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A Declaration

We do not fight against any creed, any religion.

We do not fight against any form of government.

We do not fight against any social class.

We do not fight against any nation or civilisation.

We are fighting division, unconsciousness,
ignorance, inertia and falsehood.

We are endeavouring to establish upon earth union,
knowledge, consciousness, Truth, and we fight
whatever opposes the advent of this new creation of

Light, Peace, Truth and Love.

- The Mother

(Collected works of the Mother 13, p. 124-25)



The Resurgent India April 201566666

TTTTTHEHEHEHEHE H H H H HISTORYISTORYISTORYISTORYISTORY     OFOFOFOFOF S S S S SINOINOINOINOINO-IIIIINDIANNDIANNDIANNDIANNDIAN R R R R RELATIONSELATIONSELATIONSELATIONSELATIONS     ANDANDANDANDAND     THETHETHETHETHE

BBBBBORDERORDERORDERORDERORDER D D D D DISPUTEISPUTEISPUTEISPUTEISPUTE B B B B BETWEENETWEENETWEENETWEENETWEEN     THETHETHETHETHE T T T T TWOWOWOWOWO C C C C COUNTRIESOUNTRIESOUNTRIESOUNTRIESOUNTRIES (6) (6) (6) (6) (6)

III. TIII. TIII. TIII. TIII. THEHEHEHEHE P P P P POSTOSTOSTOSTOST-IIIIINDEPENDENCENDEPENDENCENDEPENDENCENDEPENDENCENDEPENDENCE R R R R RELATIONSELATIONSELATIONSELATIONSELATIONS B B B B BETWEENETWEENETWEENETWEENETWEEN I I I I INDIANDIANDIANDIANDIA

ANDANDANDANDAND C C C C CHINAHINAHINAHINAHINA     FROMFROMFROMFROMFROM 1947  1947  1947  1947  1947 TOTOTOTOTO     THETHETHETHETHE P P P P PRESENTRESENTRESENTRESENTRESENT

A. The Period from 1947 to 1954A. The Period from 1947 to 1954A. The Period from 1947 to 1954A. The Period from 1947 to 1954A. The Period from 1947 to 1954

B. The Period from 1955 to 1961B. The Period from 1955 to 1961B. The Period from 1955 to 1961B. The Period from 1955 to 1961B. The Period from 1955 to 1961

An Overview of the PeriodAn Overview of the PeriodAn Overview of the PeriodAn Overview of the PeriodAn Overview of the Period

During the early nineteen-fifties – the period marked by an
increasing Chinese military superiority over India – both countries
were friendly and cordial to each other and the Chinese did not
want to disturb this because they found in Nehru an important
champion of their case in international forums and thus a great help
in their control of Tibet. Therefore, they deliberately chose to be
vague about the border issues with India, a discussion of which,
they felt, might come in the way of their cozy relations with her.
They avoided putting out any territorial claims either in writing or
orally. When they did so, it was done only on the basis of their printed
maps. Thus, the Chinese claim in the Eastern Sector appeared only
as a line on their maps dipping at points about 100 miles south of
the McMahon Line. Chou En-Lai in his talks with Nehru in 1954 and
1956 treated the Chinese maps not as representing Chinese “claims”
but as old maps handed down from previous mainland regimes which
had “not yet” been corrected – thus cleverly avoiding anything that
may create unpleasantness in warm relations between the two
countries. The period of cooling in warm Sino-Indian relations began
in 1958 when the border issue surfaced for the first time due to
serious differences over the ownership of the Aksai Chin plain where
the Chinese had completed the construction of a highway by the
end of 1957.

The Aksai Chin plain was crucially important to China at that
time as it provided the only link from the west between China
(Sinkiang) and Tibet over which they were still in the process of
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securing full control. To agree to give it back was viewed by them as
a major defeat and humiliation, especially when, according to them,
the border had never been officially demarcated and in their
unsuccessful efforts to do so the British had officially proposed to
China a line – called McDonald Cartier Line – in 1899 which clearly
put the Aksai Chin plain on their side. Also, the Chinese may have
felt, not unreasonably, that just as Indian forces had gradually moved
up into NEFA in the early 1950s and established their military
presence in the area belonging, according to them, to Tibet, they
could also be with equal justification move gradually into the Aksai
Chin area to establish their military presence there. As a quid-pro-
quo Chou En-Lai had urged Indian leaders during 1959 and 1960-
61 to accept the Chinese claims (an area of about 30,000 square
kilometers) in the Western Sector in exchange for their (the Chinese)
acceptance of the Indian position (an area of approximately 90,000
square kilometers) in the Eastern Sector. Not only this, but – as
both sides agreed – the quality of the land in NEFA was much better
than that of the Aksai Chin which was of practically no economic
or strategic value to India. From his utterances in public and the
Parliament, Nehru, by the end of 1959, seemed to be preparing
the Indian people for the exchange of Aksai Chin to China for Indian
ownership of NEFA, but this was prevented because of the strong
opposition from some prominent leaders in the “Opposition” and
even within his own Congress Party.

From the available Chinese records of the period it is clear
that the then top Chinese leadership valued highly the traditional
warm historical relations of their country with India extending over
a period of at least two millenniums and did not want to spoil
them if at all possible. Besides this, in their eyes, Nehru enjoyed a
very high position among the “Third World” countries, whose
opinion the Chinese could not afford to neglect. Not only all this,
even within their own communist movement, the Chinese leaders
were warned by Khrushchev and the Indian communist leaders
about the grave risks involved in pushing (by their policies) Nehru
over the edge into the so called “Imperialist Camp” of the U.S. and
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its allies. The Chinese tried very hard, particularly after the
unfortunate border clashes of late 1959 which brought them bad
name, to arrive at some kind of peaceful accommodation with India
on the border problem. To demonstrate in the eyes of the neutral
world their earnestness and flexibility on border disputes with their
neighbours they speedily signed agreements with Burma, Nepal,
Mongolia and initiated negotiations with Pakistan – even accepting
less favorable terms.

The enormous pressure of the Indian public opinion
expressed through the Press and the Opposition in Parliament
and felt not just by some senior leaders in the Congress Party but
also by the bureaucracy in the MEA and the Army made it virtually
impossible for Nehru to adopt a flexible attitude in his
negotiations with the Chinese during the years 1960 and 1961.
The public pressure at that juncture was not illegitimate given the
inaccurate and one-sided information that people had about the
whole issue of the validity of Indian claims vis-à-vis those of the
Chinese in the Eastern and Western Sectors. Having made public
the contents of his September 26, 1959 letter to Chou and later
on, the official report of the border talks between the officials of
the two countries during the latter half of 1960, Nehru found
himself locked into a situation from which he could not have gotten
out except by frankly admitting before his people the truth about
the 1899 proposal of the British to the Chinese and the unilateral
change of Indian maps in July 1954. Nehru found himself unable,
psychologically, to take this later stand, for, he could not have
foreseen what was in store for him and his beloved people if he
followed the course he found himself impelled to follow under
the then prevailing circumstances. Much less could he have
foreseen how the second course – more transparent and wiser –
would have favourably altered the whole course of national
happenings during the 1960s and thereafter. However, as things
stood, in the latter half of 1961, a most unreasonable and foolish
– being based on a gross miscalculation of Indian defence
preparedness vis-à-vis that of the Chinese – Forward Policy was
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pursued by the Indian government which led to the humiliating
defeat of 1962.

(i) The Period from 1955 to 1958: The Years of Panchsheel(i) The Period from 1955 to 1958: The Years of Panchsheel(i) The Period from 1955 to 1958: The Years of Panchsheel(i) The Period from 1955 to 1958: The Years of Panchsheel(i) The Period from 1955 to 1958: The Years of Panchsheel
Euphoria to the Beginning of the Cooling in Mutual RelationsEuphoria to the Beginning of the Cooling in Mutual RelationsEuphoria to the Beginning of the Cooling in Mutual RelationsEuphoria to the Beginning of the Cooling in Mutual RelationsEuphoria to the Beginning of the Cooling in Mutual Relations

(a) The Bandung Conference(a) The Bandung Conference(a) The Bandung Conference(a) The Bandung Conference(a) The Bandung Conference

In the year 1955 the euphoria of “Hindi-Chini Bhai-Bhai”
continued unabated. After his return from China in November, 1954,
Nehru started making preparations for the forthcoming Bandung
Conference to be held in Bandung, Indonesia. This first large-scale
Afro-Asian Conference was a meeting of Asian and African states,
most of which were newly independent. It was sponsored by
Indonesia, Burma, Pakistan, Ceylon and India and took place during
the week of April 18-24, 1955. Having just returned from his China
visit, Nehru’s enthusiasm for China was again exhibited at this
Conference when he became the main sponsorer of Chou En-Lai to
this conference in spite of reservations from some countries.

(b) The Aksai Chin Road(b) The Aksai Chin Road(b) The Aksai Chin Road(b) The Aksai Chin Road(b) The Aksai Chin Road

“The Official Report of 1962 War states: ‘The Preliminary survey
work on the planned Tibet-Sinkiang road having been completed by
mid-1950’s, China started constructing motorable road in summer
1955. The highway ran over 160 km across the Aksai Chin region of
north-east Ladakh. It was completed in the second half of 1957.
Arterial roads connecting the highway with Tibet were also laid. On
6 October 1957, the Sinkiang-Tibet road (Map 1) was formally opened
with a ceremony in Gartok and twelve trucks on a trial run from
Yarkand reached Gartok. In January 1958, the China News Agency
reported that the Sinkiang-Tibet highway had been opened two
months earlier and the road was being fully utilized.”1

The Government of India has never acknowledged that it had
information about this road as early as 1955. On October 6, 1957 a
Chinese newspaper Kuang-ming jih-pao reported the completion of
the Sinkiang-Tibet road – the highest highway in the world. It took
almost two more years for the news to become public when in August
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1959 Nehru informed the Indian Parliament that the Sinkiang-Tibet
highway was built through Ladakh.

“…it was not until April 1958 that Nehru decided to dispatch
two military reconnaissance patrols to determine the alignment and
check on Chinese military post locations in the Aksai Plain. Nehru’s
personal guidance to the patrols included the order to capture and
bring back to Leh any ‘small’ group of Chinese encountered and, if a
‘large’ force were encountered, to inform the Chinese troops that
they were in Indian territory and ‘ask them to leave’. The Indian
patrols started out in June; one was ‘detained’ by the Chinese on
the road in early September 1958. Peiping’s 3 November 1958 note
to New Delhi, which stated that the patrol members would be
released, insisted that both patrols had ‘clearly intruded into Chinese
territory’. The Indians took this statement as a formal claim to the
Aksai Plain, noting on 8 November that it is ‘now clear that the
Chinese Government also claims this area as their territory.’ Thus by
the time the full meaning of the Chinese gradual advance into the
Aksai Plain had been borne home to him, Nehru was confronted by
a military fait accompli: Chinese forces exercised actual control along
the road.”2

“Chinese claims in late 1958 regarding the Sinkiang-Tibet road
(and the territory which it traversed) and the capture of the Indian
patrol on the road did not lead immediately to general public
awareness of the border dispute or the embitterment of the Chou-
Nehru personal relationship. These claims did not breach in this
relationship but rather contributed to a gradual cooling of attitudes
already occurring. Signs that Chinese and Indian relations had begun
to cool appeared earlier in 1958, particularly when the Chinese in
summer postponed indefinitely Nehru’s proposed trip to Tibet and
in fall waited three weeks before granting visas to him and his party
to cross a small portion of Tibet – where they were subsequently
snubbed by the Chinese – on their way to Bhutan. Nehru, however,
still refrained from making public attacks on such Chinese actions –
including minor border incursions – which would stir up Indian
opinion and damage his relationship with Chou. Despite the formal
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protest (18 October 1958) to Peiping regarding the capture of the
Indian patrol on the road, Nehru was reliably reported at the time
anxious to keep this and other recent border incidents from public
knowledge.”3

The Nehru government officially complained to Beijing on 18
October in an Informal Note given to the Chinese Ambassador in New
Delhi on that day. The Note stated, “The attention of the Government
of India has been drawn to the fact that a motor road has been
constructed by the Government of the People’s Republic of China
across the eastern part of the Ladakh region of the Jammu Kashmir
States which is part of India. This road seems to form part of the
Chinese road known as Yehchang-Gartok or Sinkiang-Tibet highway,
the completion of which was announced in September, 1957.

