issue was
the restoration of the atmosphere of peace which had absolutely
disappeared, was there any reciprocation of that sentiment from the other
side during the course of the talks?
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: How am I to answer that? As far as I remember, I
said "good faith". Obviously, when there is a conflict, one of the elements
which helps in removing it is good faith and, of course, peace. We were
always coming against this hard rock of an entirely different set of facts.
This House accepts a certain set of facts which we have ventured to place
before it with some confidence that they are correct and which we have
believed. Now they produce an entirely different set of facts relating to
what had happened for 200 or 300 years plus what has happened in
recent years.
So it becomes a little difficult to discuss. If one is fairly clear about some
basic facts, one can draw inferences and discuss. But when the basic facts
are so completely different, some kind of an attempt should be made to
find out what the basis is for those facts.
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Shri Braj Raj Singh: In view of what has been said by the Prime Minister
about our attitude-he also said that both have remained un convinced on
these matters-I want to know whether he is convinced that these
meetings of the officials at Peking and New Delhi, our- officials and the
Chinese officials, will bring in any fruit? Or will it be some sort of a roving
commission which will not bring about any result? Does he not propose to
take some immediate steps?
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: How can I say? I just said that they may-I hope
they will-throw some light on the factual situation. But by themselves
they cannot take us very far. That is all they can do. But in a state of
affairs of this kind, one naturally tries every method which might prove
helpful.
Shri Tyagi:123 I wonder if it would be possible at any stage during these
negotiations to make the people of India aware of their facts and their
claims.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: Neither their facts nor our facts are secret. Our
facts are well-known; so are theirs except in minor matters. In two or
three sentences, I will place it before the House now.
Their case is that from immemorial times, you might say, or at any rate,
for hundreds of years, their border has been the Karakoram Range up to
the Kanakla pass. Unless you have maps, you will not be able to
understand it. If you accept that border, a large area of Ladakh is cut off.
They say that of this area, the northern part pertained to Sinkiang, not to
Tibet at all, and the little lower part to Tibet. That is, broadly, their case.
They say that they came there-not the present Government but the
previous Chinese Government- previously. They referred to something
that I had said in Parliament here which some hon. Members perhaps did
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not like. They took advantage of that from their own point of view. They
said, "How is possession there in an area which is an arid area where
nobody lives?"
Shri Hem Barua: We pointed it out.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: They said that most of this area is like the Gobi
desert. You do not have normal administrative apparatus in such areas.
You have constructive control; in addition, sometimes an administrative
officer goes there, occasionally some tax collector goes there. They do not
sit there. It is because it is so deserted. During winter periods, nobody
can go there at all; nobody can move about there. They said, "But we
have been in constructive and actual possession of this all along, long
before the present People's Government came, before that too."
That is their case, and they gave this boundary.
But one thing which is worth noticing is that throughout our
correspondence or talks, the boundaries have never been given precisely
by them, as we have latitude, longitude, mountain peaks, this and that,
hon. Members will see how even in the White Paper we have given very
precise boundaries. But in spite of our efforts to get a precise boundary
we did not succeed except these broad ranges.
An Hon. Member: Did Chou En-lai invite you to Peking? (Interruptions)
Mr. Speaker: Order, order.
Shri Vajpayee: I may be allowed to put a question.
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: Let us fix some time. (Interruption)

Shri Kalika Singh:124 There is one important point about Dalai Lama.
(Interruption)
Dr. Ram Subhag Singh: What is the distance between our territory which
has been occupied by China and our administered area in the remaining
part of Ladakh? As it has been agreed, and as our Prime Minister has also
said that we have agreed to avoid clashes, does it mean that our patrol
personnel will not go to patrol our territory?
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I did not understand the questions of hon.
Members. But I will try to answer them to the extent I understood. There
was a question- I think somebody asked about Premier Chou En-lai's
invitation to me. My answer to that was that it is not time when I can give
an answer. In fact, I said that we must await developments, await the
report of this official committee then we can consider that.
The hon. Member asked me, as far as I understood, about patrolling.
Dr. Ram Subhag Singh:125 Yes.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: If the hon. Members will see, in this Communiqué
it is said that every effort should be made by the parties to avoid friction
and clashes in the border areas. That is a general direction which we take
and which we give. We found that it is very difficult and partly undesirable
to be precise about it. I think we cannot immobilise people so that they
can go and sit and not go to the right or left. I think it was right anyhow
to tell them that they should not take any step which obviously brings
them into conflict.
Dr. Ram Subhag Singh: That is not my point. My point is this. There is a
long distance between the Chinese occupied area of Ladakh and our
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actually administered area in the terms of what the Government of India
has been saying. Therefore, I want to know, if that is possible, what will
be the situation, if our patrol personnel are not allowed to go to patrol the
territory because whenever they went to patrol our territory they were
arrested by the Chinese.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: Our people will be completely free to move about
these areas without coming into conflict.
Shri Vajpayee: Does it mean that Government has committed itself that
pending factual investigation, no steps will be taken to eject the Chinese
from Indian soil?
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I should think that it was absolutely clear. Is there
any doubt about it in the hon. Member's mind?
Shri Vajpayee: Yes, Sir.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I am very sorry. If there is one point that should
be clear even to an average mind-and the hon. Member is not average;
he is a super-average mind-it is this that you either have war or you have
some kind of, call it talks or steps; you cannot have something in
between the two. We cannot declare war on the frontier and, at the same
time, talk about discussions or sending official teams. The two cannot go
together.
Shri Vajpayee: That does not mean war.
Shri Kalika Singh: The Chinese Premier talked about Dalai Lama.
(Interruptions)
Mr Speaker: I find that a number of hon. Members are interested. This is

a very important matter. We have fixed up some No-Day- Yet-named
motions for these days. I will avoid one of those and fix up a discussion
on this matter for a couple of hours.
Some Hon. Members: One full day, Sir.
Mr Speaker: Either tomorrow or on the 29th as is found convenient to the
hon. Prime Minister.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I am in your hands, Sir. But I think it is quite
impossible for me to come tomorrow or the day after. On the 29th I am in
your hands and it is the last day. There is a tremendous deal to be done
here and elsewhere. But if you say so I shall present myself on the 29th.

38. In the Rajya Sabha: Indian Mission in Lhas126
Restrictions on the Movement of the
Personnel of Indian Mission in Lhasa
Shri Faridul Haq Ansari:127 Will the Prime Minister be pleased to state
whether there exist any restrictions on the movement of the personnel of
the Indian Consul-General at Lhasa and the Trade Agent at Gyantse?
The Deputy Minister of External Affairs (Shrimati Lakshmi Menon):
According to the latest information available with us, the Indian ConsulGeneral and his staff move freely within the Municipal limits of Lhasa,
excepting a few restricted places. The Indian Trade Agent, Gyantse, and
his staff also move freely within a radius of about 2 miles in Gyantse
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town. For going beyond urban limits, they have to obtain permits from
the local authorities.
Shri Faridul Haq Ansari: May I know whether it is a fact that people of
Indian origin who want to meet our representatives there are not allowed
to meet them even now?
Shrimati Lakshmi Menon: There were some restrictions some time ago
but I do not think those restrictions are valid now.
Shri N.M. Lingam:128 May I know why these restrictions are placed on the
movement of our officers there when we have not placed similar
restrictions on the Chinese Counsel here?
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: Partly because our two systems are quite different
and partly because there was a rebellion in Tibet.

39. In the Rajya Sabha: Europe Tour129
Prime Minister's Visit to Foreign Countries
Shri Bairagi Dwibedy:130 Will the Prime Minister be pleased to state the
names of the countries which he intends to visit before or after the
ensuing Commonwealth Prime Ministers' Conference at London?
The Deputy Minister of External Affairs (Shrimati Lakshmi Menon): During
the Prime Minister's visit to the United Kingdom he will go to Paris for a
few hours to meet the French President. The Prime Minister may also visit
Cairo while returning to India.
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Shri Bairagi Dwibedy: May I know, Sir, if there is any possibility of
drawing the attention of the countries to the approach of China to the
boundary dispute?
Mr Chairman:131 He asks whether there is any possibility of your drawing
the attention of the Premiers concerned to our dispute with China.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: No possibility is ruled out, but the question of
desirability also comes in.
Shri Bhupesh Gupta:132 May I know, Sir, if the Prime Minister's attention
has been drawn to a newspaper report that President Ayub Khan133
proposes to discuss the question of Kashmir with the Commonwealth
Prime Ministers and if the Prime Minister has received any official
intimation to the effect that such is sought to be discussed there?
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I have seen that newspaper report; I have
received no other intimation.

40. In the Rajya Sabha: White Paper II134
Dr. A.N. Bose:135 Will the Prime Minister be pleased to state:
(a) whether his attention has been drawn to the discrepancies which
occurred in the headings, dates and contents of the communications
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exchanged between the Governments of India and China and published in
White Paper II and in the handouts issued by the Press Information
Bureau; e.g., the headings and dates on pages 3, 8 and 54 of the White
Paper and the corresponding headings and dates in the handouts and the
contents of page 54, para 2 of the White Paper and the corresponding
contents of the handout; and
(b) whether proper care is being taken that such discrepancies do not
occur in future?
The Deputy Minister of external Affairs (Shrimati Lakshmi Menon): (a)
Yes. The errors in the Press handouts were mainly of a typographical
character. The handouts were based on telegrams received from our
embassy in Peking. Later when the White Paper was compiled the errors
were rectified by reference to the original communications which had by
then arrived.
(b) Yes.
Dr. A.N. Bose: I beg to point out that all the errors were not of a
typographic nature. In some cases the dates are different, for example
the date and the contents of paragraphs 1 and 2 on page 54, vary from
those given in the corresponding matter appearing in the handout.
According to the latter statement, it reads, "... intruded into China's air
space above the Tibetan region and the southern part of Sinkiang circling
and carrying out reconnoitring activities..." but in the White Paper it is not
the "southern part" but "south-western part". Moreover, Sir, there is
some difference in the words, "Memorandum, Message and Note" and
these three words are indiscriminately used in the handouts and the
White Paper.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: The answer has been given. Long telegrams come
which contain some mistakes. We are anxious to issue them as soon as
they come. It is the original text which is more correct.

41. Nehru to W. Averell Harriman136
April 26, 1960
My dear Mr Harriman,
Thank you for your letter of April 8th137 which I received a few days ago.
In view of our differences with the Chinese Government and the
particular occasion of the visit of Premier Chou En-lai to India, I was not
quite clear in my mind whether I should mention your name to him and
your de ire to visit China. There was just the possibility of this having an
effect opposite to the one I intended. However, last night at a dinner
which the Chinese Ambassador gave, I did mention that you had written
to me on the subject of your going to China. He asked one or two
questions to which I replied. I did not think it would be right for me to
press him for an answer and so I left it at that. I have no doubt that he
will remember this. I have found that he does not forget even casual
remarks.138
With warm regards and all good wishes,
Sincerely yours,
Jawaharlal Nehru

42. S. Dutt to Heads of Missions139
Premier Chou En-lai and his party left Delhi 26th morning. The Premier
had seven long talks with the Prime Minister. He and Foreign Minister
Chen Yi had also separate talks with Vice-President and several senior
Ministers. The views of the two Governments remain as far apart as
before. The Chinese took the following stand.
(1) The Sino-Indian boundary is not delimited and has to be settled by
136
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discussion between the two Governments.
(2) The Chinese will never accept the McMahon Line as a valid boundary.
The NEFA area was traditionally part of Tibet and in many parts the
Tibetans had been exercising jurisdiction. Indian control has extended
there during the last 20 or 30 years. The Chinese however recognise that
the area is now under full Indian control. This area has always been
disputed between China and India.
(3) The Ladakh area has been historically and traditionally part of
Sinkiang in China and western Tibet, and has never been disputed until
India tried to extend her control during the last one or two years. The
dispute in this area has therefore arisen because of attempted penetration
by India. Chinese have always been in control of this area which has been
shown as part of China in Chinese maps.
(4) Neither side should make a territorial claim as a precondition. China is
not making any such claim to the NEFA and undertakes not to cross the
line upto which Indian control has extended. Similarly, India should
recognise that Chinese control extends upto the line shown in the Chinese
maps and should not try to cross that line. The position in Ladakh and
NEFA is exactly similar in that there is a line upto which Indian control
extends in NEFA and there is a line upto which Chinese control extends in
Ladakh. The Indian claim to Ladakh must be treated in exactly the same
basis as the Chinese claim to the NEFA.
(5) A joint committee of officials should meet, examine the material in
the possession of both sides and make recommendations for border
adjustments. 2. We have disagreed with the Chinese stand on every
single point. In regard to point (2) we have reiterated that the NEFA area
south of the McMahon Line has always been part of India by custom,
tradition and exercise of jurisdiction and there is no similarity between the
Indian stand in respect of NEFA and the supposed Chinese stand in
respect of Ladakh. We have also made it quite clear that officials cannot
be entrusted with the task of making proposals involving the sovereignty
of a country.

Top Secret
3. It is quite obvious that the Chinese aim is to make us accept their
claim in Ladakh as a price for their recognition of our position in NEFA.
Throughout the discussions they have invariably connected Ladakh with
NEFA and stressed that the same principles of settling the boundary must
govern both these areas. It was also obvious that if we accepted the line
claimed by China in Ladakh they would accept the McMahon Line. There
might be need for minor frontier rectifications, but that would not create
much practical difficulty.
4. The only substantive agreement in the joint Communiqué is that
officers of both sides should examine the maps, documents etc. in each
other's possession and send a joint report to the two Governments listing
the points on which they agree and the points on which they either
disagree or which in their view, need further clarification. It is not known
whether the Chinese will implement this agreement sincerely. Whatever
be it, it leaves the way open for further consideration of the border
problem by the two Prime Ministers. It would however be entirely
incorrect to give the impression, that each side appreciates the other's
point of view better or that prospect of reasonable settlement is even
remotely in sight. The Chinese might try to give that impression to the
world.
5. You should use the information contained in this telegram discreetly
for rebutting any misleading Chinese propaganda and to give a correct
appraisal of the Delhi talks.
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Motion Re: Joint Communiqué Issued on Conclusion
of Talks Between the Prime Ministers
of India and China
The Prime Minister and Minister of External Affairs (Shri Jawaharlal
Nehru): Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I beg to move:
"That the joint Communiqué issued on the conclusion of the talks
between Premier of the State Council of the People's Republic of China
and Prime Minister of India, laid on the Table of the House on Tuesday,
April 26, 1960, be taken into consideration."
On that day, Sir, when this Communiqué was published, three days
ago, I had occasion to say something about it, to explain some parts of it
in this House, in answer to a number of questions that had been put.
Therefore, I do not think it is necessary for me at this stage to say much.
There is not too much time available and I would like rather that hon.
Members of this House have as much time as possible so that I could
reply or give any points of explanation at the end of the debate.
There are just one or two matters I would mention, in this morning's
newspapers there is some reference to what Premier Chou En-lai has said
yesterday in Kathmandu. Now, it is not perhaps quite right in such
circumstances to rely on newspapers reports, but he is reported to have
said that what I had stated to have said that what I had stated in this
House or some part of it was unfriendly. I do not know to what particular
passage or words he was referring to, and it is rather difficult for me to
explain that or say anything about it.
[Mr. Speaker in the Chair]
But much has been said in the last many months, about a year, which
certainly has not been very friendly to either country, much has been said
on both sides. On the whole, considering the deep feelings that have been
aroused in these matters, we as a Government have tried our utmost,
whatever we may say, to say it in a friendly way, although the content

might necessarily be such as he has not liked.
Now, we are dealing in this matter with what perhaps cannot be
described precisely as a border dispute. It is, of course, a border dispute,
but that is rather a narrow description. What we are dealing with is a
dispute about extensive border areas. There is difference between the
two, and when we claim that certain areas of ours have been occupied by
the Chinese forces or authorities and when we ask them to retire from
that area, necessarily it is not something which is likely to be appreciated
or liked by the other party. In the nature of things that is so, but I would
like to lay stress on this because in one of the six points which Premier
Chou En-lai referred to in a Press interview here, there was something
about not making territorial claims, subsequently he said, as preconditions. But anyhow, the whole of this case is about territory, and
when we say this territory is ours and they have occupied it wrongly and
that they should withdraw from it, inevitably, that is a matter dealing with
that territory, and it would be odd to say that this matter is something
apart from territorial claims.
However, I do not wish to go more into this matter, Sir, at this stage,
and I should be glad to explain anything that requires explanation
towards the end of this debate.
Mr Speaker: Motion moved:
"That the joint Communiqué issued on the conclusion of the talks between
Premier of the State Council of the People's Republic of China and Prime
Minister of India, laid on the Table of the House on Tuesday, April 26,
1960, be taken into consideration."
Hon. Members have tabled some amendments. Do they wish to move
them?
Some Hon. Members: Yes.
Mr. Speaker: Let them move their amendments.