The road enters Indian territory just east of Sarigh Jilgnang,
runs north-west to Amtogar and striking the western bank of the
Amtogar lake runs north-west through Yangpa, Khitai Dawan and
Haji Langer (See Map 1) which are all in indisputable Indian territory.
Near the Amtogar Lake several branch tracks have also been made
motorable….”4

The Note continued and went on to accuse that the Chinese
officials, workers and travellers used the road to enter Indian territory
without proper travel documents and visas. “In conclusion, the Note
stated: ‘the Government of India are anxious to settle these petty
frontier disputes so that the friendly relations between the two
countries may not suffer. The Government of India would therefore
be glad for an early reply from the Chinese Government.’”5

(c) The Euphoria Years in Sino-Indian Relations: The(c) The Euphoria Years in Sino-Indian Relations: The(c) The Euphoria Years in Sino-Indian Relations: The(c) The Euphoria Years in Sino-Indian Relations: The(c) The Euphoria Years in Sino-Indian Relations: The
Years 1956-57Years 1956-57Years 1956-57Years 1956-57Years 1956-57

“Chou En-Lai visited India for the second time in November 28,
1956 on a goodwill mission. Besides discussing many international
issues with Nehru, he referred to the border between India and
China, and it was decided that while there were no dispute regarding
the border, there were certain petty problems which should be
settled amicably by the representatives of the two Governments. In
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an address to members of Indian Parliament on November 29, Chou
referred to the long unbroken record of Sino-Indian friendship for
several thousand years and hoped for the continuation of this
peaceful tradition in future. Chou surprised the crowd when he
ended his speech with the words ‘Hindi-Chini Bhai-Bhai’ and ‘Jai-
Hind’ (long live India).

In Calcutta during a press conference, when a reporter asked
Chou whether he would like to send a message or any proposal for
the US Government through Nehru who was about to visit the US.
Chou replied Prime Minister Nehru is a messenger of peace, no
matter where he goes, no matter whom he meets; he would discuss
matters concerning world peace. If Nehru happens to discuss the
problem of Sino-US relations with President Eisenhower, in that case
we are sure that he would raise the view that would be beneficial
for improving Sino-US relations.”6

“A  trade agreement signed between India and China in October
1954 was renewed in 1956. This agreement led to a steep rise in trade
between the two countries. The New China News Agency reported
that trade between India and China had increased steadily in the past
fifteen months. India’s exports to China had increased nine-fold while
imports from China had increased three and a half times over the
pre-agreement period. In 1956, Indian visitors to China included a
Parliamentary delegation, an agricultural delegation to take stock of
Chinese techniques, and another agricultural delegation to study
Chinese cooperatives. Military delegations were also exchanged.”7

“The Chinese Prime Minister Chou En-Lai after visiting the Soviet
Union, Poland, Hungary and Afghanistan yet again landed in New
Delhi on January 24, 1957. He held three hour long discussions with
Nehru. Though Chou informed the reporters that he had came to
India just to hold private discussions with Nehru, however, it is
obvious that issues such as increased unrest at the Sino-Indian
borders, the inclination shown by the Dalai Lama to stay on in India,
and to some extent to gauge the Indian reaction prior to his Nepal
visit were in his mind. Chou also drew India’s attention towards



The Resurgent India 1313131313 April 2015

Kalimpong that was being used by America and other countries as a
centre of espionage and sabotage against Tibet. Nehru expressed
sincerity and assured Chou En-Lai that the Dalai and Panchen would
return to Tibet through same route they had followed for their
journey to India. As regards activities of espionage in Kalimpong,
India would follow a cautious approach.

The Indian Vice President  S. Radhakrishnan visited China from
September 18 to 28, 1957. Both sides as usual harped on the issues
of ‘peaceful coexistence’ and ‘world peace’ at the time when real
trouble was brewing on the boundary. Mao in a banquet  held in the
honour of his Indian guest on September 19 spoke, ‘Our two people
are each building their own state and striving for world peace. For
the sake of these common goals, our two countries are carrying on
a close and friendly cooperation. The uniting together of one billion
people of China and India constitute a great force and is guarantee
for Asian and world peace’. Mao also thanked India for the support
it had extended to China on various international issues and
expressed no doubt about India assuming an ever-important role in
the world. Radhakrishnan on his part reiterated Indian position of
sponsoring China at every international forum by saying that without
any suggestion and guidance from China it would be difficult for us
to solve the problems concerning Asia. Contacts were also developed
between the two nations outside the pale of governmental
cooperation, at the cultural and commercial levels. There was a
steady flow of study teams, military missions and educational
delegations between the two countries. India-China Friendship
Associations were also established in both the countries to promote
better understanding and relations.”8

At the end of 1956, when Dalai Lama (and Panchen Lama) visited
India on the invitation of the Indian Government to participate in
the 2500th birth anniversary of Lord Buddha, he was invariably
accompanied everywhere by the Chinese officials which indicated
his strained relations with the Chinese. During his visit, the Dalai
Lama had expressed his wish not to return to the communist
dominated Tibet. The Chinese were not unaware of Dalai Lama’s



The Resurgent India April 20151414141414

unhappiness with them and, therefore, did not want him to visit
India. He was allowed to come to India mainly because of New Delhi’s
pressing the invitation to him and his pressing for the acceptance of
it. The November 1956 visit of Chou En-Lai was partly prompted by
China’s concern over Dalai Lama’s visit to India. It is reported that
the Chinese Prime Minister assured Nehru that the Chinese
Government would respect Tibet’s autonomy and Nehru conveyed
this assurance to Dalai Lama and persuaded him to return to Tibet.
Nehru also promised that he himself would visit Tibet after some
time. Side by side with all the above, some minor unpleasant
incidents and exchanges had started taking place on both sides of
the border between the two countries by the end of 1957.

(d) The Year 1958(d) The Year 1958(d) The Year 1958(d) The Year 1958(d) The Year 1958

In June 1958, the Chinese occupied Kurnak (Map 1) in Ladakh
by crossing into the Indian claimed territory and gradually established
their posts at Spanggur and Diagra. This led to exchange of notes
through diplomatic channels and the process was further quickened
with the publication in a Chinese magazine – China Pictorial – in July
1958 of a map which depicted a large area – about 130,000 square
kilometres – of India-claimed area mostly in Western and Eastern
Sectors, as Chinese territory. On August 21, 1958, the Indian
government delivered a protest note to the Counsellor of China on
this matter pointing out that sufficient time had elapsed by then for
the Chinese government to correct their old maps. When further
trouble brewed on the frontier, the Government of India delivered
a protest note to the Chinese ambassador in India on 18th October,
1958. China questioned India’s contention in a strongly worded note
of November 31st, 1958.

Further exchange of letters took place in November and
December 1958. Finally in his January 23rd, 1959 letter Chou En-Lai
repudiated Indian claim of settled traditional boundary and pointed
out to Nehru that Sino-Indian border had never been formally
delimited. This letter of Chou En-Lai for the first time brought it home
to Nehru that a border dispute did exist between India and China.
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Chou also questioned the legality of McMahon Line which he labelled
as the product of the expansionist British imperialism. However, all
this, concluded the Chinese Prime Minister, “absolutely should not
affect the development of Sino-Indian friendly relations”. Thus the
small border clashes beginning from mid and late fifties, especially
in the Western Sector of Ladakh where the Chinese had constructed
a road linking Sinkiang to Tibet across the Aksai Chin plateau and
the claims and counter claims in formal communications beginning
1958 set into motion a process of deterioration into Sino-Indian
relations which turned into open hostilities with an uprising in Tibet
and the flight of Dalai Lama to India in 1959 which unduly clouded
the view of the top Chinese leadership and led them to entertain an
entirely false view of Nehru’s motives who, even in changed
circumstances of 1959 – in which an entire sympathy with the
Tibetan case was witnessed in Indian media and people in general –
carefully struck to his earlier perception of India’s correct poise on
the Tibetan problem and, in our view, the events of past fifty years
have proved him right.

(ii) A crucial year in Sino(ii) A crucial year in Sino(ii) A crucial year in Sino(ii) A crucial year in Sino(ii) A crucial year in Sino-Indian Relations – the TibetanIndian Relations – the TibetanIndian Relations – the TibetanIndian Relations – the TibetanIndian Relations – the Tibetan
Uprising and the Souring of SinoUprising and the Souring of SinoUprising and the Souring of SinoUprising and the Souring of SinoUprising and the Souring of Sino-Indian RelationIndian RelationIndian RelationIndian RelationIndian Relation

(a) The Tibetan Uprising, The Flight of Dalai Lama to(a) The Tibetan Uprising, The Flight of Dalai Lama to(a) The Tibetan Uprising, The Flight of Dalai Lama to(a) The Tibetan Uprising, The Flight of Dalai Lama to(a) The Tibetan Uprising, The Flight of Dalai Lama to
India and the Pernicious misconception of the ChineseIndia and the Pernicious misconception of the ChineseIndia and the Pernicious misconception of the ChineseIndia and the Pernicious misconception of the ChineseIndia and the Pernicious misconception of the Chinese
Leadership About India’s Role in TibetLeadership About India’s Role in TibetLeadership About India’s Role in TibetLeadership About India’s Role in TibetLeadership About India’s Role in Tibet

In 1951, a seventeen point agreement between the People’s
Republic of China and representatives of the Dalai Lama was put into
effect. Socialist reforms in China such as redistribution of land which
were started in 1954 were delayed in Tibet proper. However,
eastern Kham and Amdo (western Sichuan and Qinghai provinces in
the Chinese administrative hierarchy) which were outside the
administration of the Tibetan government in Lhasa were treated
more like other Chinese provinces, with land redistribution
implemented in full force. The Khampas and nomads of Amdo
traditionally owned their own land. Due to this factor armed
resistance broke out in Amdo and eastern Kham in June 1956. By
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1957, Kham was in chaos. People’s Liberation Army reprisals against
Khampa resistance fighters such as the Chushi Gangdruk became
increasingly brutal.

Meanwhile, Lhasa continued to abide by the seventeen point
agreement and sent a delegation to Kham to quell the rebellion.
After speaking with the rebel leaders, the delegation instead joined
the rebellion. Kham leaders contacted the Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA), but the CIA under President Dwight D.
Eisenhower insisted it required an official request from Lhasa to
support the rebels. Lhasa did not act. Eventually, the CIA began to
provide covert support for the rebellion without a word from Lhasa.
By then the rebellion had spread to Lhasa which was filled with
refugees from Amdo and Kham. Opposition to the Chinese presence
in Tibet grew within the city of Lhasa.

On 1 March 1959, an unusual invitation to attend a theatrical
performance at the Chinese military headquarters outside Lhasa was
extended to the Dalai Lama. The Dalai Lama initially postponed the
meeting, but the date was eventually set for 10 March.