Shri P. K. Deo:141 I beg to move:
That for the original motion, the following be substituted, namely:"This House having considered the Joint Communiqué issued on the
conclusion of the talks between Premier of the State Council of the
People's Republic of China and Prime Minister of India, laid on the Table of
the House on Tuesday, April 26, 1960, is opinion that—
(a) a clear date line should be fixed by which the Chinese should vacate
aggression; and
(b) pending vacation, positive steps be taken to ensure the safety and
inviolability of the Indian territory." (1)
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: I beg to move:
That for the original motion, the following be substituted, namely:—
"This House having taken into consideration the Joint Communiqué on the
talks that have taken place between China and India in regard to the
Chinese aggression and her claims on the Indian territory, and further
having noted the intransigent attitude adopted by China is of the opinion
that no useful purpose would be served by continuing the talks or by
appointing a team of officers to consider the details of the Chinese
claims." (2)
[Translation begins:
Shri Ram Sewak Yadava:142 Mr Speaker, I want to make a point in this
regard.
Mr. Speaker: Not now.
Shri Ram Sewak Yadava: First please listen to me what my point is. My
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point is regarding my amendment. I had given my amendment in Hindi.
What is given here is not what I had given.
Mr. Speaker: I have cut out some part of it.
Translation ends] [Speaker continues in English]
I cut it out because I felt it to be out of order. Instead of ruling out the
whole thing as out of order, I have cut that portion so as to enable the
hon. Member to move at least the other portion that is there.
[Translation begins:
Shri Ram Sewak Yadava: I want to know in what way it is out of order.
[Translation ends] [Shri Ram Sewak Yadava continues in English]
I beg to move:
That for the original motion, the following be substituted, namely:"This House, having considered the joint Communiqué issued on the
conclusion of the talks between Premier of the State Council of the
People's Republic of China and Prime Minister of India, laid on the Table of
the House on Tuesday, April 26, 1960, is of opinion that the foreign policy
has been a complete failure." (3)
Shri Vajpayee: I beg to move:
That for the original motion, the following be substituted, namely:- "This
House having considered the Joint Communiqué issued on the conclusion
of the talks between Premier of the State Council of the People's Republic
of China and Prime Minister of India, laid on the Table of the House on
Tuesday, April 26, 1960, regrets the intransigence of the Chinese
Government in respect of its aggression in Ladakh, its persistence in
fantastic claims over huge chunks of Indian territory and its deliberate
attempt to prolong negotiations in order to gain time for the consolidation
of its illegal accretion.
Further, this House is of opinion that the latest talks between the

Prime Ministers of India and China have only confirmed that there is no
meeting ground between the two countries about the various points at
issue. As such this House disapproves of—
(a) the Government's decision to continue these talks at official level; and
(b) the Government's abdication of rights over its own territory, implicit in
the proposal to undertake measures to avoid 'friction and clashes in, the
border areas.'
This House feels that it is imperative that avenues, other than
negotiations, must be explored to secure early vacation of Chinese
aggression." (4)
Mr. Speaker: I will give opportunity to as many hon. Members as
possible. The hon. Prime Minister has to go to the other House. Therefore,
we will conclude the debate at 5.00. May I point out that the point at
issue is confined to the Communiqué that has been laid on the Table of
the House. This House has discussed other matters from time to time as
they have arisen. Therefore, I propose allowing only ten minutes at the
most, or one or two minutes more.
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: Ten minutes will be too insufficient.
Mr. Speaker: I shall allow one or two minutes more. There are a number
of hon. Members who would like to speak.
Shri H. N. Mukerjee:143 Mr. Speaker, Sir, I feel impelled to say in the
beginning what we have said before in this House, that an occasion like
this is a test of our statesmanship, our maturity of approach in difficult
and delicate matters, and also of India's dedication to the cause of peace
and friendship among the people which has won the applause of the
world.
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Shri C. K. Bhattacharya:144 Not all, majority.
Shri H. N. Mukerjee: I do wish that our debate is conducted in a fashion
which does not in any way stand in the way of the pursuit of the
programme which has been laid down in the Communiqué.
If what has been happening for the last year or so is recalled, it will be
understood why no immediate resolution of the differences could take
place this time. It is certainly to be regretted that a settlement has not
yet taken place, but on the basis of the Communiqué it would be wrong to
think that no positive results have emerged.
As a matter of fact, the important thing is that, in the words of the
Communiqué itself, "long, frank and friendly talks" have been held by the
two Prime Ministers.
''The respective stands of the two countries" in regard to the problems
at issue have been "explained fully" to each other and in order to
straighten out differences in the factual material in the possession of
either side, there is going to be a further examination at the official level
and then later on- the objective certainly is that there would be a
straightening out of the facts-at Government level our two countries
would then meet to settle the problem.
It is a very good thing that the two Prime Ministers have discussed the
matter for some 20 hours around a table, a vastly better proceedings
than lengthy correspondence from a physical and also perhaps a certain
mental distance which could hardly escape occasional hints or acrimony
and annoyance.
What we wish to do is to put first things first and we notice that the
two Prime Ministers have met-a thing which was thought very unlikely
only the other day when we heard the President's address. We note also
that there certainly has been no breakdown in the negotiations which
would have delighted the hearts of certain people in our country and
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abroad. And we note that official evaluation of the factual material will be
expeditiously pursued and meanwhile-which is very important-there is an
agreement that friction and clashes in border areas should be avoided.
Surely these are very positive and rewarding developments in a
situation that looked quite gloomy and deadlock from time to time; and to
that extent the Communiqué is a welcome document and should be
followed by a happier process that will lead to understanding and a full
restoration of India-China friendship.
There are difficulties no doubt-very serious difficulties-involved in the
present problem and the most acute difficulty has been that our
Government and China's reply on two different sets of facts. In such a
situation, apart from recourse to arms, which nobody in his senses can
countenance or even contemplate in the present day world, the only way
out is a peaceful approach to have the facts examined jointly and sorted
out and integrated. It may not be an easy job but in the not very long I
am sure it can be done and it is bound to give results and our differences
can be resolved.
Perhaps it is necessary for us to recollect that it was probably the
experience of Imperialist guile in the past and even in the present that
has given a particularly difficult slant to Chinese thought in regard to the
security of their borders. We have known imperialist rule at first hand
ourselves: we called it in the 1930 pledge of Independence, a crime
against God and man, something which stultified us politically and
economically and culturally and spiritually. Not quite in the same way but
badly enough China also has known what imperialism is. The whole of the
middle east, areas like Iran and Afghanistan, and in undivided India, the
North West Frontier Province Chitral and Hunza areas, Tibet, what was
known as Chinese Turkestan-s- the whole region, so to speak, has been
the cockpit of imperialism and the venue of intrigues and the fight for
power.
It was not only that politicians like Curzon and Ronaldshay but soldiers
and scholars like Younghusband, Aurel Stein and Sarat Chandra Das,

went to the trans-Himalayan regions as emissaries of British imperialism.
I imagine the fixation of fear about their border has seized China, fears
enhanced today by the country being ringed round by the United States
controlled military bases around the map, bases even according to
published reports, in the Pakistan-held territory of Kashmir; may be,
because of this, there is a big slant. It is a very undesirable state of
things that our facts and their facts do not seem to be capable of
reconciliation. But I feel that perhaps their facts have got a certain slant
because of the history of these areas in the last 200 years or so.
An Hon. Member: Question.
Shri H. N. Mukerjee: India, we know, has voluntarily discarded the vested
interest that imperialism had in Trans-Himalaya and it should be very
easy to resolve the differences over factual understanding. I am sure
China knows very well and respects India's dedication to the cause of
peace and friendship and, if therefore, there is friendly and principled
discussion of the facts, before long we should all be helped to find a way
out of what today appears to be a very difficult tangle.
I repeat again that it is a good thing that while the dispute remains,
tension certainly has been lessened. I note with pleasure that when asked
about the observations made by Mr. Chou En-lai on the eve of his
departure, when asked about the Prime Minister's opinion as to whether
Mr. Chou En-lai's statement did not limit the dispute to one sector,
namely, the west, and therefore lightened the problem to a certain
extent, our Prime Minister said that it could be viewed in that light. I am
quoting from the Hindu report. Our Prime Minister said also that he did
not think there would be fresh trouble on the border and that he was
satisfied with Mr. Chou En- lai's declaration that he fully recognised
India's position vis-a-vis Bhutan and Sikkim. These surely are straws in
the wind that presage a settlement surely not in the very long run.
However, there are powerful forces in our country which do not want

settlement, and the amendments before the House show (Interruptions)
how certain vested interests in our country do not desire that there
should be continuation of the talks; they do not desire that the team of
officers should consider the details of the Chinese claims in regard to
factual divergences. It is quite clear that they do not desire a settlement.
They have been saying it right from the very beginning. They are strongly
backed by the reactionary sections of the press. They spare no effort to
prevent any kind of talk between the two Prime Ministers taking place.
They have been shouting and they still do shout, against negotiations.
They have vehemently assailed and even now they assail the Prime
Minister's entire policy of peace and friendship. They will again spare no
effort to keep up this tension and intensify it, to oppose every
constructive step forward. These reactionary designs which have been
found even in the ranks of the Congress Party must not be allowed to
succeed, and we must make up our minds that all men of goodwill stand
forward (Interruptions) with the positive gains that have accrued from the
talks of the two Prime Ministers. How angry the reactionaries are over the
first signs of the restoration of India-China friendship can be seen in
certain observations made in the editorial of the Times of India, Bombay,
on the 27th April. It talks about the "futile discussions" as "an example of
anaemic diplomacy" being pursued by the Prime Minister. It says "it is
particularly astonishing that New Delhi intends to pursue this infructuous
policy of negotiation." It says "the whole thing is a round of frustrating
talks, a farce" and it goes on to conclude, "any reduction of tensions will
be in Peking's interests." It is a good thing that this does not represent
the good sense of our country, and I noticed on the same day, on the
27th April, the editorial of the Madras Hindu which is quite critical of the
Chinese position but it concluded with words which I can echo. It said:
"Nothing should be done that will further embitter relations or
postpone the solution of the border dispute, for not merely Asian
but world peace depends on friendly relations between India and
China."

Nothing should be done to embitter further the relations between
the two countries or to postpone the solution of the problem. This, I
submit, is the crux of the problem.
I appeal to hon. Members of this House, particularly those among
them who have supported the idea of peace and non-alignment as basic
pillars of our foreign policy, to see that we are not blinded by anticommunism to repudiate all that is to be most cherished in India's foreign
policy. It is not a fact, written as with a sunbeam on the records of recent
history, that India's role has been glorious only when braving ridicule and
even hostility, she positively intervened for the relaxation of tensions in
Korea, in Indo-China and in so many other far-off places in the world?
Must India be deflected from that course to the detriment of her aims, the
aims which our people have really at heart? Sometimes in this House,
when I see the mood of some of my friends, I feel somewhat despondent.
But deep down in my mind and heart, I have never a doubt that the
clouds would break and that actually the process has begun. On occasions
like the present, I feel like recalling what was said by an Englishman in
the period of revolution of the 17th century. He said:
"Have no fear, it is often worse before it is better."
Our Prime Minister is leaving tomorrow to inaugurate a new State,
Maharashtra, and then he is going abroad. I know that the heaviest
burden which he would be carrying in the next few months would be the
burden of the restoration of friendship between India and China, the
relaxation and complete elimination of the tension which has arisen
between the two countries. I do wish he has the goodwill of the country,
because the country has faith in his policy of peace and non-alignment. I
say this though on occasion, in matters of stress and emphasis, we differ
from him.
We know that it is a Communiqué, which, if it means anything at all,
embodies an effort to solve the problem, which has got to be solved in
the interests not only of India and her reputation, but in the interest of
the freedom of all people and the peace of humanity. That is why I

welcome this Communiqué as an important document, even though for
the time being success has eluded our grasp. But I know efforts should be
conducted in such a fashion which would bring success within the grasp of
the Indian people and the people of the world.
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: Mr. Speaker, Sir, in this conflict between
India and China, the crux of the problem, which Shri Mukerjee wanted to
point out, according to me, is that an aggressor has forcibly occupied our
territory and threatens to take more. We have the responsibility not only
to repel the aggressor, but to maintain the territorial integrity of our
country. The people of this country want that our Government must take
concrete steps in this regard. They looked forward anxiously to these
unnecessary confabulations to see whether anything concrete would come
out of it, because despite the desire of the people, the Prime Minister
invited the Chinese Prime Minister to a meeting in Delhi, saying that it
would be helpful. Judging from this standpoint, we have the proverbial
mountain in labour producing a mouse.
The Prime Minister himself admits that the basic tensions remain; only
the high degree of tension has been lessened. There is a four-month
cease-fire and talks would further continue. Is this achievement such as
could not have been made by correspondence? If the Chinese Prime
Minister was at all anxious to ease the tension, he could have quietly
withdrawn from the territory he has occupied. What was the necessity of
coming here and taking so many hours of the valuable time of our Prime
Minister and meeting a number of people? What is the ultimate result? He
was not prepared to budge an inch from his original stand.
What is his intention? His intention seems to be very clear. The
Chinese are trying to create a psychological atmosphere in this country in
their favour. They have also tried to isolate us by seeming gestures of
accommodation to Burma and Nepal. Their present tactics are they try to
create an impression that they are in favour of a peaceful solution, that
they are on the move, thus minimising the dangers of the present

situation in this country.
I think by agreeing to continue the talks, we would again gain nothing,
but rather miss a great opportunity to mobilise our nation to meet this
challenge. Let us examine this Communiqué. It is proposed to appoint
some official teams whose business would be to examine certain
questions. For long four months, they will be running from Peking to Delhi
and from Delhi to Peking for verification of facts. Even about this meeting
of officials the Prime Minister himself told us that day that he did not think
that it would clarify the situation or make the dispute easier of solution.
During the long high-level talks, no basic approach emerged. No basic
facts were ascertained. So, no useful discussion took place.
The Prime Minister has rightly said, "if the basic facts are different,
there is no meeting ground." Actually speaking, a meeting of officials
should have preceded the present meeting of the Prime Ministers. What is
this meeting for? The Chinese Prime Minister was so upset that he has
already said in Kathmandu that, even when our Prime Minister wanted to
give us a brief resume of the talks he has had with the Prime Minister of
China, our Prime Minister is not friendly to China. What does it mean?
Does it show any desire for friendship, accommodation and talk
continuation? I think the prolongation of the talks is unnecessary. If this
is suggested in order to get time to collect our thoughts to think about the
next step, then that is a different matter altogether. Otherwise I think
these talks are meaningless and purposeless.
I would like to know one thing from the Prime Minister. What are these
officials going to examine? A clarification is very much needed, because
the Prime Minister of China in his Press Conference has said:
"Our two sides expounded our respective stands and viewpoints on the
boundary question as well as our respective propositions for a
settlement of this question."
This is very important. I would like to know, and I hope the Prime
Minister would take us into confidence and say, what are these respective
propositions for a settlement of this question. Was there any discussion

about it? Is it on the basis of this that the Chinese Prime Minister says
that "provisional agreements can be reached through negotiations?" Is it
on account of this that we are still hesitant, when China has already
occupied a part of our country and is consolidating it, to call a spade a
spade? I am a bit surprised to see that in our country even today a
controversy is often raised whether it is aggression or not. According to
our Defence Minister, it is just an incursion. Incursion means temporary
intrusion. One intrudes, but goes back. But is this Chinese aggression or
incursion nothing more than the air incursion by Pakistan into our country
sometimes back.
The Chinese Prime Minister also refuses to say that it is aggression.
Perhaps what has upset him is because our Prime Minister that day was
explaining that what he has told the Chinese Prime Minister was
aggression, meaning thereby that the Chinese had come into India's
territory and that is nothing but aggression. That perhaps has upset the
Chinese Prime Minister. The communist friends here are still in doubt
whether it is still aggression or not. I think the Prime Minister should have
in a straightforward manner told the Chinese Prime Minister that it is a
clear aggression. He was soft, because he wanted to be polite to the
Chinese Prime Minister and told him, "You have come into our country."
He has explained it and therefore the Chinese Prime Minister is upset. In
this country, we function in a different fashion. We should take the people
into our confidence and place our cards before them. Of course, in China
it does not happen. The Chinese Prime Minister need not explain what has
transpired between the two Prime Ministers in their talks. Therefore, let
us leave no doubt in the minds of the people and the country at large,
and the world at large that this is nothing but pure aggression. Let us call
a spade a spade and let us not mince matters.
Then I come to the question of the avoidance of friction and clashes in
the border areas. Firstly, Sir, and most crucially we have agreed not to
despatch Indian patrols into the disputed area for a similar concession on
the part of the Chinese not to send in patrols into territory which, even

from the jurisdiction point of view, is our own. Thus, for instance, Aksai
Chin road, which has now become disputed area, will not be free of
Chinese patrols, but we will not be sending patrols to our forward area.
We have not only allowed ourselves to be equated with the aggressor, but
have committed ourselves to a course of action which, I am afraid, might
enable the enemy to consolidate their position in occupied territory.
In this connection, I want to draw your attention to the significant
sentence contained in points (2) of the Chinese Premier's six points. He
mentions about "a line of actual control up to which each side exercises
administrative jurisdiction." This is a very significant phrase. Almost the
same words were used by our Defence Minister some time back. What the
Defence Minister says today, the Chinese Premier repeats tomorrow. Sir,
great men think alike.
But what we are interested to know is where lies this actual line of
control? Has it been clarified? Has it been decided that our patrols will go
so far and no further? Since they are in a vantage position, they may
push ahead a little and, in that case, we have to withdraw further into our
territory. What is the extent of the area in respect of which we have
surrendered our right of forward patrolling? Is it only in Ladakh or in NEFA
also? This requires clarification, because we have before us the example
of Bara Hoti in this connection. In September 1958,-it is contained in
White Paper No. I-in the case of Bara Hoti, a certain assurance was given
by the Chinese, and it is on record that "the Chinese carrying with them
arms and ammunition entered the Bara Hoti area and camped there after
the departure of the Indian party."
What guarantee is there that similar encroachment would not take
place?
Shri Tyagi: Vigilance.

Shri Jaipal Singh:145 Yes, Tyagi's vigilance.
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: Yes, vigilance.
Along with this, there is the question of further fortification of the
occupied area. What is the position? Have the Chinese agreed not to
further consolidate or concentrate in these areas? Take, again, the new
Aksai Chin road. There was an adjournment motion on this the other day.
A new road has been built to the west of the earlier highway. We do not
know whether our Government had any knowledge about it and whether
they have lodged a protest about this. If the Chinese go on consolidating
themselves in the occupied territory and when we have even no means of
knowing it, we will one day be forced to concede by the sheer claim of
physical occupation. It is a dangerous proposition which will put us
definitely into disadvantage. We should never give up our right to protect
our forward areas which have been receding in recent years. The only
positive achievement, if one can say like that, is perhaps that we have
some breathing time. We will spend the summer in negotiations and no
patrolling till winter comes to our help again. But, at the same time, our
enemy will be able to further fortify itself and consolidate its position.
Hence, as a result of this talk, the real danger is not lessened but is
looming large over the horizon.
We want the Prime Minister to show the same firmness as he has
shown in this negotiation. Sir, not only the Prime Minister but the entire
policy of non-alignment has been put to a real test. It seems the Prime
Minister is not prepared to take any concrete steps to get the aggression
vacated, which, according to him, is nothing but declaration of war. It is
generally true that this country also would not like war. We all would like
to avoid war. But can we, therefore, sit silent and permit the invader to
go on his way and be mere helpless spectators of this aggression? This is
the main question which we have to face today. I know this is a very
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difficult and complicated problem. There is no doubt about it. But our
policy of non-alignment must have in its armoury an effective means of
maintaining the territorial integrity of our country. That is what we want
to know.
Let us no more harp on the theory of co-existence between
Communism and democracy. Let the Prime Minister create conditions in
which, the entire country can be mobilised to face this colossal task. We
have not only to be vigilant, as Shri Tyagi has pointed out, but we have to
fight complacency as well. Let us be very clear in our mind.
There is no question of differences on this point. Excepting a few
Communist fifth columnists in this country, the entire people are one.
(Interruptions)
Shri Tangamani:146 They are the fifth columnists of the Americans.
An hon. Member: He is an American agent. (Interruptions)
Mr. Speaker: Order, order. I would ask the hon. Member whether he
refers to any of our Members here. (Interruptions) Hon. Members are well
aware that only the other day, one hon. Member brought a motion of
privilege against the leader of another party for having used abusive
language which, in the ordinary circumstances, we would not put up with.
I do not think this abuse is worse than that abuse. There may be people
in a big party...
Shri H. N. Mukerjee: The word "fifth columnist" has a very clear
connotation and it is known to everybody. Today, the Communist
Members of this House (Interruptions) My hon. friend, has referred to
Communists as fifth columnists. (Interruptions) Such a serious charge
should not be allowed to be pronounced in this House and you must give
protection to the Members of this House. It cannot be done in that way.
You will remember, Sir that a friend here referred to a friendly country as
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enemy country but I did not get up and interrupt the proceedings. He has
now called us fifth columnists. Since this kind of disgraceful insinuation is
going on, I beg of you to give us protection and ask him to withdraw that
word.
Mr. Speaker: Why should Shri Dwivedy persist in that language? He can
withdraw it.
Shri H. N. Mukerjee: Do I take it that you do not give us protection?
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: If our Communist friends consider
themselves to be fifth columnists, I am prepared to withdraw this.
(Interruptions)
Shri Nagi Reddy:147 Sir, can I now get up and say that PSP members are
American agents? (Interruptions)
Mr. Speaker: If any hon. Member says that there may be a few
Communists who may be fifth columnists, I do not know how you can
prevent him from saying that. (Interruptions)
Shri Nagi Reddy: May I seek a clarification. I would like to know whether
any hon. Member of any party can say that here is a group of people who
are American agents. (Interruptions) Is it right or wrong, I would like to
have your direction.
Mr. Speaker: I have heard all sorts of things. I shall see to it that no
Member makes an observation adversely against any other hon. Member
here, nor generally about any particular party. It is not at all right,
because we have representatives of various parties here. That will include
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the hon. Members here also. Therefore general aspersions upon a whole
party, which is a political party and which has been recognised, shall not
be allowed. But if somebody should say that there are a few people here
and there, I do not know if I can go to that length .... (Interruption)
Order, Order. Hon. Members must keep quiet. Hon. Members may go on.
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: I would say barring very few people ...
(Interruption)
Shri Muhammed Elias:148 Are you keeping that word in the record or are
you expunging it? He will never withdraw it.... (Interruption) Are you
expunging it? We shall not be here if you do not expunge it…..
(Interruption)
Mr. Speaker: Order, order. I have appealed to the hon. Member himself to
do so. I am not going to do it.... (Interruption)
[Translation begins:
Pandit Braj Narayan Brajesh:149 Mr Speaker.... (Interruption)
Shri Arjun Singh Bhadoria:150 It is clear that these loud mouth people
have something to hide.... (Interruption)
Translation ends]
Mr. Speaker: I have allowed him sufficient opportunity.
Shrimati Renu Chakravartty:151 He will not be allowed to continue ... .
(Interruption)
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Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: I want to say that on this issue there is no
difference in the country... . (Interruption)
Shri H. N. Mukerjee: Why should this thing happen in this way?
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: As the other day, our hon. Prime Minister... .
(Interruption)
Mr. Speaker: Order, order. I allowed the spokesman of the Communist
Party to go on without any interruption.
Shri H. N. Mukerjee: I did not use this vulgar... . (Interruption)
Shri Nagi Reddy: American agents. (Interruption)
Mr. Speaker: This kind of interruption is improper... . (Interruption) I
have given my ruling.
Shri H. N. Mukerjee: Those who happen to be vulgar people you give
protection to them. You give protection to indecent people... .
(Interruption)
Mr. Speaker: The hon. Member will go on.
Shri H. N. Mukerjee: What is the sense of parliamentary democracy ... .
(Interruption)
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: He may use any word in his vocabulary. He
may use any language ... . (Interruption)
Shri Nagi Reddy: It is a very dangerous precedent. I would like ...
(Interruption)

Shri H. N. Mukerjee: It is the last day of the House ... (Interruption) ...
we go away.
Shri Muhammed Elias: If you create this precedent, we shall also call the
Congress Party fifth columninsts. We shall also call the PSP fifth
columnists ... . (Interruption)
Mr. Speaker: Order, order. Let hon. Members resume their seats. In view
of the extraordinary emotions exhibited and because they have touched
the feelings of hon. Members here, whatever might be ... . (Interruption)
I cannot do anything if hon. Members go on interrupting like this... .
(Interruption) There is no harm if the hon. Member withdraws that
portion, that is, the fifth columnists portion. Let him do so... .
(Interruption)
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: I have not made any personal reference to
any hon. Member of the House. If anybody has to withdraw his words it is
Shri H. N. Mukerjee who has to withdraw what he said, namely, that
these are indecent people and indecent words. I have not passed personal
remarks against anybody... . (Interruption)
Shri Tangamani: American money is paid to them... . (Interruption)
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: May I continue, Sir?
An Hon. Member: You have been paid a large amount.
Mr. Speaker: Order, order. Let him go on.... . (Interruption)
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: May I continue?
An Hon. Member: We are not going to allow him to continue.

Shri Muhammed Elias: We will not allow him to speak until he
withdraws... . (Interruption)
Mr. Speaker: Order, order.
Shri Nagi Reddy: He will not continue in the House like this. It is very bad
language and it is going on... . (Interruption)
Shri Mahanty: On a point of order, Sir. I find that the minority is holding
this House to blackmail ... . (Interruption)
An Hon. Member: No. We are not... . (Interruption)
Mr. Speaker: Order, order. Order please. Shri Nagi Reddy, I am sorry.
Shri Dwivedy will continue... . (Interruption) Will hon. Members resume
their seat or not? Shri Mahanty. Order please... . (Interruption) Order
please. Do not lose temper. Enough has been said on both sides. Shri
Dwivedy will conclude.
Shri Nagi Reddy: We shall not allow him to continue unless it is expunged
from the records and unless you give a ruling... . (Interruption) It is a
very bad precedent and you are allowing certain words to go on record
here, which from tomorrow will have a very bad precedent for the
Parliament and its functioning... . (Interruption)
Shri P. K. Deo: You may give a ruling afterwards.
Mr. Speaker: Order, order. It is rather strange for an hon. Member to say
that unless I expunge particular portions, he has got a right... .
(Interruption)
An Hon. Member: Yes, Sir.

Mr. Speaker: If this is "Yes, Sir" then what is "No, Sir"? He says that
unless I expunge he will go on creating trouble. I know what to do with it.
It is improper. He need not go unless if he continues to go on disturbing
like this I am obliged to ask him to go... . (Interruption) Hon. Members
will put up with it. They ought not to be too sensitive... . (Interruption)
Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: What sensitive?
Mr. Speaker: Nothing has been aid against them here. Shri Dwivedy will
conclude now... . (Interruption)
Shri Nagi Reddy: He has not said about individual Members. He has talked
of the Communist Party... . (Interruption) If he had talked of individual
Members, that would not matter.
Mr. Speaker: I shall have to ask Shri Nagi Reddy to go out of the House.
Shri Nagi Reddy: Yes, Sir. I will go out of the House... . (Interruption)
Mr. Speaker: If he does not... . (Interruption)
Shri Nagi Reddy: People who do not want to use strong words have no
place here. If that is your ruling I am prepared to go ... (Interruption)
Mr. Speaker: He will use... . (Interruption)
Shri V. P. Nayar:152 May I ask a question?
At this stage some hon. Members left the House.
Shri Muhammed Elias: I want the hon. Prime Minister... . (Interruption)
You only are patriots and I am not a patriot. We will not allow Imperialists
to sell our country. You are doing it. ... (Interruption) World history will
prove it.
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At this stage some hon. Members left the House.
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: The hon. Prime Minister must take the
people into confidence and tell them as to what effective steps he is
proposing to meet this challenge and get the aggression vacated in
conformity with the nation's policy of non-alignment. So far as the hon.
Prime Minister is concerned ... . (Interruption) people have faith in him.
But this cannot be said about all his colleagues ... . (Interruption)
Shri Khushwaqt Rai: What is this?
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: Now, regarding the manner in which the
Defence Minister came into the entire affair of these negotiations, I do not
want to go into the controversy as to at whose instance he met him. But
is it true that when the hon. Defence Minister met Mr. Chou En-lai there
was no Indian interpreter? Was it because the hon. Defence Minister had
learnt Chinese or because Mr. Chou En-lai knows English? If the latter is
true, then why so much time ... . (Interruption)
Shri Raghunath Singh: This is an uncalled for insinuation... .
(Interruption)
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: ... was wasted by introducing interpreters
etc .... (Interruption) Therefore in conclusion ... .
Mr. Speaker: Order, order.
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: I do not want to yield. The hon. Prime
Minister will have his say in reply.
Mr. Speaker: Order, order.

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: May I say a word? We are meeting for two hours.
We have spent half an hour in using strong and vulgar language in this
House. Is it going to be a serious debate? Now it comes to attacking the
hon. Defence Minister. I am not objecting to that, but I would beg to point
out that there are limits to one's patience.
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: I have come to the concluding part of my
speech.
Mr. Speaker: Hon. Member knows very well that no hon. Minister could be
attacked for his bona fide action. It is open to any hon. Member of this
House to bring evidence to show that this has not been done. If they want
to get rid of an hon. Minister, they can do so under the proper method.
But this is not the way. I am seeing somehow insinuations and other
things going on. The insinuation is there but by the time I catch hold of it,
it slips away. It is wrong for one to make any insinuation against any hon.
Minister. They are there with the confidence of the House. They may not
have the confidence of one or two hon. Members of the Opposition who
are in the minority. But so long as they are in office, no aspersion can be
cast upon their individual character. So far as their public work is
concerned, they could be criticised. I am really sorry. I am going to
expunge the portion relating to the insinuation against the hon. Defence
Minister.
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: I am not making any insinuation against any
hon. Minister.
Mr. Speaker: No. He made an insinuation.
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: In conclusion, I would like to say that we
have to take the public into confidence... .

Shri Mahanty: On a point of order. It is very significant from the point of
view of our future proceedings in this House. The hon. Leader of the
House was pleased to say that there is a limit to one's patience. I would
like to know from you whether our speeches will be guided by the limit or
quantum of patience of the hon. Leader of the House. We would like to
know this from you.
Some Hon. Members: Yes. (Interruptions)
Mr. Speaker: Order, order. All this is irrelevant. I am afraid the hon.
Member is not using the power of raising a point of order properly. It is
not at all right. What all has happened here would not be welcome to
anyone in this House. He does not say whether it was from this side or
that side, but only that all that has happened is unfortunate. It is
unfortunate that on the last day of this session, when a serious debate is
going on, either cause should have been given for offence or the others
should have taken offence, or what has happened should have happened.
Let us proceed hereafter more calmly. Hon. Members can marshal their
facts but not enter into abuses or cast aspersions on others.
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: That was never my intention. That was never
my purpose.
Shri Jaipal Singh: In fairness, I must submit one thing, if you will forgive
me, because it is a very serious thing as far as the procedure and the
conventions, and shall we say, the rights of hon. Members are concerned.
It is an unwritten convention here that in respect of anyone who is here
present to defend himself, things may be said about him. Today, you are
telling us that we cannot say anything about him. Objection has been
taken to somebody being called a fifth columnist day in and day out we
have been having language from that side about the American lobbying
here. No exception has been taken to that. I want you to reconcile these

two things. I think so long as an hon. Member is here to defend himself,
regardless of whether he is an hon. Minister or whatever he is, he is here
to defend himself; and he can defend himself, and I have got the right,
the freedom of speech so long as I do not transgress the rules.
(Interruptions)
Mr. Speaker: Freedom of Speech, as I understand it, and I am going to
stick to it, is not freedom of abuse.
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: I wanted only all clarification. Have you felt
at any moment that I had abused the Defence Minister? I do not think
you would have felt so. I only wanted a clarification as to how it was
done. I did not want to raise any controversy.
In conclusion, I would like to say this. We have to reorient our entire
defence priorities, keeping this permanent tension in the Himalayas in
view. So, these talks are of no use. It will be mere waste of time.
The Chinese aggression is not merely a controversy or a temporary
border dispute, but it is a struggle between expansionism, and freedomlovers. Let us mobilise all freedom-lovers in this country against
communist aggressors. Then only the nation can be saved.
Shri Kasliwal:153 The Chinese Prime Minister has come and gone, and a
Joint Communiqué has been issued that the talks have not resulted in
resolving the differences that have arisen. But I would like to know
whether the Joint Communiqué is going to be judged by this laconic
sentence. I submit that it should not be so judged.
As some hon. Members who preceded me have analysed the Joint
Communiqué, I also propose to do the same. But before I do so, I would
like to mention that before the Joint Communiqué was issued, there was a
scurrilous propaganda going on against Government that the Government
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was weakened, that the Government was speaking with divided voices
and so on. Today, this Joint Communiqué has given the lie direct to that
dirty propaganda which was being carried on in the press and by certain
interested persons. It was a foul impression, and I maintain that it was a
foul impression, that was being created that the Government of Shri
Jawaharlal Nehru was going to give up its stand. I say that no
Government worth its salt can give up its stand when the question of
aggression arises least of all the Government of our Prime Minister. It has
again been proved now that the Government have stood firm as a rock
over this question.
This House will recall the ringing words of the Prime Minister when he
said that there can be no basis for discussion unless what has been done
is undone.
After saying this, I want to go through the Joint Communiqué and
analyse it and point out that there are certain positive gains, because of
this Joint Communiqué, and I maintain that nothing has been lost by this
Joint Communiqué as Shri Surendranath Dwivedy had tried to prove.
Now, what are those positive gains which have been acquired because
of this Joint Communiqué? The first is this. We find in the Joint
Communiqué:
"The two Prime Ministers explained fully their respective stands on the
problems affecting the border areas. This led to a greater understanding
of the views of the two Governments.... "
I want to know what objection Shri Surendranath Dwivedy could
possibly have to this particular point.
The next point is this. The Communiqué further says:
"The two Prime Ministers were of opinion that further examination
should take place by officials of the two sides of the factual material in the
possession of both the Governments."
What is the objection to this second point? Shri Surendranath Dwivedy
said that the officials should have gone first and then the two Prime
Ministers should have met. This is the first time that he has stated this

thing in the House. He could have said this earlier "What was the point in
the two Prime Ministers meeting? The officials could have met first." But
he is saying it only today. After this Joint Communiqué has been issued,
he is saying today that the officials should have met first.
My hon. friend will not forget what the Prime Minister was pleased to
say here in this House, that so far as the factual material was concerned,
the factual material was not brought by the Chinese party here. So,
where was the point in a discussion over factual material? We had our
own material here, but they did not bring their material.
Shri Khushwaqt Rai: It is just like a vakil going to court without his file.
Shri Kasliwal: It is not a question of any court here. It is a question of
having a negotiated settlement. I would like to point out, and you may
recall, that when the Warsaw talks were going on between the Chinese
and the USA representatives, that is, the two Ambassadors, on the
question of the release of a few American prisoners, the talks continued
for a whole year; the two Ambassadors kept on talking, and it was only
after certain Governments intervened that the talks were successful. I
want to point out that when a negotiated settlement takes place, it is not
so easy; it does not come up all of a sudden, but it takes some time
Now, let me come to the third point. The Communiqué then goes on to
say:
"During the period of further examination of the factual material, every
effort should be made by the parties to avoid friction and clashes in the
border areas."
What is the harm in this? Is that not a positive gain if border clashes
and frictions are to be avoided? Shri Surendranath Dwivedy mentioned
about this, but he never said anything as to whether the border clashes
should be avoided or not. I believe he agreed in his heart of hearts that
the border clashes must be avoided.

Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: I have said that it should be avoided.
Shri Kasliwal: Having illustrated my third point, I am now coming to my
fourth point. And it is this. The Communiqué hopes that after the report
has been made, this report should prove helpful towards further
consideration of the problems by the two Governments.
I want to know what has been lost by the Joint Communiqué. Nothing
has been lost by this Joint Communiqué. (Interruptions) My hon. friend
can go on interrupting without listening to me.
An amendment has been tabled by five hon. Members that the talks
should be discontinued and that the officials should not be sent. When the
hon. Prime Minister sent his letter of 5th February, 1960154 inviting the
Chinese Prime Minister here, they said the same thing; they said that the
Prime Minister of China should not be invited. Now also, they are saying
the same thing. They are saying that the talks that have gone on should
not be continued. On the one hand, they say this thing. On the other
hand, they were saying that the initiative was all along with the Chinese. I
say that when the Prime Minister sent the invitation to the Prime Minister
of China in that letter of 5th February, 1960, the initiative came to our
hands. And the initiative today, because of the Joint Communiqué,
continues to remain in our hands. I say that so long as these talks will
continue, the initiative will continue to remain in our hands. I want to
know from them, "Well, if the joint talks had not taken place, what were
the steps they were going to suggest?" Let them open their mouth in the
House and say; "We want such and such a thing, to be done." It is no use
talking aimlessly. My hon. friend Shri Dwivedy has been talking uselessly
that this thing should be done and that thing should be done, but not one
single concrete step he has pointed out that it is the duty of the
Government to take.
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There is one thing more that I want to say about the Joint Communiqué.
They expect that by one single conversation, by one single talk, the Joint
Communiqué should have said, "Well, now every difference has been
resolved." They are forgetting one thing. To our note of the 12th
February, the Chinese Government had issued a note on the 3rd of
April.155 They had said practically the same thing. They have reiterated
their stand and they have said that there was no formal delimitation of
the boundary between India and China. Our Prime Minister has all along
been maintaining the stand that we cannot reopen the question of the
Sino-Indian boundary. How could we possibly expect all at once, that all
these questions could have been resolved? With these remarks I welcome
the Joint Communiqué.
Shri Ranga: Mr. Speaker, Sir, this Joint Communiqué itself makes it very
clear that these talks were a failure. But my hon. friend who spoke for the
Congress wanted us to believe that out of this failure we are getting
something very big. One of those big things is that we are supposed to
have initiative. Anyone who knows and who recognises the fact that the
Chinese who are in occupation of thousands and thousands of square
miles of our sacred motherland have got initiative and not ourselves. It is
only to deceive ourselves to go about saying that we hold the initiative. I
am sure the Prime Minister does not subscribe to this puerile plea.
Secondly, my hon. friend said, "What else could we do?" Certainly, our
Prime Minister could have told the other Prime Minister that in his view-as
he had told the Press correspondents later on and gave us also an
understanding afterwards-the aggression had taken place on the soil of
India and he looked upon China as an aggressor and he would like to help
China through these conversations to get out of the wrong possession and
vacate the aggression and become a peaceful neighbour of India.
That, Sir, I think, is one of the first failures of our Prime Minister in
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these talks. I am extremely sorry to have to take a line which is very
different from that of the Prime Minister because for the last 12 or 15
years I have been taking the same line as he did in regard to foreign
affairs except on one occasion and that was the time when the Prime
Minister and his advisers were trying to conclude a treaty with Tibet. I
was not then in the Congress. I differed from him. Then, some of our
friends of the Praja Socialist Party had the courage to differ from him also
and organised the Tibet Day over the whole of India. I wanted to take
part in it. (Interruptions) I am only complimenting them. Why are you
allergic unnecessarily? I wanted to take part in it but out of my deference
to the wishes of the Prime Minister, because he felt embarrassed by that
kind of a demonstration in India, I withdrew my support. That shows the
degree and the extent of the respect I had for our Prime Minister in
regard to his steering of the foreign affairs policy. But nevertheless I
continue to differ from him in regard to that matter. If only he had taken
a different line on that occasion, if he had not yielded, as we felt he had
yielded to the Chinese, if he had not trusted them, as we feared he had
trusted them so terribly all these years, surely the fate of India would
have been different. The Chinese would not have had the courage or even
the opportunity of making these incursions and these aggressions, soiling
our motherland with their cancerous fingers.
As a result of this Communiqué, what is it that we have gained? I
maintain that we have lost. The Chinese Prime Minister has administered,
in the terminology of the lawyers, a restraint order on us. "Go, follow this
policy of hush-hush, continue the bhai-bhaism, do not go anywhere near,
do not try and peep and see what we are doing, lest there should be any
kind of clash; keep yourselves away within your own distance and your
own territory, not Indian territory, but the territory we are good enough
to concede to be your territory!"-this is the attitude of the Chinese. We
agreed to that. The Chinese are already there. They have not agreed to
go out of it.
Ordinarily, in the manner in which we have studied the relations

between different countries when they are in dispute, the aggressor is
expected, first of all, to vacate the disputed area before discussions take
place. But our Prime Minister wants to make experiments. We have
agreed to allow him to make these experiments in peace. Therefore, we
have had all these discussions.
Even after these discussions when they came here with a huge posse
of experts, without any details, without any plans, without any facts, and
we presented them with our own facts, historical facts and all the rest of
it, they were not good enough to say, "All right. Then we are going to
vacate the area that we have occupied already." Yet my hon. friend here
wants us to believe that we have gained something as a result of these
discussions and this wonderful Communiqué! I make a free gift of this
Communiqué to my hon. friend and those who agree with him.
Then there was Tibet. The Himalayan border runs over several
thousands of miles. For ages and ages from all historical times, it has
been a cordon sanitaire. But suddenly it has become a live, very live,
border. Who was responsible for it? Those people who were responsible
for handing over from our side, in a unilateral fashion, without any
provocation on the part of Tibet, the moral rights and political rights over
Tibet to the Chinese, the officers, Ministers, statesmen and national
leaders-a charge very close to their hearts-now and also for the future.
From the Bolan Pass and several other passes, the invaders came. Over
this long distance of 2500 years India had been safe-for ages and ages.
But today India is not safe. Can anybody say that we are safe?
My hon. friend, Shri H. N. Mukerjee was saying that the Chinese are
suffering from what he called fear complex. But the fear complex was
supposed to have been put an end to by the Bandung spirit. But then
what did we get out of the Bandung spirit? They got all, very much more
than they needed, very much more than they deserved, and we are
losing, as much as we have the patience to go on losing, because of our
passion for this unrealistic conception of non-alignment.
I am clear in my mind that the time has come to change this policy. All

this time, that policy was all right, when it was being offered by us to
other countries, when it was being expounded by us in UNO and various
other places, when we were going about the whole world with our mission
of peace in the world. But when it comes down here to our own country,
when the Prime Minister can only taunt people on this side, "Do you want
to go to war?", I am constrained to suggest to the hon. the Prime Minister
that he should, first of all, free himself from this dogma, from this
attachment to the dogma of non-alignment. We have not given any
undertaking to anybody else that we are going to be non-aligned. We
have ourselves taken that decision, in a unilateral fashion, with our own
conception of the need of the world, of the country, our mission and all
the rest of it.
Now that things have changed I think it should be possible for him to
say: We are no longer non-aligned; we are free to take any line we like
and find it convenient and necessary, wise and statesmanlike in the
interests of India, faced as she is with this aggressor.
Having said that it is necessary that I should remind him that years
ago so many of us used to suggest it to him that he should get into touch
with as many South Eastern countries as possible and as many South
East Asian countries as possible and bring about a concord between all
these nations. We thought he was giving effect to such thoughts when he
brought into existence the Bandung Conference and the Bandung spirit.
But the Bandung spirit has been buried by the Chinese. The Bandung
Conference cannot be revived.
But there are the Bandung signatories. My hon. friend the Prime
Minister himself went round the world canvassing to get signatures from
various countries. I was one of the people who congratulated him on that.
Why not he try to reach all these people and tell them. Now, look here,
you are all signatories to the Bandung Conference, to the Bandung spirit
and the concordat. Do you not consider China to be an aggressor? Have
we made any effort at all in that direction?
Has not the time come when we should be able to see the world-wide

difference between some of our friends who thought that this border
dispute is not very different from the border disputes between Mysore and
Maharashtra or between Maharashtra and Gujarat and those other friends
who came recently here and addressed us in the Central Hall, and those
people who are the proven aggressors of our country? When there is so
much of unity on their side, would it not be a sensible thing, a wise thing,
a far-sighted thing for us, and certainly a realistic policy for us to say that
we are no longer non-aligned, that we are prepared to come to friendly
contacts and reach friendly agreements with all those countries which are
devoted 100 per cent to democracy and democratic ideals, which are
prepared to work through the United Nations and see to it that one
country does not aggress another, and when any country aggresses
another country all these people will come to the rescue of the victim?
Having said this I would like to lay one charge at the doors of the Prime
Minister, It IS not an easy thing for me either to have said that or to
proceed to say anything because for all these years I have accepted his
policy. The time has now come for him to consider very seriously and not
to go on repeating, as he did the other day, in such a passionate manner,
As long as I am alive, as long as I am the Prime Minister this nonalignment policy is going to be. there and it is as dead or as living as
anything could possibly be." That sort of rigidity will not do for a Foreign
Minister. It may be all right for any national leader but not for a Prime
Minister and not certainly for a Foreign Minister. We have got to be
prepared to be flexible and the Prime Minister must be prepared really to
give up this fetish, this kind of dogma and he must be prepared to be
realistic not to go on living in glass houses as a result of which this
aggression has taken place.
My last sentence is only this. Is there nothing for our Prime Minister to
learn from his friend Gen. Nasser? What happened in those days when
France and England went over to aggress Egypt? Did Nasser say: "Do you
want me to go to war? He did not say that. Why is it that China did not
aggress against Pakistan or even Thailand which was her own, which she

claims to be her own and which our Prime Minister and our Government
have also admitted to be her own? Even with regard to small Cambodia
and. other small countries why is it that China has been restrained? I
once again want the Prime Minister to consider these things a little more
calmly and carefully, with consideration not only for the friends who are
still with him but also for those several friends who were with him till the
other day.
[Translation begins:
Shri Vajpayee: To say that the talks between India and China have failed
is to give a one-sided picture. As far as India is concerned undoubtedly
the talks have failed because our Prime Minister has not succeeded in
putting an end to Chinese aggression by peaceful accord. But as far as
China is concerned, it cannot be denied that China has been able to
achieve three of its goals through these talks. First of all, as a result of
these talks, the attention of the world and India has been diverted from
the Chinese aggression and drawn towards some imaginary border
dispute, implying that to solve the problem there is no need for some
major action but merely to re-examine old maps, records and documents
minutely and deeply.
Two, China has now got the time to consolidate its aggression on
Indian soil and it is taking advantage of that at the moment. China is
building roads on Indian soil, airports, so that whenever the pretence at
talks is at an end and India starts to take steps to retrieve its territory,
China can nullify it. Thirdly, we have once again given China an
opportunity to parade its slogans of its love for peaceful coexistence and
Panchsheel, whereas all its actions till date have been a negation of that.
I feel that if we look at it from these angles, the Delhi talks have been for
India a losing proposition. The Joint Statement which was issued makes
no mention of the Chinese inroads. They have been described as
"differences" and an official level meeting to examine the documents
relating to the border is being proposed. India has given up its right to

send in our troops to the border to vacate the aggression. I do not think
that this is in India's national interest. It is right that our Prime Minister
has, during the talks, maintained our claim to Indian territory and has
also strongly opposed China's attempts at bargaining on the issue. The
Chinese had not come here to make an accord but to bargain. They seem
to feel that a nation's territorial integrity and self-respect are open to a
bargain. It is laudable that our Prime Minister has stood firm against such
attempts at bargaining. But I must maintain that by accepting the
proposal for official level talks he has unwittingly let India fall into China's
trap to prolong the talks.
It has been stated that officials of the two countries will meet. What
are they supposed to do? They are going to examine facts. They are
saying said that the Chinese leaders did not come here armed with the
facts, so why did they come here for the talks at all? I feel that they are
looking to buy time to consolidate their position on the ground on the
occupied territory. And if the two Prime Ministers could not arrive at an
agreement, are we to take it that officials would be able to do so? In fact
officials are not authorized to arrive at any agreement. They can merely
examine the facts. But I feel that even this examination of facts will
strengthen China's claims and will be inimical to India's interest.
I was rather surprised to see that though the border talks between
India and China failed, it certainly gave an opportunity to the two Prime
Ministers to discuss other international issues. And the Chinese Prime
Minister could express his opinion on Disarmament. There can be no
greater hypocrisy than that a country which spends a thousand crores on
Defence and security should talk about Disarmament. Here we are giving
the Prime Minister of a country to talk about lessening of tensions when it
has destroyed its peace-loving, spiritual-minded neighbour Tibet, has
openly abrogated all human rights, and is guilty of genocide in Tibet.
China wanted this opportunity for propagating its hypocrisy and its blatant
untruths and we regret that our Prime Minister has given them this
opportunity. Now they will talk about Panchsheel. I feel that China's entire

policy is not one of peace or belief in the principles of Panchsheel. And
after the way China has behaved with us, we should have learnt a lesson
that we should not have given them the opportunity to talk
grandiloquently.
Mr Chairman, the entire proceedings of the talks are yet to be placed
before the House. The Chinese Prime Minister has given his version in a
Press Conference but we still do not know what India's version is.
An Hon Member: It is coming today.
Shri Vajpayee: It is quite clear from the Prime Minister's speech in the Lok
Sabha that there is a difference in the versions of the two countries.
Taking into account the accusation leveled by the Chinese Prime Minister
against our Prime Minister yesterday in Kathmandu, we would like to be
told explicitly what was discussed during the twenty hours of talks. We
would also like to know what the Chinese leaders talked about not only
with the Prime Minister but with our other Ministers too, especially what
was discussed by the Chinese Prime Minister with our Defence Minister.
Mr Chairman, I am mentioning this because the other day when Mr Tariq
made a proposal on Kashmir, our Defence Minister said in great anger
that the member was speaking with passion because it is a matter of
aggression. We welcome his outrage. But is not China guilty of
aggression? Should that not be discussed with passion? I want to know if
the Defence Minister spoke with equal passion and outrage with the
Chinese leaders? This is why I want to know in detail what transpired in
the talks with the Chinese leaders. I feel that that will clear all our doubts.
Just now our Communist brethren were saying that there are some people
in India who are not in favour of an agreement with China. I do not count
myself as being one of them. We do want an agreement With China but
do not want that we should bow down to aggression. And if it is
reactionary to oppose external aggression or to demand that it should be
put an end to, then I would like to be regarded as the biggest reactionary.