According to historian Tsering Shakya, the Chinese government
was pressuring the Dalai Lama to attend the National People’s
Congress in April 1959, in order to repair China’s image in relation
to the ethnic minorities after the Khampa’s rebellion. On 7 February
1959, a significant day on the Tibetan calendar, the Dalai Lama
attended a religious dance, after which the acting representative in
Tibet, Tan Guansan, offered the Dalai Lama a chance to see a
performance from a dance troupe native to Lhasa at the Norbulingka.
According to the Dalai Lama’s memoirs, the invitation came from
Chinese General Chiang Chin-wu, who proposed that the
performance be held at the Chinese military headquarters; the Dalai
Lama states that he agreed. The planned performance date of 10
March was only finalized 5 days beforehand, i.e. on 5 March. Neither
the Kashag (governing council of Tibet ) nor the Dalai Lama’s
bodyguards were informed of the Dalai Lama’s plans until Chinese
officials briefed them on 9 March, one day before the performance
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was scheduled, and insisted that they would handle the Dalai Lama’s
security. The Dalai Lama’s memoirs state that on 9 March the Chinese
told his chief bodyguard that they wanted the Dalai Lama’s excursion
to watch the production conducted in absolute secrecy and without
any armed Tibetan bodyguards. This seemed a strange request and
there was much discussion amongst the Dalai Lama’s advisors. Some
members of the Kashag got alarmed and concerned that the Dalai
Lama might be abducted, recalling a prophecy that told that the
Dalai Lama should not exit his palace.

On 10 March, several thousand Tibetans surrounded the Dalai
Lama’s palace to prevent him from leaving or being removed. The
huge crowd had gathered in response to a rumour that the Chinese
communists were planning to arrest the Dalai Lama when he will go
out to attend the cultural performance at the PLA’s headquarters. This
marked the beginning of the uprising in Lhasa, though Chinese forces
had skirmished with guerrillas outside the city in December of the
previous year. At first, the violence was directed at Tibetan officials
perceived not to have protected the Dalai Lama or to be pro-Chinese
and the attacks on Han Chinese started later.

On 12 March, protesters appeared in the streets of Lhasa
declaring Tibet’s independence. Barricades went up on the streets
of Lhasa, and Chinese and Tibetan rebel forces began to fortify
positions within and around Lhasa in preparation for the conflict.
Chinese and Tibetan troops continued moving into position over
the next several days, with Chinese artillery pieces being deployed
within range of the Dalai Lama’s summer palace, the Norbulingka.
On 15 March, preparations for the Dalai Lama’s evacuation from
the city were set in motion, with Tibetan troops being employed to
secure an escape route from Lhasa. On 17 March, two artillery shells
landed near the Dalai Lama’s palace, triggering his flight into exile.

The Dalai Lama crossed the border into India after a 14-day
journey on foot from the Tibetan capital, Lhasa, over the Himalayan
Mountains. There was no news of his safety or whereabouts since
he left Lhasa on 17 March with an entourage of 20 men, including
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six Cabinet ministers. The Dalai Lama had to cross the 500-yard wide
Brahmaputra river and endure the harsh climate and extreme heights
of the Himalayas, travelling at night to avoid the Chinese sentry
guards. He finally reached the Indian border at the Khenzimana Pass
on 29th March, 1959. The Tibetan leader sent two of his officials to
contact the Government of India and seek asylum for himself and
his party. Asylum was granted to Dalai Lama by the Indian
Government. The Dalai Lama was received by the Assam Rifles at
Chutangmu in the Tawang sector of Arunachal Pradesh (then NEFA)
on March 31, 1959 and became a refugee in India.

As Dalai Lama writes in his autobiography, Freedom in Exile,
that, “On arrival, I was greeted by my old liaison officer and
interpreter, Mr Menon and Sonam Topgyal Kazi respectively, one of
whom handed me a telegram from the Prime Minster: ‘My colleagues
and I welcome you and send greetings on your safe arrival in India.
We shall be happy to afford the necessary facilities to you, your family
and entourage to reside in India. The people of India, who hold you
in great veneration, will no doubt accord their traditional respect to
your personage. Kind regards to you. Nehru.’”9

 On April 3, 1959 Prime Minister Nehru officially confirmed in
the Lok Sabha that the Dalai Lama had crossed into Indian territory
on March 31st 1959 and announced that political asylum had been
granted to the Dalai at the latter’s request. On April 18, the Dalai
Lama made his first public appearance on Indian soil at Tezpur and
issued a public Statement.a

(b) The Souring of Sino(b) The Souring of Sino(b) The Souring of Sino(b) The Souring of Sino(b) The Souring of Sino-Indian Relations and the BorderIndian Relations and the BorderIndian Relations and the BorderIndian Relations and the BorderIndian Relations and the Border
Dispute During 1959Dispute During 1959Dispute During 1959Dispute During 1959Dispute During 1959

In his 14 December 1958 letter – the first letter he sent on the
Sino-Indian border dispute – Nehru pressed the Chinese regarding
maps printed there stating that, “...he was ‘puzzled’ by the Chinese
desire (expressed in Peiping’s note of 3 November 1958) to conduct
surveys to find a ‘new way of drawing the boundary of China,’

aPlease see appendix 1 for the full text of Dalai Lama’s statement at Tejpur
on 18th April, 1959 and subsequent development on this issue.
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because ‘I had thought that there was no major boundary dispute
between China and India.’ Nehru was telling Chou by implication
that the Chinese premier was breaking a tacit – or gentlemen’s –
agreement regarding the border.”10

“In his January 1959 letter of reply, Chou conceded that the
border issue was not raised in his talks with Nehru in 1954, but gave
as the reason for this the view that ‘conditions were no yet ripe for
its settlement’ – a hint that Chou in 1954 had been trying to avoid
injecting a contentious issue into the young and cordial Sino-Indian
friendship. He reminded Nehru that ‘questions’ had been kept in
‘diplomatic channels,’ and implied that he preferred this practice to
continue.

Chou then made a significant reversal of the entire Chinese
position on the border issue. Chou (1) implied that the old maps
were accurate at most points, (2) stated that there would be
‘difficulties’ in changing them, and (3) alluded to the Chinese people’s
objection to Indian maps claiming the western sector.”11

Chou wanted Nehru to maintain the status-quo until the entire
boundary was surveyed and formally delimited and stated, “Our
government would like to propose to the Indian Government that,
as a provisional measure, the two sides temporarily maintain the
status quo, that is to say, each side keep for the time being the border
areas at present under its jurisdiction and not go beyond them.

This position meant that the Chinese would continue to occupy
the Aksai Plain. The Chinese leaders probably anticipated a sharp
reaction from Nehru and his advisers and perhaps even more active
Indian patrolling into Chinese-controlled territory. Nehru’s reply,
expressing shock at the Chinese definitive position, was delivered in
a letter to Chou (22 March 1959) after the outbreak of the Tibetan
revolt.”12

In his March 22, 1959 reply to Chou En-Lai’s January 1959 letter,
Nehru flatly asserted, “A treaty of 1842 between Kashmir on the
one hand and the Emperor of China and the Lama Guru of Lhasa on
the other mentions the India-China boundary in the Ladakh region.
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In 1847, the Chinese government admitted that this boundary was
sufficiently and distinctly fixed. The area now claimed by China has
always been depicted as part of India on official maps, has been
surveyed by Indian officials and even a Chinese map of 1893 shows
it as Indian territory.”13

As we have seen in our detailed account of Sino-Indian Relations
above, the claims of Nehru were, simply, not correct. According to
A.G. Noorani, “The treaty of 1842 did not define that border at all. It
was a non-aggression pact concluded after the end of hostilities. It
simply affirmed the boundaries that existed ‘formerly’. The linear
boundary came with the British. India, like others, had frontier zones.
If, indeed, the boundaries were defined in 1842, why did the British
pursue China for a definition of the boundaries soon after Kashmir
came under British suzerainty under the Treaty of Amritsar on March
9, 1846? China, weak and insecure, rebuffed the overtures saying,
on January 26, 1847, that since its territory ‘has its ancient frontier,
it was needless to establish any other’. This is what Nehru cited as
acceptance of his claim to a defined border.

If the boundary in Ladakh was defined, where was the need
for: (1) The protracted Sino-British correspondence on the subject
from 1846-1848, 16 letters in all; (2) Two unsuccessful Boundary
Commissions in 1846 and 1847; and (3) Britain’s Note to China on
March 14, 1899, proposing a definite boundary for northern and
eastern Kashmir.

There are, besides, many internal British memoranda on the
need for a definite boundary. Two questions cannot be evaded: (1)
Was Nehru ignorant of this none too voluminous record? and (2)
Did Gopala not draw his attention to them? Nehru’s assertion that
Aksai Chin was always depicted as part of India’s territory was untrue

a Sarvepalli Gopal (1923-2002) was a well-known Indian historian. He was a
Director in the Ministry of External Affairs, Government of India, and worked closely
with Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru in the 1950s. Dr. S. Gopal, participated in
the border expert’s talks between India and China in 1960 and before the meeting
he was sent to London to try to strengthen the documentation of India’s claims
over the Aksai Chin area.
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to his own knowledge. He had himself revised the maps in 1954,
after all. Remember, his reply was written after due deliberation, two
whole months after Zhou’s letter, no doubt with Gopal’s assistance.

On each of the three factors, Nehru went wrong. The territory
in the crucial sector in Ladakh was of no strategic value and was not
part of India’s territory either. It was never ‘surveyed’ by India, as he
claimed. It was of strategic importance to China since the Xinjiang-
Tibet road ran through it. Likewise, the McMahon Line was of
strategic importance to India. This is the one boundary dispute that
should have been the easiest to resolve because each side had its
own vital non-negotiable interest exclusively within its own control.
This was a pre-eminently negotiable dispute.”14

(1) The Longjua Incident

“The failure of the 1959 Tibetan uprising and the 14th Dalai
Lama’s arrival in India in March led Indian parliamentarians to
censure Nehru for not securing a commitment from China to respect
the McMahon Line. Additionally, the Indian press started openly
advocating Tibetan independence. Nehru, seeking to quickly assert
sovereignty in response, established ‘as many military posts along
the frontier as possible’, unannounced and against the advice of his
staff. On discovering the posts, and already suspicious from the
ruminations of the Indian press, Chinese leaders began to suspect
that Nehru had designs on the region.”15

“On 25 August, a Chinese troop detachment exchanged fire with
a 12-man Indian picket in the area south of Migyitun, (Map 2)
capturing four and on 26 August, a Chinese force outflanked Longju,
(Map 2) opened fire, and forced Indian troops to abandon the post.
New Delhi’s protest of 28 August characterized these Chinese actions
as ‘deliberate aggression,’ pointed out that ‘until now’ New Delhi

a“Longju was and is just north of the McMahon Line according the inside
back cover map in Maxwell and according to notable Indian mountaineer Harish
Kapadia who explored the area in 2005. His published map and text locate Longju
a kilometre or two on the China side of the McMahon Line ‘near the Chinese
garrison town of Migyitun’”16
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had observed a ‘discreet reticence’ about them, but they constitute
a matter ‘which is bound to rouse popular feelings in India.’ The last
remark indicated that Nehru saw the August actions as the last straw
and envisaged a public outburst. Until the very latest incident – the
25-26 August firefight – Nehru had maintained a position as
unprovocative to the Chinese as possible. For example, on 20 August
he told Ambassador Bunker that India’s UN delegation would not
condemn China for action in Tibet and would continue to sponsor
Peiping’s case for UN representation. On 25 August he told
Parliament that he did not ‘think’ any Chinese soldier had crossed
into Indian territory in pursuit of Tibetans – giving Peiping the benefit
of the doubt despite many reports of Chinese border crossings to
capture rebels. However, the 25-26 August skirmish could not be
played down and could hardly be tossed off as a minor harassment
unworthy of public indignation or serious official concern. To do so
would have been an unpardonable display of official callousness and
of political ineptitude.