I would like to tell my Communist friends that it is good to be a
reactionary but not to be a traitor. It is not a good thing to bow down to
external aggression. It is my belief that when there is no basis for talks,
and the Prime Minister also understands that nothing is going to come out
of the official level talks, we should rethink our policy. As our Prime
Minister has said, this dispute will go on for years. We have to invoke the
entire nation's strength for this. On this matter the entire nation is behind
the Prime Minister barring the Communist Party. We want that the
defence of the country should be strengthened; the military on the
borders should be fully equipped, the nation should be made aware that
every single citizen should be ready to defend the country. And if the
matter cannot be resolved through talks, attempts should be made to
vacate the aggression on our soil by an external power. I do not want war
but if we have to fight a war to defend our national interest and selfrespect, I do not think that is a bad think. There IS no harm in doing so
considering it is a lesser evil.
Translation ends]
Shri P. K. Deo: Mr. Speaker, Sir, at the outset, I congratulate the Prime
Minister for his two outspoken speeches at the airport.156 and at the State
banquet157 while welcoming the Chinese Prime Minister, because those
two speeches have most appropriately reflected the true sentiments and
feelings of the countrymen. Though the Prime Minister subsequently
conducted these protracted negotiations with tenacity, determination and
the politeness that they demanded, the result has ended in a failure, and
it was much anticipated. In spite of the failure of these talks, the two
Prime Ministers in a Joint Communiqué had claimed to have achieved one
thing, that is, a greater understanding of the views of the two
Governments.
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Even though the Chinese are unable to provide sufficient evidence to
substantiate their position, during these laborious parleys, in the face of
well-documented data put forward by the Indian side, these talks have
clearly unfolded the mind of the Chinese Premier who showed little
inclination of being influenced by these or any other document or any
valuable evidence. It is so because the Chinese enjoy the advantage of
possession which they have been busy consolidating.
The recent, reported construction of feeder roads to the main
Sinkiang- Tibet highway is going to prove that the Chinese are really
using the time- factor by developing communication for better
mobilisation of their armed forces. The Chinese inflexibility in their stand
further proves that they want to transfer the illegal possession into a legal
occupation by persistent emphasis of the status quo. That is why so much
stress is laid on "present actualities."
In the negotiations, we find the same old repetitions and those
arguments which have appeared time and again in those three White
Papers, and no originality or no newness has been found in any of the
arguments advanced by the Chinese except perhaps a fantastic reference
to Chinese sentiments about the Karakoram mountains.
Mr. Speaker: Hon. Members ought to read from a written speech. Hon.
Members are expected to speak.
Shri P. K. Deo: I am referring to points.
Mr. Speaker: It does not appear so. He goes on reading, which ought not
to be done. There must be something ex tempore.
Shri P. K. Deo: This reference to the Karakoram mountains is a
counterblast to our spiritual association with the Himalayas. Sometime
back, we heard their claim for Mount Everest. Today, they claim a large
chunk from the Karakoram range to the Kongka Pass, and it may be that

in September next we may hear a fantastic claim on their part to the
Vindhya Range. I hope it would not be so.
Coming to the different sectors, I find that the Chinese are not serious
about Bara Hoti which is in the middle sector. Regarding their claim on
NEFA, they want to use it as a bargaining counter for their claim on the
western sector, that is, Ladakh. So far as Ladakh is concerned, we have
got voluminous material in our store to prove that Ladakh for all purposes
is part of the Indian territory. The agreement of 1842 signed by the
Maharaja of Kashmir and the Dalai Lama of Tibet and the representative
of the Chinese emperor goes to prove that for all practical purposes
Ladakh is a part of India and that uninterruptedly we exercised full
administrative control over that area.
The Chinese cannot go on tracing back history prior to 1842. They
cannot say that because once upon a time Chengiz Khan or Kublai Khan
conquered the whole of Europe, so that the whole of Europe must now
belong to them! It would be a most fantastic claim from the various
arguments that have been advanced by the Chinese. This reminds me of
a couplet from Goldsmith in his poem Deserted Village, in regard to the
village schoolmaster. What Goldsmith said was:
"In arguing too the person owned his skill.
For even though vanquished he could argue still."
Similarly, even though they do not have enough material to prove
their case, still, they go on arguing, and ask for time. We would like to
see how long we are to persist in these negotiations and for what
purpose. We find that by accepting this protracted negotiation, by giving
them time till September, we are conceding to a situation that in the
coming summer, they will fully utilise these few months in their favour,
because this is the only time when one can move about in high altitudes
to construct roads, air fields, etc. and to consolidate his position. By
September, the next winter would be approaching and we would not be
able to do anything in that regard.
Lastly, I beg to submit that instead of wasting time in search of these

documents-because we know it for certain that if we discover any new
map or produce an odd page from some historic or any administrative
record, it is not going to convince the Chinese-we should have a definite
policy and a definite approach to the Chinese situation. Do not subscribe
to the view of those people who think that besides war and these talks,
there is no third alternative. I feel that to preserve the integrity of one's
motherland, we should take every step to drive away the intruders from
our area.
This morning the Chinese Prime Minister in his statement in the Dum
Dum airport has stated to the surprise of everybody that our Prime
Minister never mentioned the question of "aggression" to the Chinese
Prime Minister in all these days of protracted negotiation. If the Chinese
Prime Minister could not understand the meaning of aggression, it is no
fault of ours. We personally feel that China can only understand the
language of strength. India should be militarily strong and only a militarily
strong India can ensure
India's integrity and no amount of this wild goose chase of futile talks.
[Translation begins:
Shri Braj Raj Singh: Mr Chairman, I want to ask the Prime Minister
whether he does not feel that the time has come that it should be clearly
said in our talks as far as talks are concerned it cannot be denied that
talks should always go on regarding our northern borders that we do not
take the McMahon Line as the border but that the territories including
Manasarovar, Kailash, Poorvavahini, Brahmaputra should fall within
India's side. Secondly, has not the time come that we hold a conference
like the Bandung Conference with other nations of Asia and Africa, barring
China, in order to get help to resolve this dispute
Translation ends]
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: Mr. Speaker, Sir, and some few days ago here in
Delhi city, talks were being held between the Prime Minister of the

People's Republic of China and the Prime Minister of India and of these
talks, the world was a witness. There was no country in the wide world
which was not only net interested, but anxiously interested in these talks,
not because of the participants, but because a tremendous historical
drama was being enacted in Delhi city, a drama of which only the
beginnings have been seen and no man knows what the end of it will be
and how long it will take.
Here we have met in this Parliament this afternoon to discuss this
drama, this event of tremendous historical importance; and, I must
confess to a feeling of sorrow and regret at the manner in which we have
considered this event of tremendous historical importance, which has
shaken or, at any rate, interested all the Chancelleries of the world and
two to three hundred million people, not only in India and not only in
China but elsewhere.
Here, unfortunately, in the early part of this debate, which was mostly
noisy and tumultuous, and in the other parts of the debate, I have tried
with all the intelligence that I can command, to understand the stands,
the various viewpoints, the various criticisms. I confess, I have failed; I
have failed to find any appreciation of even what has happened and what
is happening, something which has shaken the world's mind. Petty
disputes, petty references, insinuations, shame, some brave words, kinds
of words like "why do you allow strong language?" "Why do you go on
talking", "talk is no good" and so on were used. No, talk is no good, and I
would venture to repeat to the hon. Members opposite that talk is not
good. The talk they indulge in does not lead anywhere. So, here we
discuss this thing. We may be small people as individuals, but somehow
we are conditioned and placed at a moment of tremendous historical
significance for our country, for Asia and for the world. It is not a small
matter what we are discussing, not a little Joint Communiqué that has
been before this House. That is only a small step in this long journey.
Is there any realisation of this? The hon. Member who spoke last read
out briefly from some poem which he might have read in some school

long ago. Is this the way of dealing with this tremendous event today, in
this pettifogging way, without any realisation of what we are dealing with,
what the subject is, what the present is and what the future is going to
be?
The hon. Member who speaks so eloquently, Shri Vajpayee, he also
told us how bravely we should all join together in driving out the
aggressor. All this is very interesting. But is that an intelligent approach
to a tremendously difficult question which faces us today? I take it that
we are all interested; we are not only interested but passionately
interested, in preserving the integrity and sovereignty of our country and
meeting any aggressor. But I object to learn that an aggressor has to be
met by this type of language that we have heard from some members of
the Opposition here today. People talk that they are going to impinge
themselves? Well, perhaps, yes, what then?-A voice comes from Shri
Dwivedy and Shri Ranga: give up the policy of non-alignment.
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: I never said that.
Shri Ranga: Not Shri Dwivedy, only myself.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: Then, I withdraw it. Shri Dwivedy's words were:
the entire policy of non-alignment is being put to the test. So, I beg your
pardon.
But behind all this, his wordy challenges and bravery and attack on
this policy of non-alignment, what do all these things mean? It means:
take shelter under somebody else's umbrella, seek help of others to
defend yourself, to protect you because you are weak, you cannot do so.
That is what all this means.
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: We do not want that.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I am sorry, the hon. Members opposite-I do not

say so in any spirit of criticism-almost everyone read out from long
sheets. That is a new thing. I want to speak without manuscripts.
(Interruptions) Will you kindly allow me to go on as I want? May I, Sir,
draw your attention to this new practice which is going on in this
connection, the manuscript eloquence? And what is amassing, Sir, is that
the manuscript eloquence, even though it is manuscript, is wholly
unrestrained. I thought one may lose one's temper. But why lose one's
temper in a manuscript? I do not understand ... (Interruption)
Shri Hem Barua: May I say that the hon. Prime Minister is putting
emphasis on a very petty thing ... (Interruption)
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: What exactly are we discussing? What are we
discussing? I am here to explain. Maybe, I am wrong or my Government
is wrong. Let us face those issues. But merely shouting loudly about... .
(Interruption)
An Hon. Member: Not louder than you.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: ... about courage, about throwing out the
aggressor does not show, if I may say so with all respect, any realisation
of the situation or what it means and how it is to be done. It has no
meaning at all. That kind of thing may well be said at the Ramlila Grounds
and Gandhi Grounds in Delhi. It has no. place in this House of Parliament
which has to decide the future destiny of India and I say ... (Interruption)
hon. Members of the Opposition who have spoken today have shown
themselves amazingly incompetent to even understand the situation far
less to face it.. .. (Interruption)
An Hon. Members: He is incompetent. ... (Interruption)
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: You make a protest when strong language is

used... . (Interruption)
[Translation begins:
An Hon. Member: Prime Minister is insulting the House by saying this.
Translation ends]
An Hon. Member: It is Shri Jawaharlal Nehru, the hon. Prime Minister,
who is incompetent, not the Opposition Members ... (Interruption)
Another Hon. Member: The hon. Prime Minister is going to save this
country, not you... . (Interruption)
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: What I have said is perfectly parliamentary. Hon.
Members of the Opposition have shown themselves completely
incompetent to understand the situation, much less to face it... .
(Interruption)
Shri Hem Barua: What is this Parliamentary language ... (Interruption)
Mr. Speaker: There is nothing unparliamentary in this.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I am sorry ... (Interruption)
[Translation begins:
Shri Arjun Singh Bhadoria: We want the Prime Minister ... (Interruption)
Translation ends]
Shri Ram Sewak Yadava: We are not schoolboys. We are not children....
(Interruption)
Shri Hem Barua: This language ought not to be used in this manner,
much less by the hon. Leader of the House ... (Interruption)

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: May I say with all respect, that this is not a
question of moving an adjournment motion. It is far more serious than
that. Hon. Members are very fond of moving adjournment motions every
morning. This is a serious matter.... (Interruption)
Shri Hem Barua: The hon. Prime Minister is only creating trouble in the
House ... (Interruption)
Shri Vajpayee: It may be true that we have failed to understand the
situation, but it is equally true, that the hon. Prime Minister has failed to
meet the situation ... (Interruption)
Some Hon. Members: Yes, yes.
Some Hon. Members: No, no.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: Hon. Member may be right or may be wrong. But
what I am venturing to say is that the manner in which they tried to meet
the situation- they say I have not met it-but one thing is dead certain that
if the fate of this country was by some mischance in the hands of hon.
Members opposite, then I do not quite know what would happen in this
world or in this country ... (Interruption)
[Translation begins:
Shri Ram Sewak Yadava: India will remain safe if it comes in our hands.
Translation ends]
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: There is a famous saying..... (Interruption)
Shri Braj Raj Singh: Why talk of an imaginary case? Why should he not
deal with actualities? (Interruption)

Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: It surprises me, Mr. Speaker, to see how much
noise a very small, handful of persons can make ... (Interruption) It is
most surprising. Here is this House sitting here, representing a very vast
part of India. Do they pretend to say that half a dozen of them or ten or
twelve of them represent India? Or, is it these people sitting here all over
the House.... (Interruption) who represent India here? Therefore I must
have my say ... (Interruption)
An Hon. Member: It is quite absurd ... (Interruption)
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I must have my say ... (Interruption) ... Mr.
Speaker, I must have my say ... (Interruption)
Mr. Speaker: Order, please.
Shri Hem Barua: We have not said ... (Interruption)
Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: Is the hon. Prime Minister of our country
going to speak like this? He is making a speech which is entirely wrong ...
(Interruption)
Mr. Speaker: He never used a single unparliamentarily expression. His
language may be strong, but he has not used a single unparliamentarily
expression. Hon. Members ought not to be so touchy. The hon. Prime
Minister heard everything in patience. He is trying to meet the arguments.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: If a number of hon. Members have chosen to go
out, that was their pleasure. I hope that the other Members who remain
would either listen to me or go out. (Interruptions)
An Hon. Member: He has no. right to say this. He has no right to ask us
to go out.

Shri Braj Raj Singh: We are not Tyagis or Dr. Ram Subhag Singh's.
Shri Ram Sewak Yadava: We are not Congress party people.
An Hon. Member: What right has the Prime Minister to ask us to go out?
Shri Braj Raj Singh: We are not going to go out. Why should we go out?
Shri Yadav Narain Jadhav:158 Why should we go out?
[Translation begins:
Shri Arjun Singh Bhadoria: Through you I want to request the Prime
Minister that his balance of mind.... (Interruption)
Shri Ram Sewak Yadav: This word play is not going to help.
Translation ends]
An Hon. Member: Let us know whether the Prime Minister has any points
to make. (Interruptions)
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: How few and how much noise! It really is a
remarkable sight! (Interruptions)
Shri Anthony Pillai:159 The Prime Minister is trying to waste time. He may
not have anything to say.
Mr. Speaker: If hon. Members keep perfect silence, they will hear the
points. Let there be no interruptions.
An. Hon. Member: He is inviting interruptions.
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Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I am not inviting interruptions. I am merely telling
you what I think of it.
Shri Hem Barua: It is very provocative.
Mr. Speaker: Let us hear the other points now.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I think I may claim to an unusual degree of
patience. Every morning, I put up with the adjournment motions of the
hon. Members; every morning, I put up with half a dozen of them
standing at the same time and trying to speak; even now, we have seen
several of them standing up and speaking at the same time. They seem
to like choruses...
Shri Hem Barua: That is a compliment to us. (Interruptions)
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: ... all speaking together. (Interruptions) Here is a
situation which has arisen, and we have discussed this on many occasions
in this House for the last year or so. Now, I am not going into this
question. We have discussed it. It may be our slackness, our laxness or
whatever it was, in the past, that is, the Government's. A situation has
arisen, and because of that situation, it was decided to invite the Chinese
Premier to come here to discuss it. At that time too, some hon. Members
in this House were opposed to this, opposed to any talks, anything, and
merely wanted brave words. It was not clear to me then how these brave
gestures then or at any time would help; I say, any time, even in the
middle of a war, I think I will talk; at no time shall I refuse to talk. And I
may explain that our policy is-last year I stated this, and I want to repeat
it now,-to protect with all our strength the integrity and sovereignty of
India, and our policy is and will be, and I repeat, our policy is going to be
to try to be friendly to China.