Nehru’s first sally in his speech to a tense and excited Parliament
on 28 August was to caution against being ‘alarmist’ and indulging
in shouting and strong talk. Parliament members, however, were
not subdued as they expressed their anxiety over the incidents and
Chinese intentions along the entire border. A senior member of the
Congress Party asked whether bombs could be dropped to chase
the Chinese out of the NEFA. Another asked: if India failed to defend
its own territory, what would be the fate of small Asian countries
which look to India for guidance? Nehru was calm: he reaffirmed
the Indian position that any aggression against Bhutan and Sikkim
will be considered aggression against India, detailed a number of
earlier border incidents, and in response to a suggestion, indicated
willingness to issue a ‘White Paper’ on Chinese border violations.
Nehru in this way succeeded in keeping down violent condemnations
of Peiping, but the explosive temper of Parliament and the press
spread and pervaded non-official thinking. Nehru found himself
under heavy pressure to make good on the government’s pledge to
resist Chinese intrusions along the Tibetan frontier.
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Why did the Chinese outrage Indian opinion and, more
importantly, undercut Nehru, who had concealed earlier patrol
encounters, by firing on Indian troops south of Migyitun and at
Longju? Even if we assume that the 25-26 August skirmishes were
provoked by the Chinese, they seem to have stemmed largely from
an increased Indian presence along the eastern sector of the border,
along which the Indians had 8 checkposts. As noted earlier in this
paper, the Chinese also suspected the Indians (and others) of
providing some support to Tibetan rebels using Indian soil as a
sanctuary, and on 23 June had delivered a strong protest over the
forceful Indian ‘occupation’ of the Migyitun area and aid given to
the rebels from the post. Following the revolt, Indian personnel had
moved up into some posts – the Chinese claimed they moved into
10 – including several on Chinese territory. Inasmuch as the Indians
conceded that Migyitun is on the Chinese-side of the McMahon Line,
it seems probable that the Chinese felt on firm political ground in
starting the action to sweep the area ‘south of Migyitun’ including
Longju free of Tibetans.”17

The McMahon Line, “For a good deal of its length it follows an
unmistakable and inaccessible crest-line, but elsewhere it is drawn
over indeterminate topographical features and there the only way
to determine the line of the boundary is to trace it out on the ground
from the coordinates of McMahon’s original map. Often that process
would create an inconvenient or nonsensical boundary, and since
the line marked thickly on the original, eight-miles-to-the-inch map
covers about a quarter of a mile, even this could produce no precise
delineation on the ground. But, short of a joint Sino-Indian
demarcation process, there is no way to fix the McMahon Line on
the ground.

One of the places in which McMahon made his line diverge
from what his map showed as the highest ridge was near a village
called Migyitun, on a pilgrimage route of importance to the Tibetans.
In order to leave Migyitun in Tibet, the line cut a corner and for
about twenty miles, until it met the main ridge again, followed no
feature at all. As the Indians reconnoitred the area in 1959, they
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discovered that the topography made a boundary alignment
immediately south of Migyitun, rather than about two miles south
as shown on the map, more practical from their point of view, and
they set up a border post accordingly. The reasons for the Indian
adjustment of the line here have not been stated clearly, but it seems
probable that it was decided that a river, the Tsari, running roughly
west-east just south of Migyitun, should be the boundary feature.
Advancing the boundary to the river put a hamlet called Longju, on
the opposite side of the valley from Migyitun, within India, while
providing a more practical site for Indian border post.

The reasoning was unexceptionable; minor variation from a map
line are almost invariably found necessary in boundary demarcation.
But demarcation must be a joint process, and the Indians on this
occasion were acting unilaterally, establishing their border posts on
what their own maps showed as Chinese territory without seeking
China’s approval, or even intimating their intention. Later the Indians
made no secret of their action. In September 1959 Nehru told the
Lok Sabha that, while by and large the McMahon Line was fixed, ‘in
some parts, in the Subansiri area (Migyitun adjoins the Subansiri
division of the NEFA, Map 2) or somewhere there, it was not
considered a good line and it was varied afterwards by us, by the
Government of India.’ In a letter to Chou En-lai in the same month
Nehru rejected the Chinese complaint that Indians were
overstepping the McMahon Line. But in the same breath he admitted
that the Indian claim in the Migyitun area ‘differs slightly from the
boundary shown in the treaty map.’ He justified this with the
explanation that the Indian modification ‘merely gave effect to the
treaty map in the area, based on definitive topography’, and argued
that it was in accordance with established international principles.
So it would have been, if done in consultation with China.”18

“As India could not – and Nehru was disinclined to – restrain
the Chinese by launching attacks at border posts, Nehru tried to
restrain them politically. He moved in two directions: (1) he informed
the Russians of his predicament with the Chinese and (2) appealed
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to any desire in Peiping for negotiating ‘small’ border issues.”19

Russians were briefed on the Longju incident by India. “Soviet
leader Khrushchev discussed this incident with Mao and Zhou during
his early October 1959 visit to Beijing. Khrushchev was dismayed
with the spiralling tension in Sino-Indian relations and wanted an
explanation of the 25 August incident. Both Zhou Enlai and Mao
assured Khrushchev that the Chinese handling of that incident had
been at the initiative of the local commander and without central
authorization. ‘We did not know until recently about the border
incident, and local authorities undertook all the measures there
without authorization from the centre,’ Zhou told Khrushchev. ‘The
rebuff was delivered on the decision of local military organs,’ Mao
said. Mao and Zhou assured the Soviet leader that China desired
peaceful resolution of the border problem and avoidance of conflict
with India.

In September, just before Khrushchev’s visit, Chinese leaders
had met in Hangzhou, Zhejiang province, to consider how to avoid
further bloodshed on the border with India. Mao, Zhou, PRC
President Liu Shaoqi, Beijing mayor and Politburo member Peng
Zhen, Mao’s secretary Hu Qiaomu, and General Lei Yingfu
participated. The meeting began with a report by Lei on the border
situation. Lei recounted repeated calls from front line commanders
for ‘rebuff’ (huanji) of India’s “blatant aggression” against China.
Mao became somewhat exasperated at this and observed that
conflict was inevitable as long as soldiers of the two sides were
‘nose to nose’. He, therefore, proposed a withdrawal of 20
kilometres. If India was unwilling to do this, Mao suggested, China
would unilaterally withdraw. ‘Meeting participants unanimously
supported Chairman Mao’s suggestion,’ according to Lei Yingfu. Thus,
Chinese forces were ordered to withdraw 20 kilometres from what
China felt was the line of actual control, and to cease patrolling in
that forward zone. Further Chinese measures to decrease tension
on the border were adopted in January 1960 (prohibiting target
practice, food gathering, exercising, etc, within the forward zone).
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Tension declined for 23 months. It began to spiral again in November
1961 when India started implementing its Forward Policy.”20

Nehru conveyed his appeal to the Chinese for border
negotiations through his statements in Indian Parliament on 31
August and 4 September, 1959. “On 31 August he rejected
suggestions for strong action against the Chinese on the ground that
a ‘big country could not behave as though at war and hit out all
around,’ was more conciliatory than on 20 August, and emphasized
India’s desire for settlement through discussion of ‘small border
disputes’ of about ‘a mile or two’ of territory. He told one questioner
that India would not try to reoccupy the Aksai Plain by force or bomb
the Sinkiang-Tibet road, but would send another request that New
Delhi’s 8 November 1958 protest note be answered. India, he
continued would seek a settlement through talks. Nehru stated that
the Chinese-held Aksai Plain was all ‘barren land.’ This line – i.e.,
that this corner of Ladakh was after all just wasteland and not worth
fighting for – was to be repeated publicly and privately, partly to
minimize the importance of its loss and partly to prepare Indian
opinion for eventual negotiations regarding ownership.”21

By early September, Nehru was feeling deeply hurt because he
had not had any response from Chou of the dozen or more personal
letters that he had written to him since his March 1959 letter. On 7th

September Nehru submitted to the Parliament a “White Paper” on
the Sino-Indian exchanges of recent years. On 8th September Chou
sent a personal, long-delayed letter, replying to Nehru’s March letter.
“Chou began professing surprise that there was a ‘fundamental
difference’ on the border issue (but not denying it), repeated his
January 1959 suggestion to maintain status quo, and called for step
by step preparations for an ‘over-all settlement’ on the basis of this
status quo. He then presented a definitive, ‘further explanation’ of
the Chinese position, the basic premise being that the border ‘has
never been formally delimited.’

The gist of this position, as Chou presented it, is as follows: (1)
Peiping does not recognize the McMahon Line in the eastern sector.
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It has been secretly formalized by British and Tibetan representatives
and surreptitiously attached to the Simla Treaty of 1914, which was
never ratified by a Chinese government. Nevertheless, for the sake
of amity along the border and ‘to facilitate’ negotiations and
settlement of the border issue, ‘Chinese troops have never crossed
that line.’ (2) The border in the middle sector – i.e., the Tibet-Uttar
Pradesh border – has never been delimited (‘you also agree’ that
this is so). (3) In the western sector – i.e. the Ladakh border with
Sinkiang and Tibet – Peiping recognizes the ‘traditional customary
line’ as the boundary. This ‘traditional customary line’ has been
‘derived from historical traditions’ and ‘Chinese maps have always
drawn the boundary’ in accordance with this line. (4) China’s border
with Sikkim and Bhutan is a question beyond the scope of the
immediate Sino-Indian issue and China has always respected the
‘proper’ relations between them and India. Chou’s statement that
Chinese troops had never crossed the McMahon Line because
Peiping desired ‘to facilitate’ negotiations and a settlement
constituted an official hint that Peiping would be willing to exchange
its map claim to the NEFA for Indian agreement to Chinese possession
of the Aksai Plain in Ladakh. This hint of a swap was repeated in an
NCNA (New China News Agency) release of ‘Data on the Sino-India
Border Question’ of 10 September and was given added point by
the claim that Indian maps on the western sector extended Indian
territory ’38,000 square kilometres deep into Chinese territory.’

The remaining portion of the letter was an attempt to reverse
Indian charges of Chinese military initiatives in August. Armed attacks
launched by Indian troops on Chinese ‘frontier guards’ at Migyitun
had left these ‘frontier guards no room but to fire in self-defence.’
‘This was the first instance of armed clash along the Sino-Indian
border.’ Chinese ‘guard units’ had been despatched to the border
‘merely for the purpose of preventing remnant armed Tibetan rebels
from crossing the border back and forth.’ Chou concluded by urging
Nehru to withdraw ‘trespassing’ Indian troops and restore ‘Long-
existing state of the boundary’ in order to ease the ‘temporary
tension’ between India and China.”22
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(2) Nehru’s Letter of 26th September, 1959

After the receipt of Chou’s letter Nehru was shocked and deeply
disillusioned with him. In response he wrote a very long letter to
Chou on the 26th of September which began thus: “I have received
your letter of September 8, 1959. I must say that I was greatly
surprised and distressed to read it. You and I discussed the India-
China border, and particularly the eastern sector, in 1954 in Peking
and in 1956-57 in India. As you know; the boundary in the eastern
sector is loosely referred to as the McMahon Line. I do not like this
description, but for convenience I propose to refer to it as such.
When I discussed this with you, I thought that we were confronted
with the problem of reaching an agreement on where exactly the
so-called McMahon Line in the eastern sector of the boundary lay.
Even when I received your letter of January 23, 1959, I had no idea
that the People’s Republic of China would lay claim to about 40,000
square miles of what in our view has been indisputably Indian
Territory for decades and in some sectors for over a century. In your
latest letter you have sought to make out a claim to large tracts of
Indian territory and have even suggested that the independent
Government of India are seeking to reap a benefit from the British
aggression against China. Our Parliament and our people deeply
resent this allegation. The struggle of the Indian people against any
form of imperialism both at home and abroad is known and
recognised all over the world and we had thought that China also
appreciated and recognised our struggle. It is true that the British
occupied and ruled the Indian sub-continent against the wishes of
the Indian people. The boundaries of India were, however, settled
for centuries by history, geography, custom and tradition. Nowhere
indeed has India’s dislike of imperialist policies been more clearly
shown than in her attitude towards Tibet. The Government of India
voluntarily renounced all the extra-territorial rights enjoyed by Britain
in Tibet before 1947 and recognised by Treaty that Tibet is a region
of China. In the course of the long talks that we had during your last
visit to India, you had told me that Tibet had been and was a part of
China but that it was an autonomous region.”23
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 This letter point by point answers Chou’s letter and provided
detailed arguments in support of his earlier commentaries that on
most of the stretches of the long Sino-Indian border a well-defined
border has historically existed for a long time between the past two
centuries. He concluded his letter by reminding Chou of the record
of India’s friendliness to China and adding, ‘I appreciate your
statement that China looks upon her south-western border as a
border of peace and friendship. This hope is promise could be fulfilled
only if China would not bring within the scope of what should
essentially’ be a border dispute, claims to thousands of square miles
of territory which have been and are integral part of the territory of
India.”24

(3) The October 21, 1959 Kongka Pass (Ladakh) Clash

On October 21, Chinese military clashed with an Indian border
police patrol party at Kongka Pass (Map 1) in southern Ladakh,
capturing 10 and killing 9 Indian Policemen. “According to the Chinese
version (23 October NCNA release), Chinese ‘frontier guards’ on 21
October had been ‘compelled’ to fire in self-defence on Indian ‘armed
personnel more than 70 in number, ‘after disarming three Indians
on 20 October.’ According to the Indian version (24 October
statement of the External Affairs Ministry), Chinese troops
entrenched on a hill-top position opened sudden and heavy fire,
using grenades and mortar, on the border police party searching for
two constables and porter, who had failed to return from patrol on
20 October. Although the Indian police fired back, they were
‘overwhelmed’ by Chinese strength in number and arms.”25

“When Nehru discussed the clash at a public meeting on 25
October, he seemed to be aware of the military handicaps under
which India operated along the border in Ladakh. His approach was
to temporize and warn against the ‘brave talk’ of Indians who called
for a counterattack on the Chinese. But Parliament and the press
insisted on some form of Indian military action: the Hindustan Times
called for limited reprisals in order to avoid demoralizing Indians
and permit the feeling of helplessness to continue, and the Indian
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Express stated that New Delhi should now accept aid from non-
Communist countries ‘without qualms.’ Nehru rejected any idea of
India’s abandoning its non-alignment policy at a 1 November public
meeting, claiming that military aid from abroad would jeopardize
India’s freedom and shatter India’s place in the world. India, he
continued, was the one country in Asia which did not join alliances
but which walked ‘with its head held high not bowing to anyone.’ He
could not give an assurance that the Chinese would not cross the
border, but India would defend the border ‘with all her might.’ Nehru
declined to comment on the strategic measures being taken to deal
with the border situation, but sought to explain why the Ladakh
border was not protected by forces in larger numbers; ‘we thought
that the Chinese would not resort to force in Ladakh area.’ In addition,
if India has placed a ‘large army’ in Ladakh, it might have been cut
off and could not have been shifted easily in the event of an
emergency elsewhere on the border.”26

“The alternative courses of military action apparently
considered by the Indians in late October 1959 were (1) to prepare
to initiate action to recapture India-claimed territory in Ladakh held
by the Chinese or (2) to concentrate on preventing penetration of
the rest of the border while accepting the Chinese presence in
Ladakh, virtually writing it off. They apparently decided on (2).

Nehru was responsible for the decision, and began to prepare
Indian public opinion for the cession of Chinese-occupied sections
of Ladakh. The procedure used was simply to reassert the line that
most of Ladakh was wasteland. Nehru is reliably reported to have
stated in late October sessions of the External Affairs subcommittee
that he was willing to begin open negotiations on the determination
of the Ladakh border. He emphasized that the disputed area of
Ladakh is of ‘very little importance – uninhabitable, rocky, not a blade
of grass’ – and went on to imply that he would not be averse to the
ultimate cession of that part of eastern Ladakh claimed by the
Chinese. In conversations at the time with army and government
officials, members of the American embassy staff were told that the
Aksai Plain is not regarded as strategically important or useful to
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India. The Indians stated repeatedly that it is a ‘barren place where
not a blade of grass grows.’ Both, Foreign Secretary Dutt and Vice
President Radhakrishnan, complained bitterly that Nehru was on
the way to selling out the Aksai Plain.

The developing line about the strategic insignificance of the
Aksai Plain was strengthened by the Indian military estimate that
the Plain was indefensible anyway. General Thimayya’s statement
was that the ridge line of Karakoram Range is the only defensible
frontier in the entire Ladakh area. Thimayya stated that therefore
part of the Tibetan Plateau east of the ridge line shown as Indian
territory on New Delhi’s maps was ‘militarily indefensible,’ and by
implication there was really no strategic reason for recapturing it
from Chinese troops even if it were possible to do so in the face of
‘preponderant Chinese military power.’ This view provided Nehru
with another rationalization for his talk rather than fight decision.
He also stated privately that the entire border in Ladakh is undefined,
that few Indians live in the area, that there was never been any real
administration there, and that therefore he is not sure that all the
territory claimed in Ladakh belongs to India.

However, Indian officials were well ahead of Nehru in the desire
to take a harder line with the Chinese. When, on 29 October, Nehru
was informed by telegram that the Chinese had told the Indian
ambassador that their troops were merely occupying Chinese
territory and there could be no question of withdrawals prior to
negotiations, Nehru drafted a reply which President Prasad disliked
on the grounds that it ‘lacked firmness.’ Only after this objection did
Nehru strengthen the language in his note of 4 November.

In this note, New Delhi avoided the line which Nehru had been
developing regarding the strategic insignificance of the Aksai Plain.
The Aksai Plan was specifically declared to be Indian territory. Peiping
was warned that incursions south of the McMahon Line would be
considered ‘a deliberate violation’ of Indian territory. The August
and October clashes were said to be ‘reminiscent of the activities of
the old imperial powers,’ and an annexed report gave the view of
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the senior surviving Indian police officer to the effect that October
clash was initiated by the Chinese, who fired first ‘using heavy
weapons.’ Despite the note’s implication that only ‘minor frontier
disputes’ were negotiable, it did not make Peiping’s recognition of
Indian claims to the Aksai Plain a pre-requisite for talks.

Had it not been Nehru, but rather a more military-minded man
who occupied the post of Prime Minister in late October 1959, a
priority program to prepare India eventually to fight would have
been started. In the course of two months, India had been humiliated
by two military defeats and the public and government officials had
been aroused to anger against the nation’s enemy as never before
in its short history. But Nehru insisted that war with China was out
of the question, and apparently did not think the challenge justified
the economic burden of increased military spending. A man of
different temperament and background, no less aware of the hard
facts of Indian military inferiority, might nevertheless have felt that
the country must be mobilized to prepare for long-due military
revenge against the Chinese at all costs. Guts and action, not words,
was the military man’s attitude in late October. This was not Nehru’s
way, however, and his authority and prestige in the country (although
questioned more extensively than ever before) were still sufficiently
great to reject preparedness for an eventual recourse to arms.

At an emergency cabinet meeting in late October, Nehru
indicated that border fighting did not constitute a threat to India.
The strategic Chinese threat, he maintained, lies in the rapidly
increasing industrial power base of China as well as the building of
military bases in Tibet. The only Indian answer, he continued, is the
most rapid possible development of the Indian economy to provide
a national power base capable of resisting a possible eventual
Chinese Communist military move. Nehru seemed to believe that
the Chinese could not sustain any major drive across the ‘great land
barrier’ and that the Chinese threat was only a long-term one.

Nehru’s statements along the line that the Chinese military
threat was not immediate but long-range may have reflected the



The Resurgent India 3333333333 April 2015

strategic assessment made by his military leaders. The problem of
logistics was so enormous, in their view, that the Chinese would
find it ‘impossible’ to initiate and sustain a major offensive into and
through Ladakh and the NEFA. Thimayya’s estimate was that the
Karakoram Range (Map 1) crest-line in the west and the crests of
the Himalayan main range in the east provide effective land barriers
against a major Chinese military push. Thimayya held the view in
late October that any Chinese venture in force into the Ladakh area
would be reckless ‘in view of Chinese supply and transport problems’
and that the defensive capabilities of even limited Indian armed
forces in this terrain would be formidable.

To what extent these views reflected a mere rationale for New
Delhi’s failure to strike back at Chinese forces on the border is
conjectural. Certainly Nehru’s idea of first building a national
economic base is a platitude in the context of the border dispute.
The idea that the Chinese would face insurmountable logistics
problems in the event of a major drive south, however, seemed to
be firmly fixed in Indian military thinking. On balance, Indian
estimates of Chinese capabilities and intentions along the border
supported Nehru’s policy of no-war and a negotiated settlement.”27

“The Chinese leaders recognized, or were made aware, shortly
after the August 1959 clashes, that Nehru’s advisers might use these
skirmishes to push him and the entire government further to the
‘right’ – i.e. towards a militant anti-China policy and a willingness to
accept some degree of American support in this policy. The practical
strategic danger such a development posed was that the arc of U.S.
bases ‘encircling’ China would be extended through India. Both Mao
Tse-tung and Liu Shao-chi reportedly alluded to the danger in their
talks with Indian party boss Ajoy Ghosh in Peiping in early October
1959.”28

“This persistent concern with ‘encirclement’ by military regimes
combined with General Thimayya’s attempt to force Krishna Menon’s
removal as defence minister apparently raised real fears among the
Chinese leaders (as it had among the Indian Communists) that India
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was on the brink and ‘must be snatched away from going into the
U.S. imperialist camp.’

...Regarding their appraisal of Nehru’s political attitude, Mao is
reported to have told Ghosh on 5 October that the Chinese recognize
– as Ghosh did – a difference between Nehru and certain of his
advisers. The latter, particularly those in the Ministry of External
Affairs and including General Thimayya, were ‘rightists’ who wanted
to exploit the border dispute to help the U.S. ‘ isolate China.’
According to Liu Shao-Chi’s remarks to Ghosh on 8 October, Nehru
might decide in favour of these ‘rightists,’ but for the present all
efforts should be directed toward preventing him from doing so.”29

All these factors contributed to the Chinese desire to settle the
entire border dispute through Sino-Indian negotiations. In his letter
of November 7, 1959 Chou proposed that, “...the border disputes
which have already arisen should be settled amicably and peacefully,
and that pending a settlement the status quo should be maintained
and neither side should seek to alter the status quo by any means.
In order to maintain effectively the status quo of the border between
the two countries, to ensure the tranquillity of the border regions
and to create a favourable atmosphere for a friendly settlement of
the boundary question, the Chinese Government proposes that the
armed forces of China and India each withdraw 20 kilometres at
once from the so-called McMahon line in the east, and from the
line up to which each side exercises actual control in the west, and
that the two sides undertake to refrain from again sending their
armed personnel to be stationed in and patrol the zones from which
they have evacuated their armed forces, but still maintain civil
administrative personnel and unarmed police there for the
performance of administrative duties and maintenance of order. This
proposal is in effect an extension of the Indian Government’s
proposal contained in its note dated September 10 that neither side
should send its armed personnel to Longju, to the entire border
between China and India...”30

He went on to add that, “the Chinese Government is willing to
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do its utmost to create the most peaceful and most secure border
zones between our two countries, so that our two countries will
never again have apprehension or come to a clash on account of
border issues... The Chinese Government has never had the intention
of straining the border situation and the relations between the two
countries. I believe that Your Excellency also wishes to see the present
tension eased. I earnestly hope that, for the sake of the great, long-
standing friendship of the more than 1,000 million people of our
two countries, the Chinese and Indian Governments will make joint
efforts and reach a speedy agreement on the above-said proposal.

The Chinese Government proposes that in order to discuss
further the boundary question and other questions in the relations
between the two countries, the Prime Ministers of the two countries
hold talks in the immediate future.”31

The Indian leaders did not accept Chou’s proposals and
advanced their own as follows:

(1) Chinese withdraw from Longju, with India ensuring that it
will not be reoccupied by Indian forces.

(2) Mutual Indian and Chinese withdrawal from the entire
disputed area in Ladakh. Indian troops would withdraw south and
west to the Chinese 1956 claim line (Map 1) shown in Chinese maps
and Chinese troops would withdraw north and east to the line
claimed by India on its maps

(3) Personal talks with the Chinese Prime Minister are
acceptable, but only after preliminary steps are taken to reach an
“interim understanding” to ease tensions quickly.