[Translation begins:
Shri Yadav Narain Jadhav: Even if we lose our country?
Translation ends]
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: We are going to try to be friendly to every
country; we are going to try to be friendly, more particularly to our
neighbours, whether it is Pakistan or whether it is any other; and,
therefore, we are going to try, because it is a basic policy; now, following
that policy does not mean our tolerating aggression; that is a different
matter. But that is the basic policy, not this policy of constant hatred and
violence and hitting which has no meaning in the modern world. If I may
say so, people who talk about war probably have no conception of even
old war, much less new war. Shri Ranga probably knows as much about a
war... (Laughter)
Shri Ranga: I can tell the hon. Prime Minister that I know as much as he
does.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: If he knows as much as I do, he knows a great
deal. Anyhow, here is a situation that has arisen. It does not mean not
resisting aggression with the best of your ability and strength. But even
so, the door has always to be kept open and every effort has to be madeeven though the effort may not prove helpful; there may be little
optimism about the effort-to solve a problem in other ways. And the mere
delay itself sometimes helps in this business.
I do not think that my meeting Premier Chou En-lai and my talks with
him have worked wonders. But I do think that it was not only the right
thing to do but that it has justified itself, not in a big way; it has justified
itself because we have done the right thing. That itself is something.
Secondly, it has, I think, given him and his colleagues, and given us, a
clearer appreciation of the situation that is, of each other's mind, which is
an important factor. It may be that the two appreciations are in direct

conflict with each other. It may certainly be. Nevertheless, they are
clearer.
References were made to my colleagues meeting them and having
talks with them. I just do not understand how hon. Members on the other
side imagine parliamentary work is done or Government functions.
Because some newspapers, which are notoriously hostile to this
Government and to the Defence Minister and which have become
completely irresponsible in their attitude towards certain matters, put out
something, put out stories, which are wholly untrue, about the Defence
Minister pushing himself in this or that, I cannot understand how hon.
Members make these references.
Shri Ranga: We have agreed to drop it now. Why should any reference be
now made to the Defence Minister?
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: Here was a situation. It was not as if there was a
team to meet him. There was no team to meet him. I wanted Premier
Chou En-lai to meet as many of our Ministers as possible. In fact, to some
extent, he met every one of our Ministers in larger groups. More
particularly, one of the persons I wanted him to meet was the Defence
Minister. I wanted him to meet the Defence Minister because the Defence
Minister had been associated with him for many many weeks on the
Geneva Conference which led to the Indo-China peace. He was the one
person, apart from me, who had met Premier Chou En- lai previously, and
met him at length. So that they knew each other. And when we discuss
such matters, it helps.
People imagine that these discussions are carried on by sitting,
throwing challenges at each other, telling him. "You are an aggressor. Get
out". This is not a normal way of talks. If hon. Members opposite have in
the remote or distant future ever any chance of carrying on such talks...
Shri Tyagi: God forbid.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: ….They will themselves realise that that is not the

way to do it.
Therefore, one talks informally—the formal talking is only something
for the public—one talks in a friendly way, one probes the mind, one tries
to understand what is behind the mind, one tries to see how many
avenues there are to be explored and all that-not throwing challenges at
each other. Two big countries challenging each other-the moment you do
that, you shut the door, and when you shut the door, what remains?
Either sitting sullenly and doing nothing, just cursing like an old woman or
going out sword in hand or whatever weapon you have, and fighting.
There is nothing else left.
I do not like either of these alternatives. One has always to explore
and to find out, meanwhile naturally preparing for any contingencies that
might arise. That is the obvious course every country follows. Hon.
Members of the Opposition have not quite understood this primary fact.
And they have denounced what Government has done.
The hon. Member who spoke last quoted Goldsmith. I would say
something has happened since Goldsmith lived and wrote all that; and it
is quite amazing, the fabulousness with which this matter is approached
by some hon. Members here.
There are one or two factors which I should like to put. There was the
reference to a new road being built. Hon. Members for once have not
been quite wide awake, enough. There is reference to this in the Third
White Paper. There is reference to this in the Second or the Third White
Paper-I forget- but there is reference in the White Paper anyway.
It is our information that a road has been built west of the original
Aksai Chin caravan route. And, this matter was brought up by me before
Premier Chou En-lai. I told him about it. I must confess that I was a bit
surprised to find that he did not know much about it.
An Hon. Member: Pretended not to know.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: He said, "I do not know; I can say nothing about

it." But the point is that we did refer to it. This was done in the middle of
last year, not now. It is very difficult for us to find dates and to give dates
as to what happened and when. But, broadly speaking, the picture we
have is that some years back, that is, I mean in the fifties, not longer
than that, the old Aksai Chin route which was an old caravan route
frequently used or not often used, that and another route nearby, north of
that, were being used by people coming from Sinkiang. It was always
used. It was used more lately by Chinese forces and troops coming
through in the early fifties as a caravan route.
Later, about 1957-58, they built that road along the caravan route and
brought their supplies etc. from Sinkiang to Tibet. But they have been
using it as a caravan route. That was one incursion.
Later, it was last year when larger areas of Tibet were occupied and,
proba.bly, about the middle of last year this other road was built. It was,
indeed, on this other route, a bit of it, that Karam Singh was taken back.
There is something about it in Karam Singh's evidence. It is there.160
In such a state of affairs, thinking on the subject not as Government
or as Opposition but as people interested in the safety and integrity of
India, we should see what steps should now be taken. That is the problem
before us. And, in doing that, a wrong step may have far-reaching
consequences, far- reaching consequences not on the moral planealthough I am not prepared to omit the moral plane-but on the strictly
practical plane of achieving what we set out to achieve. After all, if we
want to do something, if we want to achieve something, not shout about
it, how do we achieve it? There a debate does not help. If it is strength
versus strength, strength has to be matched by strength, by
determination, by all the things that go behind that strength.
The hon. Member, Shri Dwivedy, I think, talked about total
mobilisation of the people or a mobilisation of the people. I do not think
he gave much evidence of any kind of mobilisation of the people. His
160
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speech was a disruptive speech, not a constructive speech, not one to
mobilise but merely to criticise to condemn and to bring in this person
and that person. Is this the way to mobilise people?
It is much too serious a business that we are faced with in this country.
And certainly, I who have the honour to lead this Government and this
House would not presume to say on behalf of my Government that we can
do anything very big without the widespread help of the country and of all
kinds of various groups in the country. Some people may not; every
individual may not help but basically in a crisis of this type the country
tries to pull together and that is why at the beginning of my remarks, I
expressed my sorrow because the evidence we have given today in this
debate is not of a people trying to pull together not of a people who
realise even the dangers of this crisis that we face but of groups hurling
abuse at each other. This is not a sign of strength and the world is a
witness of what we are doing; they may not be impressed by this debate.
It is very serious question and therefore, I beg of this House to consider
this question in all its various aspects and then decide jointly because it is
not a party matter; It cannot be a party matter. One thing, I do not know
whether it is a party matter. I suppose it is and it is this question of
alignment and non- alignment. That is the basic thing, very basic thing
and I would venture to tell this House why I call it basic. Apart from the
usual reasons, in this context, the moment a person thinks of giving up
non-alignment, it means exhibiting a sense of weakness, a sense of nonreliance on ourselves and a hope that other would come to our help.
Shri Ranga: Question. We do not agree.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I think that what I say is the correct analysis of
that approach. In fact I say there could be no other analysis of that
approach. I say there could be nothing more dangerous for this country,
nothing more fatal for our future than to spread this feeling of
despondency or lack of self-reliance and asking- others to help. There is

nothing more fatal. What will happen in future-I do not know. I hope that
whatever happens we shall never have that feeling of despondency and
want others to pull us out of our difficulties in a matter of this kind.
I find also-what is troubling me-I hope this part of the House is broadly
free from this-that among our Opposition we find very definitely the cold
war among themselves.... (Interruptions) I said there was cold war
among the various groups in the Opposition-not all-which resulted in one
group walking out.
An Hon: Member: It is your own Party also.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I am merely referring to the mental approach in a
completely different and mild way. This talk about non-alignment and
alignment is also a reflection of the cold war, not in that fierce way which
was exhibited earlier in the debate. Immediately they started throwing
rather offensive terms at each other which was completely a reflection of
the cold war mentality in any country, not only in this country. I would
beg of the House not to get tied up with this cold war attitude. It is
admitted that we have to face this tremendous problem and tremendous
menace that has come to us, an event of the most vital importance to our
country and to our future.
We can only do so, first of all, by remaining calm about it and not
shouting too much about it and imagining that by shouting we can solve
major problems-:- we do not do so-secondly, understanding the situation
in its context here, in its world context, because no subject can be divided
up like this from the world position today; and, thirdly, in terms, anyhow,
of building up our strength and meanwhile trying our utmost to explore
every avenue for peaceful settlements, however difficult they might seem.
We have to explore them. That is the right way and that is the practical
way apart from theory.
That is the policy we propose to follow in this matter, and at every
step, whenever anything occurs we shall naturally come to this House

come to this Parliament to explain it to gain its support, to gain its
confidence. If that policy is not approved of or agreed to then, of course,
it is the right of this House to choose another Government to carry it out.
But we must realise that when we decide on a policy we must show, as
every country shows when faced with these difficulties, a measure of
homogeneity of working together, facing the difficulties together
forgetting our many internal problems, difficulties and quarrels. That is
how a country behaves when a crisis comes.
Hon. Members on the other side, no doubt, feel, if their words are to
be taken for what they mean, that terrible things have happened, terrible
crises have come. That is what they say. May I respectfully suggest, if
that is so their behaviour should be somewhat different.
[Interventions by others]
Mr. Speaker: Am I required to put any amendment to the vote of the
House? Shri Surendranath Dwivedy: Amendment No.2 may be put.
Shri Ram Sewak Yadava: Amendment No.3 may also be put.
Mr. Speaker: Is Shri P. K. Deo pressing his amendment?
Shri P. K. Deo: No, Sir.
Mr. Speaker: Has he then leave of the House to withdraw his
amendment? The amendment was, by leave, withdrawn.
Mr. Speaker: I shall put the other amendments to the vote of the House.
The question is: That for the original motion, the following be substituted, namely:- “This
House having taken into consideration the Joint Communiqué on the talks
that have taken place between China and India in regard to the Chinese
aggression and her claims on the Indian territory, and further having
noted the intransigent attitude adopted by China is of the opinion that no

useful purpose would be served by continuing the talks or by appointing a
team of officers to consider the details of the Chinese claims." (2)
The motion was negatived.
Mr. Speaker: The question is:
That for the original motion, the following be substituted, namely:- "The
House, having considered the Joint Communiqué issued on the conclusion
of the talks between Premier of the State Council of the People's Republic
of China and Prime Minister of India, laid on the Table on Tuesday, April
26, 1960, is of opinion that the foreign policy has been a complete
failure." (3)
The motion was negatived.
Mr. Speaker: The question is:
That for the original motion, the following be substituted, namely:"This House, having considered the Joint Communiqué issued on the
conclusion of the talks between Premier of the State Council of the
People's Republic of China and Prime Minister of India, laid on the Table of
the House on Tuesday, April 26, 1960, regrets the intransigence of the
Chinese Government in respect of its aggression in Ladakh, its
persistence in fantastic claims over huge chunks of Indian territory and its
deliberate attempt to prolong negotiations in order to gain time for the
consolidation of its illegal accretion.
Further, this House is of opinion that the latest talks between the
Prime Ministers of India and China have only confirmed that there is no
meeting ground between the two countries, about the various points at
issue. As such, this House disapproves of(a) the Government's decision to continue these talks at official level; and
(b) the Government's abdication of rights over its own territory, implicit in
the proposal to undertake measures to avoid 'friction and clashes in the
border areas.'
This House feels that it is imperative that avenues, other than

negotiations, must be explored to secure early vacation of Chinese
aggression." (4)
The motion was negatived.
Mr. Speaker: The original motion need not be put to the vote of the
House. The House now stands adjourned sine die.
The Lok Sabha then adjourned sine die.

44. In the Rajya Sabha: Nehru-Chou Talks161
Motion Re: Joint Communiqué on Talks Between the Prime
Ministers of China and India
Mr. Chairman:162 I hope nothing will be said in this House which will
worsen the situation than it happens to be. Mr. Prime Minister.
The Prime Minister and Minister of External Affairs (Shri Jawaharlal
Nehru):
Mr. Chairman, I beg to move:
"That the Joint Communiqué issued on the conclusion of the talks
between the Premier of the State Council of the People's Republic of China
and the Prime Minister of India, laid on the Table of the Rajya Sabha on
the 26th April, 1960, be taken into consideration."
This Joint Communiqué is not a very long document. It is only about a
page and a half and it is the outcome of about twenty or twenty-two
hours of talk and discussion. Behind that lies not merely the talk, but a
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certain significant historical situation that has arisen which affects not
only India and China but in a sense the world. If I may say so, the
significant sentence in the Communiqué is that in spite of all these efforts
no solution was found. That is the real thing. All the rest shows that,
however difficult the task may be, the attempt to find solutions is not
being given up and will be kept up to the end in so far as there is any
hope. That is the main result of these talks and this Communiqué. I have
no doubt that it was not only worthwhile but right for us to have invited
Premier Chou En-lai here and to have had these talks. It has right,
anyhow. Not to have done so would have been wrong. Although these
talks have not helped in the least in the solution of the problems, they
have certainly given a greater understanding to us of the mind of the
Chinese Government and to the Chinese Premier of the mind of the Indian
Government. And that was why I was anxious that Premier Chou En-lai
and his colleagues should meet as many members of our Government as
possible to see that it was not just one spokesman who was putting
across the mind of the Indian Government, and I hope the Indian People,
but from variety of points of view he should gather that. It was Important
that he should and 1 believe he must have done that.
Now, Sir, I do not propose, at this stage, to take up more time of the
House and It will be more convenient if at the end I may answer some of
the questions raised.
The question was proposed.
[Translation begins:
Shri Ganga Sharan Sinha:163 Respected Chairman, before I come to the
main issue so that whatever I wish to say may be understood properly
and there may be a proper discussion of this subject I would like to
present two or three things.
First of all that we consider this question as a national issue not of any
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particular party or group or small region, and hence this issue should be
discussed as a national issue alone.
Secondly, I would also like to say that as far as non-alignment is
concerned, there is no difference of opinion between us and the
Government and our Prime Minister. It is a different matter that though
we have no differences with principles of policy, there may be some
difference of opinion about the manner of implementation and the steps
taken. I would say rather than a difference of opinion, it is our right and
we shall continue to point this out. There are many differences which we
talk about publicly, in Parliament, before the people etc. Then there are
other matters over which we draw the attention of the Government to our
difference of opinion, we send whatever news and information we get to
the Government, expressing our own views on those matters.
The third thing that I wish to say is that when we discuss this issue I
want to assure the Prime Minister that I do not wish to hurt him in any
way. After observing him for some time, we can gauge his mental turmoil
and I feel that in this situation he is in need of our help and sympathy. So
there is no question of upsetting him. But I would also like to point out
that this issue has to be discussed seriously, without flying into a passion,
especially necessary our Prime Minister to do so and I wish to point this
out respectfully. Our Prime Minister is famous for his many qualities, he
acts with great courage too in most issues. But I who have been in the
Congress for a long time and in the AICC too would like to say with
respect. that he is also famous for his short temper too. Thankfully his
anger is short lived. But if it were to continue for a long time it can harm
the nation, this country. But my experience has been that his anger is
short lived. All I wish to request is that since he is older in age and the
responsibility on his shoulders is very heavy, he should keep a control
over his anger and not fly into a rage. He should consider these issues
seriously and then give a reply. From my side I can say that sometimes
our words may be out of control and something erroneous may be said.
But I want this issue to be considered from the angle that any true Indian

would want to.
Mr Chairman, in my opinion, in the past, there has been some
carelessness and complacency in dealing with this issue. We have not
paid the kind of attention that should have been paid, nor have we been
as alert as we should have been. I am saying this from our experience,
not hypothetically but on the basis of facts. So what I am saying is that
we have to rid ourselves of this kind of carelessness and complacency
that have so far been observed. We have to think seriously about the
future.
The second thing that I would also like to say is that we have not
considered this matter so far from a national perspective, or as we have
been dealing with other national issues. There has been Portuguese
occupation on a part of Indian soil. Goa has been under Portuguese
occupation. But have we considered the Chinese occupation of our
territory for the last so many years from the perspective that we have
been considering the Goan occupation? Pakistan has occupied Gilgit, have
we considered the Chinese occupation in the same light as we have done
on this issue? I want to say that we should have a uniform policy to deal
with occupation of any part of our territory by any country or individual,
and must take all possible steps to regain control over those territories by
any possible methods that we can think of and are possible through
accepted norms. But it seems to me that we are following a different
policy from what we have done towards Goa or Gilgit, as I mentioned, I
would like to suggest that we should follow a very strict policy in this
matter.
Thirdly, I feel that the seriousness of this issue before the nation before
the people of this country, is being minimised and downplayed. I know
that the Prime Minister understands the feeling prevalent in the country,
perhaps from the larger perspective. But we too can claim as minor
workers to understand the country's sentiments. Therefore I feel that his
actions are tending to downplay the seriousness of this issue and the
sentiments of the Indian people. I will not say that the country is being

ignored but it is somewhere close to that and an atmosphere is being
created by which the Importance of this issue is being sidelined. A part of
our territory is under foreign occupation and we are eroding the
importance of the Issue by arguing about it in low tones. By permitting
the official level talks which are going to take place soon, we are giving it
an appearance of being a minor border issue and by taking up some of
the unimportant matters, we seem to be sidelining the main issue. I want
to tell the Prime Minister that we should accord this issue the importance
it deserves. It is true that sometimes circumstances force us, things are
not in our control. But we must ask ourselves whether this policy of nonalignment is merely one of weakness and softness? How much
implementarity, activity is possible in this policy? We should implement it
with force. Therefore at this time the question is of our rights and our
ability to take action.
Recently there have been newspaper reports that China has
constructed a second road. All I can plead is, very humbly, that as far as
what information I have, and also according to the maps and descriptions
given in the White Paper this Chinese road has been constructed far
below-Rudok-. I think the map was drawn in August-September, and if
this road was constructed after that, what action are we doing, what was
our Government doing? What action are we going to take when China had
constructed one road earlier and then another? And if this road had been
constructed before the map was drawn then why is it not shown in the
map?
Therefore we are not showing the kind of vigilance that should in this
matter. Perhaps I am not very smart but I am unable to get anything
much out of this document, this Communiqué before us. But I am
reminded of a story from the Upanishads, where Prajapati said "Da" the
demons contrued it to mean "daman" (destruction), humans thought it
meant "daan" (charity) and the gods thought it meant "daya"
(compassion). This Communiqué seems very much like Prajapati's "da"
Chou En-lai interprets it one way, we understand it to mean something

else. I would like to say very humbly to our Prime Minister that we must
maintain curtsey and behave in a civilised manner. But with that there
should be firmness, will to act and seriousness of intent. Being courteous
does not mean that we should refrain from saying what we want to or
what we ought to be saying. I think there are plenty of words in English
and as far as our Prime Minister is concerned, he has a rich vocabulary
and he can say what we want very courteously. What do we see today? In
his statement Chou En-lai has said that there has been no mention of
aggression to him. I feel that the Prime Minister in trying to put it
courteously has obfuscated the matter of aggression and the Chinese
Prime Minister is not willing to concede that. I would also like to say that I
am not saying we should not be courteous, that is the ultimate test of
being human, and I think that is the hallmark and pinnacle of civilisation
and culture, but truth must also be told, and our rights must be protected
forcefully.
Therefore the question before us, what should be done now. I would
like to say that we should maintain the significance of this issue. The
climate which has been created and a what the public opinion believes in
India must be maintained so that the people can understand the
seriousness of the situation. I am not saying that we should look at this
question from the point of view of military might and weapons etc. I feel
that public opinion and morale of the people are also very powerful. I
would like to ask the Prime Minister that it is not a question of flying into
a passion, the issue is to keep up the public morale and protecting our
rights. I think the country is indebted to him for the forceful manner in
which he spoke during the talks, though he was only doing his duty. I
wish to assure him that whatever steps he takes to defend the country,
and whenever he stands firm in the national cause, the entire country,
barring a handful of people whose selfish point of view is anti national,
will be behind him But he should not allow his steps to falter, he should
stand firm. That is all that I wish to say.