(4) A mutual 20 kilometres withdrawal all along the border is
unnecessary, as no clashes would occur if both sides refrained from
sending out patrols, India having already done this.

Nehru’s letter to Chou was dispatched on the 16th November.
Chou’s 17th December letter in response to it is extremely important
on the whole issue of Sino-Indian border dispute.

After welcoming Indian proposal for the frontier outposts of
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the two sides to stop sending out patrols he said, “But the Chinese
Government would like to ask for clarification on one point, that is:
The proposal to stop patrolling should apply to the entire Sino-Indian
border, and no different measure should be adopted in the sector
of the border between China and India’s Ladakh.

The Chinese Government is very much perplexed by the fact
that Your Excellency put forward a separate proposal for the
prevention of clashes in the sector of the border between China
and India’s Ladakh. The Chinese Government deems it necessary to
point out the following: (1) There is no reason to treat this sector of
the border as a special case. The line up to which each side exercises
actual control in this sector is very clear, just as it is in the other
sectors of the Sino-Indian border. As a matter of fact, the Chinese
map published in 1956, to which Your Excellency referred correctly
shows the traditional boundary between the two countries in this
sector. Except for the Parigas area (Map 1) by the Shimgatsangpu
River, India has not occupied any Chinese territory east of this section
of the traditional boundary. (2) This proposal of Your Excellency’s
represents a big step backward from the principle agreed upon earlier
by the two countries to maintaining for the time being the state
actually existing on the border. To demand a great change in this
state as a pre-condition for the elimination of border clashes is not
to diminish but to widen the dispute. (3) Your Excellency’s proposal
is unfair. Your Excellency proposes that in this sector Chinese
personnel withdraw to the east of the boundary as shown on Indian
maps and Indian personnel withdraw to the west of the boundary
as shown on Chinese maps. This proposal may appear ‘equitable’ to
those who are ignorant about the truth. But even the most anti-
Chinese part of the Indian press pointed out immediately that, under
this proposal, India’s ‘concession’ would only be theoretical, because,
to begin with, the area concerned does not belong to India and India
has no personnel there to withdraw, while China would have to
withdraw from a territory of above 33,000 square kilometres, which
has long belonged to it, its military personnel guarding the frontiers
and its civil administrative personnel of the Hotien County, the
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Sinkiang Uighur Autonomous Region, and of Rudok Dzong in the Ari
area of the Tibet Autonomous Region respectively. (4) This area has
long been under Chinese jurisdiction and is of great importance to
China. Since the Ching Dynasty, this area has been the traffic artery
linking up the vast regions of Sinkiang and western Tibet. As far back
as in the latter half of 1950 it was along the traditional route in this
area that units of the Chinese People’s Liberation Army entered the
Ari area of Tibet from Sinkiang to guard the frontiers. In the nine
years since then, they have been making regular and busy use of
this route to bring supplies. On the basis of this route, the motor-
road over 1,200 kilometres long from Yehcheng in south-western
Sinkiang to Gartok in south western Tibet was built by Chinese
frontier guard units together with more than 3,000 civilian builders
working under extremely difficult natural conditions from March
1956 to October 1957, cutting across high mountains, throwing
bridges and building culverts. For up to 8 or 9 years since the peaceful
liberation of Sinkiang and Tibet when units of the Chinese People’s
Liberation Army began to be stationed in and patrol this area till
September 1958 when the intrusion of the area by armed Indian
personnel occurred, so many activities were carried out by the
Chinese side in this area under its jurisdiction and yet the Indian
side was utterly unaware of them. This is eloquent proof that this
area has indeed always been under Chinese jurisdiction and not
under Indian jurisdiction. Now the Indian Government asserts that
this area has all along been under Indian jurisdiction. This is
absolutely unconvincing.

If the Indian Government, after being acquainted with the
above view points of the Chinese Government, should still insist that
its demand in regard to this area is proper, then the Chinese
Government would like to know whether the Indian Government
is prepared to apply the same principle equally to the eastern sector
of the border, that is to say, to require both the Chinese and Indian
sides to withdraw all their personnel from the area between the
so-called McMahon line and the eastern section of the Sino-Indian
boundary as shown on Chinese maps (and on Indian maps too
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during a long period of time). The Chinese Government has not up
to now made any demand in regard to the area south of the so-
called McMahon line as a pre-condition or interim measure, and
what I find difficult to understand is why the Indian Government
should demand that the Chinese side withdraw one-sidedly from
its western frontier area.

Your Excellency and the Indian Government have repeatedly
referred to the historical data concerning the Sino-Indian boundary
as produced by the Indian side. The Chinese side had meant to give
its detailed reply to Your Excellency’s letter of September 26 and
the note of the Indian Ministry of External Affairs of November 4 in
the forthcoming talks between the Prime Ministers of the two
countries, and thought it more appropriate to do so. Since the talks
between the two Prime Ministers have not yet taken place, however,
the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs will give a reply in the near
future.”32

One cannot reasonably deny the Chinese Government’s right
to demand that we apply the same standards in both Eastern and
Western Sectors. If India was prepared to withdraw from the area
according to the Chinese claim line of 1956, in the Western Sector,
why not in the Eastern Sector (NEFA) where Chinese claims were
of a far greater magnitude – an area of almost 90,000 square
kilometres as opposed to only about 30-35,000 in the Western
Sector (Ladakh). This was a golden opportunity for India to settle
our border with China for good. All the unpleasant happenings
and disasters of the early 1960s and the incalculable huge
psychological cost of the 1962 national humiliation would have
been avoided. We would have been on a very different and much
more elevated course in our relations with our other neighbours if
we had managed truly warm and friendly relations with our biggest
neighbour. In his December 21 reply to Chou’s letter Nehru did not
respond to Chou’s questioning of Indian Government’s double
standards in dealing with Eastern and Western Sectors. He regretted
that his ‘very reasonable proposals’ had not been accepted and the
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unfriendly and very harsh way in which Indian personnel captured
in the Chang Chenmo Valley had been treated. Nehru also turned
down Chou’s suggestion for a meeting between the two on
December 26.

“Nehru’s uncompromising official position had been reached
in large part as a result of cabinet, Opposition, and public pressure
and it apparently was difficult for him to abandon this stand and
simultaneously satisfy public opinion. He nevertheless ruled out
military action and left the door open for future negotiations. When
chided by an opponent in Parliament on 21 December regarding
the desirability of any negotiations with the Chinese, Nehru angrily
replied that there were only two choice, ‘war or negotiation.’ ‘I will
always negotiate, negotiate, negotiate, right to the bitter end.’ On
22 December, he expressed surprise in Parliament at the idea of
‘police action,’ which, he insisted, is possible only against a very weak
adversary. ‘Little wars,’ Nehru continued, do not take place between
two great countries and any kind of warlike development would
mean ‘indefinite’ war because neither India nor China would ever
give in and neither could conquer the other.”33

As promised by Chou in his 11th December letter, a Note
containing a very detailed and well reasoned reply to Nehru’s 26th

September letter was delivered by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of
China to the Embassy of India in China on 26th December 1959. This
Chinese Note was moderate in tone. At the outset it declared: “China
and India are two peace-loving, big countries with a long history of
mutual friendship and with many great common tasks both at
present and in the future. Friendship between China and India is in
the interests not only of the two peoples, but also of world peace,
particularly of peace of Asia. The Chinese Government is therefore
very reluctant to engage in argument with the Indian Government
over the boundary question. Unfortunately, the Sino-Indian
boundary has never been delimited. Britain left behind in this respect
a heritage of certain disputes and moreover the Indian Government
has made a series of unacceptable charges against China, thereby
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rendering these arguments unavoidable. Because the Indian
Government has put forth a mass of detailed data on the boundary
question, the Chinese Government feels sorry that, though trying
its best to be brief, it cannot but refer in this reply to various details
so as to clarify the true picture of the historical situation and the
views of the two sides.”34

The long Note was concluded by asking, “What are the key
questions which demand an urgent solution right now? The Chinese
Government has the honour to present the following opinions to
the Indian Government:

(a) The Chinese Government is of the opinion that no matter
what views the two sides may hold about any specific matter
concerning the boundary, there should no longer be any difference
of opinion about the most basic fact known to the whole world,
that is the entire boundary between the two countries has indeed
never been delimited, and is therefore yet to be settled through
negotiations. Recognition of this simple fact should not create any
difficulties for either side, because it would neither impair the
present interests of either side, nor in any way prevent both sides
from making their own claims at the boundary negotiations. Once
agreement is reached on this point, it could be said that the way has
been opened to the settlement of the boundary question. Although
up to now each side has persisted in its own views on the concrete
disputes concerning the different sectors of the boundary, provided
both sides attach importance to the fundamental interest of
friendship of the two countries and adopt an unprejudiced attitude
and one of mutual understanding and accommodation, it would not
be difficult to settle these disputes. If India’s opinions prove to be
more reasonable and more in the interest of friendship of the two
countries, they should be accepted by China; if China’s opinions prove
to be more reasonable and more in the interest of friendship of the
two countries, they should be accepted by India. It is the hope of
the Chinese Government that the forthcoming meeting between
the Prime Ministers of the two countries will first of all reach
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agreement on some principles on the boundary question so as to
provide guidance and basis for the future discussion and the working
out of a solution by the two sides.

(b) Pending the formal delimitation of the boundary, the status
quo of the border between the two countries must be effectively
maintained and the tranquillity of the border ensured. For this
purpose, the Chinese Government proposes that the armed forces
of the two sides along the border respectively withdraw 20
kilometres or some other distance considered appropriate by the
two sides, and that, as a step preliminary to this basic measure, the
armed personnel of both sides stop patrolling along the entire border.

The Chinese Government believes that if agreement can be
reached on the two points mentioned above, the situation on the
Sino-Indian border will undergo an immediate change and the dark
clouds hanging over the relations between the two countries will
quickly vanish. The Chinese Government earnestly hopes that the
views it has set forth here at great length on the past, present, and
future of the Sino-Indian boundary question would receive the most
good-willed understanding of the Indian Government, thereby
helping to bring about a settlement of this question satisfactory to
both the sides and a turn for the better in the relations between the
two countries. Although some arguing cannot be helped in order to
make reply to unfair charges, the intention and aim of the Chinese
Government is not to argue, but to bring arguing to an end.

China and India are two great countries each with its great past
and future. Guided by the great ideal of the Five Principles of peaceful
coexistence, the two countries have over the past few years joined
hands and cooperated closely in defence of world peace. Today,
history again issues a call to the peoples of the two countries asking
them to make still greater contributions internationally to the cause
of peace and human progress, while accomplishing tremendous
changes at home. The task falling on the shoulders of the Chinese
and Indian peoples of the present generation is both arduous and
glorious. The Chinese Government wishes to reiterate here its ardent
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desire that the two countries stop quarrelling, quickly bring about a
reasonable settlement of the boundary question, and on this basis
consolidate and develop the great friendship of the two peoples in
their common cause.

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China
avails itself of this opportunity to renew to the Embassy of the
Republic of India in China the assurances of its highest
consideration.”35

The above Chinese Note which was hard on matters of
substance made such a massive Chinese case that Nehru and his
advisors needed time to marshal evidence to refute it. The Indian
ambassador to Beijing and Moscow were summoned to New Delhi
for consultations. Also, a team of Indian historians led by Dr. S. Gopal,
who later in 1960 participated in the border expert’s talks, was sent
to London to try to strengthen the documentation of India’s claims.
Before a detailed reply to Chinese Note was sent on 12th February,
1960, Nehru wrote to Chou on the 5th February inviting him to New
Delhi for talks in the second half of March 1960

(4) The 12th February, 1960 Note of the Government of India
to the Chinese Government

This note apparently strongly defended the Indian stand on the
Border Dispute as set out in Nehru’s 26 September letter to Chou by
countering the arguments advanced in Chinese Note of 26th

December, 1959. However, as we have seen earlier in our detailed
discussion of the treaties, conventions and exchange of notes and
letter in all the three sectors, the Chinese Governments basic stand
that the Sino-Indian boundary has never been truly delimited is
incontestable and the arguments advanced in favour of this stand in
the 26th December Note are irrefutable. In trying to achieve the
impossible, the Indian Government in its Note of the 12th February,
1960 had not only to take recourse to many deliberate inaccuracies
but even indulge into outright lies. It is not that all is well with the
Chinese argument – in fact the area between the Kuen Lun and the
Karakoram ranges has been (primarily because of its inaccessibility
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and an utterly inhospitable climate and living conditions) more or
less a no-man’s-land historically – because on close scrutiny all the
record cited by them and their counter parts (Indians) does not
support either India’s or China’s claims in the western Sector.

Writing about the proposal made by the British to the Chinese,
the 12th February Indian Note states, “That proposal stated explicitly
that the northern boundary ran along the Kuen Lun range to a point
east of 80 degrees east longitude, where it met the eastern boundary
of Ladakh. This showed beyond doubt that the whole of the Aksai
Chin area lay in Indian territory, and the Government of China did
not object to this definition of the boundary. If nothing came of the
proposal of 1899, it was not because the Chinese Government
declined to recognise the boundary according to the traditional
alignment shown on Indian maps, but because even then they did
not seem to consider necessary any formal definition of the well-
known boundary in this area.”36

Now the question is how on earth one can be so sure of what
was there in the mind of the then Chinese Government behind its
non-response to the British proposal. The whole thing smacks of
desperation to prove one’s point of view at any cost – a cost which
proved to be very high.

The most important issue is the exact demarcation of the line
that was presented to the Chinese by the British in 1899. The facts
on the issue are entirely against the argument advanced in Nehru’s
letter of 26 September and repeated in the Indian note of 12th

February quoted above. Writing on this A.G. Noorani says, “This was
the line that the British Ambassador to China, Sir Claude MacDonald,
presented to the Chinese Foreign Office in a historic note of March
14, 1899. It is also called the Macartney-MacDonald line after Sir
Charles Macartney, the British Minister at Kashgar. It is still relevant
not only for the part east of the Karakoram Pass but also to the one
west of it on which China and Pakistan signed a boundary agreement
in 1963. Delineation would suffice. Demarcation on the ground was
unnecessary. ‘It will not be necessary to mark out the frontier. The
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natural frontier is the crest of a range of mighty mountains, a great
part of which is quite inaccessible.’ Shahidullah, Sugat and the Aksai
Chin plateau, north of Lingzi Tang were conceded to China. But it
did not respond to the Note. Hunza’s claims to Raskam were
renounced in return for China’s renunciation of Hunza’s tribute to
China. (In 1960-61, Indian officials disingenuously argued that this
Note placed the Aksai Chin in India. Worse, they misquoted it.)
Viceroy Lord Curzon was restive about the uncertainty and decided
to close the chapter – unilaterally. He wrote to the Secretary of State
St. John Brodrick on March 24, 1904, that ‘as they (the Chinese
government) have not shown any reason for not (sic.) disagreeing
with the proposals placed before them in Sir Claude MacDonald’s
(despatch) of the 14th March, 1899, we shall henceforth assume
Chinese concurrence and act accordingly’. He did not stop at that.
On August 10, 1905, he proposed a modification of the 1899 offer
so as to include fertile tracts of Raskam north of the Shimshal Pass
in Hunza. The Aksai Chin part of the offer remained unaffected,
however.

In 1907, Richmond Ritchie, the Secretary of the Political
Department at the India Office, asked Sir Louis Dane, India’s Foreign
Secretary, to look into the boundary mess. Dane’s reply of July 4
settles all doubt: “For the time being, we had followed the old maps
and gazetteers and had shown the boundary as following the Kuen
Lun range from the north eastward of the Gusherbrun Pass... We
are afraid that the boundary must be withdrawn from the Kuen Lun
range to the line detailed in para 10 of the attached Note, this being
the boundary indicated to the Home Government in 1898 and to
the Chinese authorities in 1899, and unless there is any objection
this will now be done.

‘We hope, however, to be able to keep Aksai Chin in Tibet in
order to adhere to the Kuen Lun boundary for that country as far as
possible, and we are having inquiries instituted with a view to
determining, if possible, the southernmost marks of Chinese
jurisdiction in the neighbourhood of the Kuen Lun Range.’
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A note on the history of the boundary of Kashmir between
Ladakh and Kashgaria, which was attached to Dane’s letter, explained:
‘It will appear... that prior to 1898 no definite boundary was
recognised as existing between Ladakh and Kashgar, but that since
that date we have been consistent (except with reference to the
trivial alteration near Shimshal) in recognising one definite boundary
line, which has twice been described in detail to the Secretary of
State and once to the Chinese authorities. At the same time, the
Chinese have never accepted our proposed boundary, so that we
cannot be held to be committed to abide by it. In regard to the
Chinese, it will be seen that their ideas as to the boundary are
extremely vague, though it is probable that, in view of the boundary
pillar and notice board, they would make every effort to avoid having
it pushed back beyond the Karakoram.’”37

The British kept on changing the goal posts – drifting between
the so called Johnson and McDonald-Macartney Line – as it suited
them according to their perception of the possible danger to their
Indian Empire from the Russians. The Viceroy Lord Hardinge in his
communication to the Secretary of State for India on 14th October,
1915 stated, “‘We cannot therefore regard ourselves as absolutely
bound by a border line which we have ourselves laid down without
the concurrence of the other party concerned, which we have already
more than once altered without reference to this other party, and
the substantial pushing forward of which we have already advocated
should a certain chain of circumstances render this desirable.’

The net result was well summed up by Sir Arthur Hiztzel of the
India Office to V. Wellesley of the Foreign Office on January 10, 1924:
‘So far as we know there is no officially recognised boundary,
though obviously the main Muztagh-Karakoram divide (Map 1)
would constitute a natural frontier.’”38

According to Noorani: “If Nehru had relied instead on the
MacDonald offer of March 14, 1899, in his talks with Zhou Enlai in
New Delhi in April 1960 – instead of citing the irrelevant Treaty of
1842 – a boundary settlement could have been reached and history
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would have taken a different turn.

Instead, Pakistan abandoned the old British maps and settled
with China on March 2, 1963, on the basis of the MacDonald line of
1899 to the west of the Karakoram Pass... China conceded Curzon’s
modification of 1905 and ceded 750 square miles of
administered territory in exchange for Pakistan’s writing off of old
maps.

If not in his letter to Zhou Enlai of March 1959, Nehru could
certainly have used the MacDonald offer during Zhou Enlai’s visit to
New Delhi in April 1960 to settle the dispute and also persuade
hardliners in his Cabinet such as G.B. Pant and Morarji Desai. But by
then he had weakened his position by his mishandling of the Longju
and Kongka Pass incident in 1959.

This tragic episode has lessons of abiding relevance – a leader
who practises what George Kennan called megaphone diplomacy
in disputes with other countries undermines his own ability to
settle them later, even if national interest requires that. Lies told
during a cold war cannot be untold later. Public opinion had been
moulded and the leader is unable to lead any longer. There is
another lesson besides. The media and the academia, who revel in
chauvinism, proved to be unpatriotic in the long run. For they do
not subject official claims to critical scrutiny – as they alone can –
to the harm of national interest. That is not patriotism; that is an
abdication of duty.”39

(iii) The Years 1960 and 1961 – India’s intransience in Border(iii) The Years 1960 and 1961 – India’s intransience in Border(iii) The Years 1960 and 1961 – India’s intransience in Border(iii) The Years 1960 and 1961 – India’s intransience in Border(iii) The Years 1960 and 1961 – India’s intransience in Border
Negotiations and the IllNegotiations and the IllNegotiations and the IllNegotiations and the IllNegotiations and the Ill-conceived Forward Policyconceived Forward Policyconceived Forward Policyconceived Forward Policyconceived Forward Policy

Indian ambassador to China and the Soviet Union who were
summoned to New Delhi for consultations in January 1960 advised
Nehru to begin talks with the Chinese as soon as possible. Our
ambassador in China, G. Parthasarathy, was of the view that border
incidents of August and October 1959 were probably accidental and
the Chinese had no intention to harm Indians. K.P.S. Menon,
ambassador in Moscow conveyed Khrushchev’s message that he was
doing all he could to make the Chinese leaders conciliatory but India
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too should come to an agreement on the border issue. Partly as a
result of these briefings Nehru changed his early January position
and decided to meet with Chou En-Lai. When at a Foreign Affairs
subcommittee meeting on 2nd February, 1960, Nehru announced that
“he had decided to meet Chou without prior Chinese acceptance of
New Delhi’s preconditions, Home Minister Pant alone objected.
Nehru replied along two lines: (1) there was no alternative. “If we
do not meet, we will have another long letter from Peiping, and this
will go endlessly. Let us continue to maintain our case, but not avoid
a meeting.” (2) Nehru insisted that there was great pressure on India,
which would appear to be the recalcitrant party if it were to reject a
meeting. Nehru cited the Sino-Burmese border agreement and
Burmese press opinion that India should negotiate.”40

The Chinese extensively exploited the Sino-Burmese agreement
of January 28 to disarm the arguments of neutral critics and critics
in the Soviet bloc that China was unwilling to settle its border disputes
amicably. Nehru, who was constantly under pressure from the
Parliament and the Press not to take a soft line with Beijing, in his
5th February, 1960 letter to Chou agreed to a meeting but not to
negotiate. Chou’s reply of 26th February, 1960 to this letter was devoid
of rancour and again indicated China’s intense desire for an amicable
solution to all the problems between the two countries. Chou’s letter
– excerpts printed on the back cover – was described by the New
Delhi’s English language press as “cordial and conciliatory”. Chou in
his letter to Nehru had proposed to come to New Delhi in April and
when the latter indicated to Indian Parliament on 29th February that
April was satisfactory to Chou and expressed the hope that India
would receive her guest with courtesy and hospitality, Congress Party
and Communist ranks both burst into applause.

Indian ambassador Parthasarathy reported his impression from
Beijing that Chinese were eager to compromise. It was also noted
by Deputy Foreign Secretary, Mehta that while India was approaching
the proposed meeting in terms of improvement in mutual relations,
Chinese were stressing a “border settlement”. To make the
impression of their flexibility and willingness to negotiate settlement
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more apparent, the Chinese signed a border agreement with Nepal
on 29th March, 1960.