Translation ends]
Shri Jaswant Singh:164 Mr. Chairman, the Joint Communiqué issued on
the conclusion of the talks between the Chinese Premier and the Prime
Minister of India is the culmination of the events which have taken place
between us and China ever since the present regime in China came to
power. Sir, for us to have reached this stage our Government has some
responsibility.
We did not take into account the reality that in this wide world there are
good people and bad people and that relations have to be developed in
consonance with the national traits of the different people. Only then the
foreign policy of a Government can be said to be successful.
Our great neighbour, China, from the very beginning gave adequate
indication of its ideology, and it was therefore not that we were taken by
surprise at this stage. Sir, I need not go into the different events that
have since taken place. The country has very good reason to resent the
harm that this great neighbour of ours has done to us, to our national
interest and to our self-respect. The Prime Minister by his unique
personality sometimes tried to convert the national feelings on this issue
and sometimes even flouted the national feelings-if the word "flouted" is
too strong, I would say that he by his force of personality went contrary
to the feelings of the country as a whole, and in any case he disregarded
those feelings. But it was our good fortune that by the grace of God
Almighty the Government eventually woke up to the danger that lay
ahead of the country, and ever since then the Government demanded the
Chinese withdrawal from the territory in its illegal occupation as a prelude
to negotiations. Therefore, Sir, the invitation to Mr. Chou En-lai, though a
climb-down from the original position, has pointed out that "for the
moment I do not see any common ground between our respective
viewpoints."
When our honoured guest arrived on our soil, the Prime Minister in a
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Independent, Rajya Sabha MP from Rajasthan.

wonderful way set the scene at the Palam aerodrome in his welcome
speech. And what do we see in contrast? We see the Chinese Premier's
talks of peace and friendship as though nothing has happened between us
since he last set his foot on our soil. Now I come to the Communiqué
itself. The Prime Minister in his short speech also said that the laborious
and long talks lasting for a week had led to a greater understanding of
the viewpoints of the two Governments. Was there not an understanding
of the viewpoints of the two Governments before these talks? Sir, Mr.
Chou En-lai till recently was in another country, a neighbouring country of
us, in Nepal. Now, what has been the understanding as a result of the
talks that had taken place here? Mr. Chou En-lai tells the Indian
correspondents in Nepal that India will not be able to drive a wedge
between China and Nepal. It is a very great insult to our country. Here we
have been charged that we are out to drive a wedge between Nepal and
China, and if this is the understanding that we have arrived at during the
talks lasting over a week, I say It IS a sad commentary on the
understanding that has taken place between the two countries. Further,
Mr. Chou En-lai stated in Nepal that the Chinese maps showed the
Everest in China whereas the Nepalese maps drawn by India and
produced by the Nepalese Prime Minister during the talks showed it on
the border. Here again, aspersion has been cast on our bona fides by a
friend to whom all along, from the time his party came to power in China,
we have done nothing but friendly acts. Again, after enjoying our
hospitality for over a week, the Chinese Premier is pleased to state that
the statement by the Prime Minister of India made in Parliament after he
left was not friendly. I am afraid that we have not understood the correct
views of the Chinese Government. We received him at the Palam Airport
and expressed certain views. At the State Banquet also, in an indirect
manner we again made a reference to the harm that had been done to
our country by China. But, Sir, if we speak in a language which the
negotiating party cannot understand, our efforts will go in vain. Here is
China's own part of the country, Formosa, but the United States speaks to

them in a language that the Chinese understand and they dare not
venture. Here is our neighbour Pakistan which speaks to them in a
language which they understand. They tell the Chinese openly"You can give slap after slap to India... "
-I am quoting from the statement of the Foreign Minister of
Pakistan"and with every slap that you give to India, India says it is not hard
enough."
It is an insult to us. They also warn China that if they are so bold, they
can come to Pakistan's territory which is also very close to Ladakh which
they have occupied, I mean Gilgit. But why is China not going there? They
know that there is a I bigger brother there with a bigger stick in hand and
they dare not touch them. Here is a poor country India where anybody
can come and whose land anybody can occupy. Here are the Portuguese,
they do not vacate their aggression. Here is Pakistan which has occupied
thousands and thousands of square miles of our territory. They just care
two hoots for us. Therefore, seeing to our policy, we cannot blame China
if they act in the manner in which they have done. In roundabout terms
we tell them that this is what has happened. Naturally, what will a
practical man do? A practical man that he is, a shrewd man that he is, he
says openly that our Prime Minister Nehru never spoke to him while he
was in India for a week about aggression having been committed in India
by China.
Sir, now about the officials who will go into the question further, what
will they do? If they just postpone this thing, it will be showing to the
world that India has given up her charge of aggression against China, and
if this policy of keeping the door open is continued, their line of
propaganda will continue to harm our country.
Lastly, I will submit that we had been lulled into complacency in the
past and as a result, we are suffering. My intuition tells me that clever
people as they are, they have got a subtle objective which under no
circumstances they will give up and they will further creep surreptitiously

as they have done in the past. If we are not alert and careful, my fear is
that we are likely to lose much of our territory, and as it is, if I can
understand the policy of the Prime Minister right, we can never hope to
recover those thousands of square miles which are under the illegal
occupation of China, as we will never be able to recover our territory
which is in the possession of Pakistan. I only hope that at least in future
our national honour and self- respect will not be allowed to be hurt by the
inalertness and the unpreparedness which have been the characteristics
of the Government so far.
Dr. H.N. Kunzru:165 Mr Chairman, nobody could have been so simpleminded as to suppose that the conversations that were to take place
between the Prime Ministers of India and China would solve the problem
of Chinese aggression on Indian territory. The latest Note received by the
Government of India from the Chinese Government can leave no doubt in
anybody's mind that China is determined to hold what it possesses at the
present time. That part of the Note which deals with the MacMahon Line
shows broadly how far the Chinese Government is prepared to go to deny
facts that are not favourable to it and to make unfounded assertions in
support of its claims. The failure of the Nehru-Chou talks has therefore
not come as a surprise or as a disappointment to anybody. I am glad to
say that the Prime Minister firmly maintained his ground but we have to
recognise that notwithstanding his tenacity and his courtesy, nothing has
been achieved. The Prime Minister made a short statement in the other
House on his talks with the Prime Minister of China. There is one sentence
in it which seems to me to be very disturbing. He said that
notwithstanding his best efforts, he could not find out from the Chinese
Prime Minister what the true boundary in the opinion of the Chinese
Government should be. Now, what does this mean? It means that China;
does not want to commit itself to any boundary at the present time and
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that it wants to hold itself free to claim in future any other territory that it
may consider to be desirable; I mean, this makes it clear that China,
though prepared to negotiate and argue with India, is really playing the
game of power politics, and it is this that has to be recognised in our
future dealings with China. We recognise, Sir, the immensity of the
problem that has arisen because of Chinese aggression on Indian
territory. But the magnitude of the problem does not require that our
powers of action should be paralysed and that we should merely think of
the magnitude of the problem wondering what the future will bring forth.
The statement made by the Prime Minister of China yesterday in Nepal,
that he regarded the Prime Minister's statement in the Lok Sabha as
distressing, seems surprising. He has virtually charged the Prime Minister
of India with not having dared to say to his face what he said to
Parliament behind his back. But it is rather surprising to me that the
Chinese Prime Minister should not idealise that the whole country thinks
that China has been guilty of aggression, that it is following a policy of
expansionism, and that every country that has the power to do it mu t
resist this policy to the best of its ability. The sooner China understands
this fact, the better. India has not put forward its powers of resistance,
but when it does so, I am sure it will make China realise that the game of
power politics cannot be played as easily as it does. Sir, I agree with my
hon. friend, Shri Ganga Sharan Sinha, that this is the time when we must
all put forth our best efforts in order to preserve the integrity of India. But
even on this occasion I find it difficult to pass over two important
questions that arise in our mind whenever we consider this problem.
These questions are, how has the present situation arisen, and who is
responsible for it. The Prime Minister has never answered these
questions; in fact he has tried to evade them. But he must answer them;
it is his duty to the country to answer these questions satisfactorily. I do
not want to be unfair to him. In all my dealings with him I have treated
him with the highest respect, and I realise the great part that he played in
the struggle of our country for its freedom, but I regard it as a duty to

truth to say that the present situation has arisen because of the
determined refusal of the Government of India to take note of the
realities of the situation, and it is still more painful for me to say that the
person responsible for this failure is the very person who played a
glorious part in the struggle for Indian freedom. He was so keen on
promoting the cause of peace-s-every other thing seemed to him to be of
so little consequence in comparison with it-that he forgot that he could
have a foreign policy only in proportion to his strength. We are really, Sir,
paying the penalty of having treated the rights of Tibet rather lightly both
in 1950 and in 1954 when we entered into the Panchsheel treaty with
China. Now, Sir, we all have to think-whatever the reasons that might
have led to the present situation-what is to be done in order to
strengthen the country. In the first place, Sir, I feel that we must take all
possible measures to strengthen the capacity of the country for its
defence. We have come face to face with a situation where we can no
longer neglect, our responsibility for the maintenance of the integrity of
Indian territory. We should grudge no expenditure that may be required
to meet the present situation. Sir, I should be the last person to counsel
the country to plunge lightheartedly or blindly into war, but surely the
policy of the Prime Minister, by whatever name he may call it,
Panchsheel, or a policy of non-alignment or any other name, does not
prevent the country from making itself powerful enough to prevent any
encroachment on its territory. Surely, Sir, to make adequate
arrangements for our own defence is not to adopt a policy of aggression.
We owe it to ourselves that we should not be dependent, for the
maintenance of our integrity, on the kindness of any other power, but we
have, I am sorry to say, so far relied on the goodwill of our great
neighbour to maintain the integrity of the country. In this respect again I
feel that I have a very painful duty to discharge. If the Prime Minister
wants to assure the country that he is taking adequate measures to
strengthen its power to defend its interests, he will have to change his
Defence Minister. I have nothing personal, not a word to urge, on

personal grounds, against Shri Krishna Menon. I know his capacity for
hard work and his ability. But we all know that the country, generally
speaking, has no confidence in him. I doubt whether the Congress Party
has much confidence in him.
Shri Satyacharan:166 No, no, that is not a fact.
Dr. H.N. Kunzru: During the First World War Mr. Asquith asked Lord
Haldane who had made a very successful Minister of Defence to leave the
Cabinet, notwithstanding his friendship with Lord Haldane, simply because
England had no confidence in Lord Haldane. Surely we are not doing the
Prime Minister any injustice, or Shri Krishna Menon any injustice, if we
ask the Prime Minister to follow the same policy.
Just one word more and I have done.
Sir, another aspect of the policy that I have urged on this House and
on the Prime Minister is that we should strengthen the ties of friendship
between ourselves and other countries, and we should particularly think
of our neighbours. One of the most important of our neighbours is
Pakistan. There are differences. There have been rather serious
differences between us and Pakistan for some time, but it seems that
many of them are going to be resolved. Some of them have been
resolved and it seems that some other differences are going to be
resolved in the near future. Now, is it not possible for us, Sir, to try and
see whether Indo-Pakistan relations cannot be so improved that we may
not be compelled to waste our strength in, what I may call, internecine
quarrels? The Chinese policy of expansion affects both India and Pakistan
and it is to the interest of both the countries that they should come to
some agreement among themselves so that they may use their power not
to fight one another but to protect their own countries and thus help one
another.
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[Translation begins:
Shri Gopikrishna Vijayvargiya:167 Mr Chairman, I cannot effectively
counter such able people like Dr Kunzru or Ganga Sharan Sinhaji. But I do
not think that the matter that they have expressed fears about and
described the situation in the country as being very serious is taken any
less seriously by the Congress or our Prime Minister. The situation in the
country is indeed serious. Those who have heard his speeches in various
assemblies and gatherings can state that he does consider the situation in
the country as being extremely serious. He has said that even if our
relations with China do improve, we will have to remain vigilant for the
next quarter of a century because what had been a border issue so far
has changed. The border has become a live issue. And we have to be
extremely vigilant even if relations between India and China improve. So I
do not think we need to express doubts about this matter and I feel that
the nation is safe in our Prime Minister's hands.
The second thing that I wish to say is that when past mistakes are
being pointed out, whom could we have turned to for help in the matter
of Tibet? It would have been like pulling chestnuts out of the fire to take
on someone else's battle when Tibet had thrown down their arms even
before we had the 1954 Agreement. The Dalai Lama had signed a
document in 1951 and surrendered. So, let me point out to you that when
the Dalai Lama did not have the courage to stand up for Tibet and he was
ready to sign an agreement with China after which he ran away to India
asking for our help. What could we do in these circumstances? Therefore I
wish to point out that to say that our leaders made a mistake would not
be right. There is no doubt about it that in all the speeches made here by
Members on this issue it has been clearly said that everyone is with the
Prime Minister. Nobody has said that the policy of non-alignment is
wrong. It is a good thing that the nation is prepared to stand up as one in
this grave hour. Therefore let no one think that the country is in danger
167

See fn 172 in this section.

or that the Congress does not regard it as such.
I would like to say that we understand the seriousness of the situation
and we have to prepare ourselves in accordance with the demands of the
time. As the Prime Minister has said, we should develop the country
industrially so that we can face any danger that may arise in the future
from a position of strength, and confront China firmly. The Communiqué
which has been tabled just now has certainly given China some time. But
so have we got the time. If you look at all the analyses in the newspapers
you will find that all of them point out that China had wanted to make us
accept their control over Ladakh, but our Prime Minister has not conceded
that. They wanted us to acceede control over NEFA which also our Prime
Minister has not accepted. He has stood firm against China's demands.
China was very keen to bargain with us so that if we accepted their
demand the matter would be resolved. But we could not have accepted
this and we did not. So it is clear that China's demands have been
rejected very firmly. And from what Chou En-lai has said in Kathmandu,
you can gauge that he has not gone away satisfied about this issue, and
nor does this show any weakness on the part of our Prime Minister.
I would like to point out that at the moment the country faces two
kinds of danger. One could arise from the Red party which wants to drag
us into one camp. But at the same time another Party with a blue flag has
arisen which wants to drag us into yet another camp. Therefore we need
to ignore both the red and the blue flags and go with the national flag. We
must build a strong nation in the time that we have got now, build roads,
get helicopters, and do this and that. I also feel that we should certainly
not take any steps to rid ourselves of an enemy by which we get into the
clutches of yet another enemy. Jaichand made a mistake, so did Mir
Qasim. Therefore we have no necessity to invite the armies of external
powers. Therefore I would like to say that we should avoid both the red
and the blue flags and support the Prime Minister of our country.
Translation ends]

Shri P. Ramamurti:168 Mr. Chairman, this House has already discussed a
number of times this whole question. Just now I believe our discussion is
confined to the limited question of the talks between the two Prime
Ministers which took place recently and the Joint Communiqué that has
been issued as a result of that. We have been one of those people who
have been asking for a meeting of the two Prime Ministers because we
felt that some good would come out of that although we also did not think
that immediately as a result of the meeting a final solution to this
problem could have been found. But we felt, Sir, that the very meeting
would be good in itself, it would lead to a greater understanding of the
view-points of both the peoples.
It is also necessary to have that understanding because you cannot
find a solution of the problem by not trying to understand the viewpoint of
the other party. That is why we have been urging this, and I am glad, Sir,
that the Prime Minister who, despite the tremendous opposition of a
number of people inside this House as well as in the country, did feel that
it would be a good thing to meet, extended the invitation, and as a result
of the forty-one hours of talk that has taken place between the two Prime
Ministers, we are glad-he also feels so-that the meeting has been good in
itself.
But apart from other things, as the Communiqué itself says, it is
certainly regrettable that it has not led to a solution of the problem; the
basic problem remains, as the Prime Minister has stated. But nonetheless,
what is the result of the talk, quite apart from our understanding each
other? What did the understanding of each other lead to? That is summed
up in the Communiqué itself. It says:"The two Prime Ministers, therefore, agreed that officials of the two sides
should meet and examine, check and study the factual material relevant
to the boundary question and submit a report to the governments of the
two countries."
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Why did this become necessary? This has become necessary, as the
Prime Minister had stated some time back in the other House, I believe
because despite their efforts to find a solution of this problem, they came
across a mountain of different sets of facts, and out of this different sets
of facts two different conclusions could be drawn. That is why they could
not very easily find a solution to the problem. Therefore, when they were
faced with that situation, it is very right that our Prime Minister should
have agreed to examine these problems jointly, these set of facts jointly,
and tried to see if a common understanding with regard to these two sets
of facts could be arrived at. After all, what is wrong in making that
attempt? After all, when somebody puts forward one set of facts and says
that these are the correct facts, certainly it is up to us, as a very
reasonable people, it is very necessary for our Government also to offer
to examine those facts jointly and say that their facts are wrong and try
to disprove those facts. If we are convinced that some of our facts are not
absolutely correct, we say that we are willing to stand corrected. That is
the position. It is a recognition of that spirit. Therefore it is 6 p.m. that
the officials of the two Governments are going to meet and just because
of this, that is also a recognition and we have to see that this problem is
discussed without passion because of the great issues that are involved in
it. The great issues are fundamentally the facts. The most important issue
is the fundamental fact that China and India are two great neighbours
which are going to live as neighbours for a millennium. Therefore it is
absolutely essential that some method must be found, whatever might be
the differences that might arise, and efforts must always be made to see
that those differences are resolved so that we can live as great
neighbours. That fundamental issue is not only facing our two countries
but it is the fundamental issue of the entire humanity. Therefore in order
to settle these problems, pending the examination of these two sets of
facts, as the Joint Communiqué has rightly stated, the two Governments
should avoid any border clashes. Why? Because If any border clash or
some such thing happens, from whatever source it might be, immediately

it will vitiate the atmosphere and prevent a dispassionate view of the
question or examination of the whole question. Therefore it is stated that
pending that, this should also be done. Therefore I should think that the
entire spirit of that Communiqué should be supported by the House not
only here but as you yourself said in the House a few minutes ago, we
should look at this whole problem without further worsening the situation.
On that basis everyone of us should try to see that not only in this House
but in the entire country we do not rouse passions but on the other hand
try to see that the entire spirit of this Communiqué is carried out
throughout the country by all the people who have the good interests of
our country at heart.
Shri P.L. Kureel Talib:169 Sir, I am representing the Socialist Party in this
House and I am withdrawing for not having been given the time to speak.
I represent a recognised political party and wanted only five minutes and
I have not been given. So, as a protest, I am withdrawing.
(The hon. Member then left the Chamber)
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: Mr. Chairman, the brief discussion we have had
here has ranged over a wide field, not going deeply into any particular
aspect of it. The motion that I made was about this joint Communiqué.
Some reference was no doubt made to it but generally the subject has
been dealt with from the point of view of the past. Whose fault it was that
this has arisen and what steps should be taken to remedy it? That is right
and I am not complaining.
Now there are two or three factual matters that I would refer to.
Reference has been made to a new road. This new road, according to our
information, had been built there, probably sometime last year, early last
year, as about the middle of last year. Shri Ganga Sharan Sinha asked:
"How was it built there? How did we allow it to be built?" The road was
built in the area which had at some time previously been occupied by the
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Chinese. It was ever since last year, in the beginning of last year and
maybe, even earlier. That area was occupied by the Chinese forces and
they have built that road there. There is a reference to this road which is
west of the Aksai Chin road, in some of the papers and In our White
Paper. There is reference to it in Mr. Karam Singh's evidence in the White
Paper. I referred to this and I drew the attention of Premier Chou En-lai
also to the building of this new road. He did not seem to be fully aware of
what had been done there. So he could not enlighten me about it.
Then there has been the question of what Premier Chou En-lai has said
at Kathmandu. He has made a complaint that some things that I said
were unfriendly. Also, he said, I think in his press conference in Delhi,
that I had not used the word "aggression" or described the Chinese action
as one of aggression. I am not quite sure in my mind whether I used that
word or not and it is quite possible that I did not use the word because
the whole discussion was about the Chinese forces having entered the
Indian Territory. We were discussing it in great detail. At least we were
putting each other's cases to each other and the whole case was that they
had entered our territory and therefore committed an aggression,
according to us. Whether I used the word "aggression" or not I have no
recollection but the whole purport of the argument was that aggression
had been committed and that it should be vacated. Perhaps Premier Chou
En- lai has placed his case before the public in the course of a long press
conference held here but briefly if I may recapitulate it, it was this, that in
both the western and the eastern sectors, both these areas have long
been under the Chinese or Tibetan jurisdiction the eastern sector under
Tibetan or a part of it, a relatively small part under Tibetan and a large
part under Sinkiang's jurisdiction. This had occurred in regard to the
western sector for about 200 years. Now, according to us, as the House
knows, our case was that both these areas have long been under Indian
jurisdiction so that there was a basic and fundamental difference in the
actual approach and either both our facts were wrong-both could not be
right-or one of them was wrong and inevitably, therefore, we were led to

this, that the facts should be more thoroughly examined. There was no
other way except breaking off and not having any further contact which
would have been undesirable. We did not and we do not expect some
wonderful solution to emerge out of this examination of the facts.
Nevertheless, we thought that this process must be gone through it
should be gone through and that it might help to some slight extent. I do
think that premier Chou En- lai's coming here did help in bringing a part
of his mind before us, as perhaps it helped him to understand what our
Government and our people were thinking, so that the whole discussion
turned rather on facts. It was no good my going on telling him to vacate
the aggression, which I did in a different language, when he was telling
me: "Vacate the aggression; you are in our territory." It is an
extraordinary or rather a comic situation, factually I mean. You cannot
carry on an argument this way, his telling me this and my telling him the
exact reverse of it all the time. So we had to necessarily discuss facts so
far as this was concerned. He gave me some facts, according to him, and
I gave him a good many of our facts. I tried to have a fuller examination
from the official basis but he said that he had not brought many of their
records. How was one to prove factually the jurisdiction of a country or
the administration of a country? It is an extraordinarily difficult thing
where you are dealing with a country where people do not live or hardly
live or are very few. Maps, rival maps are produced. Historical records,
rival historical records are produced. I am not at the moment balancing
them, because I am convinced that with regard to these matters the
evidence that we have in our possession is very good and our case is a
very strong one. I have no doubt about it. I am merely placing before the
House how difficult it is to deal with this question when exactly contrary
sets of facts are produced. That was the difficulty. It appeared that so far
as the original Aksai Chin road was concerned, it was an old caravan
route, hundreds and hundreds of years old. This has always been used as
a caravan route by people going from Sinkiang to Tibet. This and the
nearby route were used by the Chinese forces, probably in 1951, or may

be 1952. That is to say, soon after the Chinese Government came to
Tibet, soon after that they used that road, the caravan road; it was not a
road proper but they used it for bringing materials, supplies, forces etc.
Later, three or four years later, they built some kind of a road there,
probably in 1957 or 1958. Now, in the last eighteen months more or less,
less perhaps according to our information and our belief they occupied a
number of other places in the Ladakh area, apart from the Aksai Chin
area. And later, about the middle of last year, they built the other road in
the area controlled by them. It was not obviously possible for us to stop
the building of that road, because they controlled that area. Either we
control it by pushing them out or we cannot prevent their building that
road. That is the position.
Now, the broad approach to this question can be one of attempts at
finding some way to settle it, or war. Even if ultimately one is driven to
conflict, one makes these attempts and at the same time one has to
prepare on self and one's country to face any emergency that might arise.
These are the broad principles which anyone would agree to. One may
differ about the detailed implementation of those principles. We are trying
to follow those lines and even from that point of View, this examination
by officials in helpful, from our point of view.
The hon. Member, Dr. Kunzru, referred to various things. He referred
to what I stated, I think, and to the failure to find out what China claims
to be her boundary. That has been our attempt. Even in the
correspondence published in the White Paper, we asked them repeatedly
what was the precise boundary. Of course, they showed the boundary.
They showed it in their maps. They showed It m some descriptions. But
we wanted to know the precise boundary, just as we gave them our
precise boundary in terms of latitudes and longitudes and exact points.
They had not done it. They did not do so when the officials met here
either. In fact they made that a reason for determining the boundary
precisely. They said it had not been determined precisely. It has not been
demarcated and therefore we should sit down and demarcate it. Our reply

has always been that while it is true that is not demarcated on the
ground, it has been delimited precisely enough in maps, records etc. and
it is not possible to demarcate it over certain areas at all, physically.
Anyhow, their present position was: Let us demarcate it. And they defined
their boundary in the western sector as going from the Karakoram Range
down south to the Kongka Pass. But that is not the major watershed.
There are two watersheds there, the major one which we claim to be the
real boundary and the minor one on the west of it, or from the Karakoram
Range down south to the Kongka Pass. Therefore, partly they indicated
their boundary, not precisely and the one they indicated was, according to
us, the wrong place, going much to the west of the real boundary.
Then Dr. Kunzru referred to and asked how the present situation had
arisen and who was responsible. That is rather a difficult question for me
to answer. Maybe he is right, not so much, I think, as to how the situation
has arisen because it has arisen due to numerous factors with which we
have nothing to do, but we might say that we might have been wise
enough to foresee and to predict what had happened and prepared for it.
Possibly he is right. It is rather difficult for me to say. Maybe I am not a
very good judge of my own actions. It is difficult to judge one's own
actions and one's own mind. But I would like him to appreciate that the
things that have happened have been on a rather major world scale.
Whether they happened near our border or elsewhere the changes that
were taking place during the last ten years or more have been
tremendous changes, and anything that we might have done really would
have been on a relatively small scale even, if I may say so, if we had
greater provision than we had. It is always easy to be wise after the
event. But let us consider it in the larger context, because something has
been happening in these years which is of tremendous historic
significance, and which we have to face, not now but in the future.
However, if the hon. Member thinks that we have been lax or careless,
well, I have no answer to that. He may have adequate reasons for
thinking so. He spoke of the determined refusal of the Government of

India to take note of realities. I don't quite know what he refers to by
that.
Dr. H.N. Kunzru: What I referred to was this. It is my impression and my
belief that the Government of India or rather-let me be frank and say- the
Prime Minister, because no other person is concerned with foreign policy,
almost resented when a statement was made here saying that China was
increasing its military strength and this might prove unfavourable to
India. This is what I meant.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I think there Dr. Kunzru is not at all right. What I
said at that time and in what context, I have no recollection. But ever
since the Chinese Revolution, every person at all acquainted with the
position knew of China's growing strength and repeatedly we had
discussed this matter amongst ourselves, not now but ten years ago. We
might have misjudged something, but the major fact was not at all hidden
from us, and it was repeatedly discussed as to what steps should be taken
and what should not be taken.
Then the hon. Member said something about the foreign policy being
proportional to our strength. That, of course, is a statement with which
nobody can disagree. It should be. But what exactly is the foreign policy
we have followed which is outside our strength is not clear to me.
In any policy that you follow, in so far as it depends on the strength of
other countries, naturally the question arises against what country, how
many countries. No country today is strong enough to follow a foreign
policy of its liking, not even the great countries, the United States of
America and the Soviet Union. Even they cannot follow it completely
because of the amazing forces at work in the world today.
Then he referred to something, to non-alignment and Panchsheel
perhaps indicating that that was where our foreign policy went ahead of
our strength. Well, I think that Panchsheel and non-alignment are
principles which fit in with every country's strength I would not say every

country; perhaps there may be some which it does not-but certainly and
oddly enough, all or most of the opponents of this policy, the foreign
countries which criticise it, almost all admit the rightness of the policy for
us in the past and the rightness for the present. These are critics. I am
not talking about those who approve of it.
Dr. H.N. Kunzru: Will the Prime Minister allow me to say one thing? Have
a policy of Panchsheel but must also see that peace reigns on your
borders and that depends on your strength. That is what I meant by
saying what I had said.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: That is perfectly true. Panchsheel has nothing to
do, if I may say so, with countries misbehaving or invading or committing
aggression. If you have a law and if a man commits murder, well it is
murder. It does not mean that the law is bad. I do not see this mixing up.
Panchsheel does not mean that we should leave our borders weak. That is
not the meaning. Our borders should be strong and a country should be
strong. Panchsheel is a code of conduct, a code of behaviour between
countries. It is a right code. If a country does not follow it, well it
misbehaves and should suffer for its misbehaviour. That is a different
thing. The charge is that we did not have our borders adequately
strengthened or defended. That is rather difficult to go into but it is not
particularly an easy matter to defend them m the sense that it should
have been defended to prevent this. In fact, it is an amazingly difficult
matter. In fact, it was an impossible matter in these areas. It might be
possible that something might have been done, a little here and there but
if you just analyses the position, the factual position of where our borders
are how one reaches those borders how one sends supplies to those
borders, you will understand. It is an impossible position in many ways.
Of course, "impossible" may be a strong word. We may have diverted all
the energies of the nation in those days to building those roads but even
then it would have taken several years, sending supplies there and all

that, I cannot say. A little more might have been done but even that
would have been inadequate purely from the military point of view, I
think, to defend against any person if he wants to push in. That is to say,
it required time to do so. I do not think it is an impossible thing to be
done but it required time and behind that time was required something
which any country requires and must have industrial development. It is
not a question of a resolution passed at a public meeting or feelings. A
country is strong only in the measure of its industrial development;
nothing else can make it stronger. We tried to concentrate on industrial
development, as we are still trying, because that was our very basis;
otherwise, with all the will in the world, we cannot defend. Why is China
supposed to be strong? It is because she has tried to develop herself
industrially in the last ten years by ways which we cannot and do not wish
to adopt but this raising of our strength does not mean our sending
platoons, battalions and companies to far comers of the border region
with which people can defend that area. However, it is probable and I am
prepared to admit Dr. Kunzru's statement that we might have done more
if we had concentrated on that particular thing.
Lastly, Sir, Dr. Kunzru referred to his opinion that the Defence Minister
should be changed because the country generally speaking has no
confidence in him. Well, if the country has no confidence in him,
presumably it has no confidence in me and the Prime Minister should
change because in the kind of Government that we have, it is the Prime
Minister's responsibility to choose his colleague and nobody else's. If the
Prime Minister's policy is not approved, it is right.
Shri Ganga Sharan Sinha: I think one thing has not been put on proper
lines. People may have confidence in the Prime Minister but they may not
have confidence in his choice of some person. That does not involve any
question of confidence in the Prime Minister.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: I am sorry I do not agree with the hon. Member's
idea of Parliamentary Government. In the Parliamentary Government of

the kind we have, it is the Prime Minister who is responsible for his
colleagues and nobody else, and if his policy is disapproved, then the
Prime Minister should go.
Shri Rajendra Pratap Sinha:170 We also know that there are Parliamentary
conventions which we usually follow in this country.
Mr. Chairman: Sit down.
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: The hon. Member may perhaps know that better
than I do but I know of no such convention. In fact, I do know of
conventions which are exactly contrary to this.
Shri Jaswant Singh: What about the case of Lord Haldane quoted by Dr.
Kunzru?
Shri Jawaharlal Nehru: The hon. Member quoted the example of Lord
Haldane in the First World War. It is an unfortunate example that he
quoted because apart from the various factors it was felt that that was a
wrong step that the Government took. It was recognised subsequently
that that was a most unfortunate step that the British Government took.
However, these examples do not help this way or that way. I do not
accept the Statement that the country desires a change, because a
newspaper says so, because some people say so. How is one to judge, I
should like to know. After all, the responsibility is mine and I am the
judge, and when I feel that way, I go.
That is all, Sir, I have to say in the limited time you have been pleased
to give me.
Mr. Chairman: The discussion is over.
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45. W. Averell Harriman to Nehru171
May 18, 1960
Many thanks for your letter of April 26.172 It was good of you with all your
preoccupations to mention my problem to the Chinese Ambassador.173 I
am sure it will carry weight, but what the Chinese Government's policy
towards Americans is just now is anybody's guess.
I am deeply distressed that an agreement could not be reached on the
boundary question. Unhappily, it indicates an aggressive attitude on the
part of Peking.
As I write this, news comes over the air of Khrushchev's violent press
conference in Paris.174 The further threats about a separate peace with
East Germany are disquieting. I am torn between deep indignation and
resentment against him, and unhappiness that President Eisenhower took
upon himself responsibility for the U-2, particularly when Khrushchev first
stated that he was sure the President was not involved. In addition, I
would have wished that the President had stated publicly at once, rather
than awaiting the opening of the Conference, that he had given
instructions that no further similar flights should be undertaken. It seems
to me that this gave the Neo-Stalinists still lurking in the Kremlin-plus
pressure from Peking-an opportunity to carry the day for a return to
tough policies.
Nothing excuses Khrushchev's behavior in torpedoing the Conference
in the way he did. Democrats as well as Republicans are standing firmly
behind the President in this crisis, and it is gratifying that our friends
around the world are corning to our support.
I only wish I could exchange views with you on what is going on in the
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Kremlin, and how the future should be dealt with.
A. Harriman