As Nehru was contemplating and discussing with associates
about the line to take with Chou, the advice he received from various
quarter, including his close associated in the Non-Aligned Movement,
Nassir of Egypt and Sukarno of Indonesia was to be very careful and
adamant. Nehru is reported to have made the following comment
to Kingsley Martin in early April: “In certain circumstances I would
not have minded giving away a little bit of Ladakh (presumably the
Aksai Plain), but I do not want the Chinese to take me for a sucker.
Chou En-lai has lied to me so often that I do not feel like trusting
him anymore.”41

(a) Chou En(a) Chou En(a) Chou En(a) Chou En(a) Chou En-Lai’s April 1960 visit to IndiaLai’s April 1960 visit to IndiaLai’s April 1960 visit to IndiaLai’s April 1960 visit to IndiaLai’s April 1960 visit to India

“From the very start of Chou’s visit, Nehru used unusually direct
language. At the airport on 19 April, Nehru stated that since Chou’s
last visit in 1956 events had placed a great strain on Sino-Indian
friendship and had shocked India, imperilling the relationship at
present and in the future. On 20 April, Nehru spent most of his first
two-hour talks with Chou lecturing the latter on ‘ancient history’ of
the border. After Chou responded by maintaining that the Aksai Plain
belonged to China and that Chinese engineers, having found no
administration in the area, simply had gone ahead with building the
road, Nehru decided to give Chou more ‘lectures.’ Chou ran into a
stone wall even with his old friend, Defence Minister Krishna Menon,
whom Nehru conspicuously had excluded, for domestic political
reasons, from his advisory entourage but whom Chou requesteda to
see ‘to thank him for support in the UN.’ Menon reportedly told
Chou on 20 April that no part of Indian territory would be yielded
and that the Chinese should take advantage of the fact that Nehru’s

aMenon stimulated the interview by asking Ambassador Parthasarathy to
ask Chou to request of Nehru that Menon be permitted to visit with him. Nehru
later defended Menon’s meeting with Chou before the Chinese premier met with
the officially designated cabinet ministers by stating that he had authorized the
meeting.
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government was more friendly to China than any subsequent Indian
government could be, implying that Chou should make some
concession. On 21 April, Chou continued to depart from diplomatic
precedent by resuming his effort to influence Indian leaders in
separate, private talks — a tactic Nehru had not anticipated but did
not try to block. Chou’s separate talk with Home Minister Pant on
21 April was essentially another lecture, as Pant spoke bluntly and
with some heat on the theme of ‘We feel betrayed.’”42

Chou’s experience with Finance Minister Moraraji Desai and
Vice President Radhakrishnan was not any better. “Chou’s public
and private remarks made it clear that the Chinese had tried to gain
from Indian officials an exchange of the NEFA for Chinese-occupied
Ladakh. The 27 April circular message to Indian embassies stated
that the Chinese ‘throughout the discussions had invariably linked
Ladakh with the NEFA and stressed that the same principles of
settling the boundary must govern both areas. It was also obvious
that if we accepted the line claimed by China in Ladakh, they would
accept the McMahon line.’”43

In the final official communiqué of the talks Chou wanted to
have included a statement about a future meeting and the phrase,
“We hope this border dispute will be solved forever.” Nehru did not
accept either of these suggestions. The only thing that was agreed
in the final joint communiqué was to turn the border issue over to
subordinate officials of both countries who were to meet from June
to December in Beijing, New Delhi and Rangoon respectively to
examine, check and study the historical evidence of each side and
draft a joint report on points of “agreement or disagreement”.
However, the experts were not authorized to recommend a solution.

(b) The Border Experts Talk: 16 June to 12 December 1960(b) The Border Experts Talk: 16 June to 12 December 1960(b) The Border Experts Talk: 16 June to 12 December 1960(b) The Border Experts Talk: 16 June to 12 December 1960(b) The Border Experts Talk: 16 June to 12 December 1960

“The April 1960 Chou-Nehru talks seem in retrospect to have
been Peiping’s last chance for a negotiated settlement with Nehru.
Nehru rejected Chou’s proposal that they meet again, and refused
to agree formally either to a ‘line’ of actual control or to stop sending
out Indian patrols. Nehru agreed merely to a temporary, informal
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‘understanding’ to halt patrolling and to turn the issue over to
subordinate officials…”44

 “After his frustrating talks with Nehru and his top advisers, Chou
had cleverly devised six points of ‘common ground’ or ‘close
proximity’ which he presented in his formal statement of 25 April,
trying to create the impression that there was sufficient accord (even
after the dismal failure of the Chou-Nehru talks) for negotiation:

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

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

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

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

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

6. In order to ensure tranquility on the border so as to facilitate
the discussion, both sides should continue to refrain from patrolling
along all sectors of the boundary.

Nehru had refused to confirm any of these points, indicating
New Delhi was unwilling formally to accept a ‘line’ of actual control
or even the fact that the boundary was a matter for discussion. The
Indians calculated that to accept such a ‘line’ would be in effect to
accept the border status quo, freezing the Indian position in Ladakh
and acquiescing in Chinese occupation.”45

“The Indian officials reported to New Delhi that at their parting
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reception given in late July by Foreign Minister Chen Yi, Chen
explicitly stated that the Chinese were ready ‘to negotiate’ on the
basis of Chou’s formula, and added that Chou would be willing to
visit India again to sign an agreement to such a formula ‘if Nehru
had no time’ to come to Peiping. A similar message was later
conveyed by Burmese Prime Minister U Nu in talks with President
Prasad in New Delhi on 14 November. U Nu is reported to have been
told by Chou En-lai that he was prepared to give up China’s claim to
the NEFA in return for India’s acceptance of the status quo in Ladakh,
even though this would mean giving up ‘vast territories that
historically belonged to Tibet.’ When Prasad discussed U Nu’s
statement with Nehru, the latter — according to Prasad —
commented:

Chou’s suggestion for solving the dispute has some merit, for if
they (i.e. the Chinese) can prove that historically Ladakh belongs to
them, what is the reason for us to keep it? Angered, Prasad reportedly
told Nehru that it was his duty to keep India’s borders intact, to
which Nehru replied, in a tone of reassurance, that for the time being
there were many practical difficulties in the way of any settlement.
This reported exchange points up the apparent inconsistency in
Nehru’s ‘hard line’ thinking on Peiping and his personal inclination
to vacillate, keeping alive the hope of a way out through compromise.
It also underscores the influence of his associates in sustaining at
crucial times an adamant official attitude.”46

About the Indian officials leaving for Peking for meeting with
the Chinese officials there and the prospect of the forthcoming
meeting, Kuldeep Nayer has made the following observation. “Gopal
and Mehta carried a load of material to Peking. A set of copied of
the entire data was prepared and left in Delhi lest ‘theft’ or some
other untoward occurrence’ might destroy the valuable evidence.
They had prepared a convincing report but the Chinese rejected it.

I got a hint of how little was expected from the meeting from
the Polish ambassador, whom I had met at diplomatic parties, even
before official team left India. I was only the home ministry’s
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information officer and had no official locus standi, but it was obvious
that the Polish ambassador was on a mission. He invited me for a
chat at his chancery and expected me to convey what he had said to
Pant. At the beginning of the conversation he said that the proposal
he would make has the support of all Communist countries, and
specifically mentioning the Soviet Union.

His proposal was that India should accept a package political
deal, getting recognition for the McMahon Line in exchange for
handing over control of some areas in Ladakh to china. He said that
the areas demanded has never been charted, and nobody could say
to whom they belonged. What was being claimed to be India’s was
what had been forcibly occupied by the UK. No power could honour
‘the imperialist line’, nor should India insist upon it. Whatever the
odds, China would never part with control of the road it had built.
That was the lifeline between Sinkiang and other parts of China, he
argued. I conveyed the proposal to Pant who gave me no reaction,
his or that of the government.”47

“By 5 October, the date on which the second series of experts
talks ended in New Delhi, Indian officials believed that their case
was proving to be stronger than Peiping’s. Members of the Indian
team were reported jubilant in early October, attributing the strength
of their case to the excellent administrative records that the British
had maintained on the border areas. On the crucial issue of Ladakh,
when the Chinese presented old documents, the Indians tabled more
and older manuscripts, some of which went back six or seven
centuries, to show that Ladakh had been a separate entity from Tibet.
Moreover, according to team chief, J. S. Mehta, the Chinese case
‘objectively speaking’ was riddled with ‘theoretical and factual
contradictions,’ not really as strong as it had appeared before the
experts talks began.

The Indian case, published in a detailed report (February 1961)
of the border experts talks following the last — the Rangoon —
session (December I960), was impressive. It was argued adroitly on
many points of fact (i.e. historical documentary evidence), logic, and



The Resurgent India 5353535353 April 2015

international law. The final report was highly professional and precise
where precision was crucial, avoiding irrelevancies for the most part
and meeting many Chinese arguments head-on. It demonstrated
that New Delhi could produce a respectable legal case when British-
educated, first-class legal experts and historians were called on.”48

“L. C. Green, lecturer in International Law at University College,
London, has written a brief account of the respective cases which
mainly favors India’s.

Regarding Ladakh, Green maintained that the watershed, or
‘height of land,’ principle as the basis for a boundary claim favors
the Indian case, as the principle is firmly established in international
law. He viewed the Indian case on this point as further strengthened
by the fact that the Chinese accept the watershed principle for the
middle sector. The Chinese, however, complained at the talks that
the Indian alignment in Ladakh is inconsistent, as it ‘Jumps from the
Karakoram Mountains (i.e., the Chinese-claimed line) to the Kun Lun
Mountains,’ rather than following the higher Karakoram crests south
eastward from the Karakoram Pass. The Chinese also argued that if
the line is to run along the higher Himalayas in the east — i.e., roughly
along the McMahon line, as India claims — ‘then why should the
western sector of this boundary not also run along the crest of the
Himalayas (the Karakorams), rather than along the . . . Kun Luns (the
lower range) as contended by the Indian side. . .’ While over-
simplified, the Chinese logic here seems valid, and points up the
relatively stronger Indian case in the eastern sector in contrast to
the western sector. The historical documentation tabled by the Indian
team for traditional ownership of Ladakh, however, was not decisively
countered by the Chinese team. Actually, the Chinese case on Ladakh
derives its force from the matter of actual control.”49

(c) The Chinese “Lines” of Actual Control in the West-(c) The Chinese “Lines” of Actual Control in the West-(c) The Chinese “Lines” of Actual Control in the West-(c) The Chinese “Lines” of Actual Control in the West-(c) The Chinese “Lines” of Actual Control in the West-
ern Sector: 1956 and 1960ern Sector: 1956 and 1960ern Sector: 1956 and 1960ern Sector: 1956 and 1960ern Sector: 1956 and 1960

The boundary line in Ladakh as claimed by China in 1956 (Map
1) and confirmed by Chou in his letter to Nehru on 17th December
1959, started east of Karakoram Pass. “It moved in the south-easterly



The Resurgent India April 20155454545454

direction, crossed the source of the Chip Chap river, moved in the
same south-easterly direction for some distance and then proceeded
down towards south, crossed the river Qara Qash to the west of
Sumdo and then ran in a gradual arc towards south-east to the east
of Shamul Lungpo. The claim line then took slightly south-westerly
direction and passed Kongka La and Dambuguru and then on along
the International Border to Khurnak Fort. From Khurnak Fort the
line proceeded towards south, cutting the Pangong lake in the
middle, then passed through the eastern extremity of the Spanggur
Lake. From there the line ran towards south and then in south-
easterly direction where it crossed the Indus, and then moved
towards south cutting the International Border to the south-west of
Demchok.

The new claim line advanced by the Chinese in 1960, though
started to the east of the 1956 line, ran generally much to the west
of the 1956 line. After cutting the earlier line east of Daulat Beg
Oldi, the new line ran further to the west of the 1956 line, running
close to the eastern bank of the Shyok river, cutting the Galwan river
close to its confluence with Shyok, and then it ran south-east to
Kongka La. From there it ran towards south, a little to west of the
1956 claim line, passed through Sirijap and cut the Pangong lake at
the point where it took a turn towards north-west. From there, it
ran to the west of Spunggur lake, and then ran towards south almost
along the 1956 claim line, ending south-west of Demchok. The new
1960 claim line covered some 5180 square kilometres (2,000 square
miles) more of Indian territory in Ladakh.”50

Thus there was, apparently, a divergence between the
alignment confirmed by Chou in 1959 and the new maps given to
the Indian side by the Chinese side in their border talks during the
later half of 1960. This fact was to prove “embarrassing to Peiping,
and the Indian citation of this cartographic, legerdemain probably
helped convince the Chinese leaders that it would be politically
foolish to publish the border experts report. Thus, despite Peiping’s
anxiety to avoid patrol clashes, the Chinese continued to inch forward
in the western sector. They pushed their map claim westward,
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beyond their 1956 claims, taking in more Indian territory than ever
before since 1949.”51

“The 1956 map referred to by Chou En-lai showed the whole of
China on a small scale and with the boundary marked by a line so
thick that it would itself cover a zone of nearly ten miles in width.
This map showed the Western Sector of the Sino-Indian boundary
running south-east from the Karakoram Pass (rather than roughly
north-east as the Indians have it). The map which the Chinese
submitted during the 1960 official’s talks confirmed this alignment
in that it showed the boundary continuing from the Karakoram Pass
south-east along the main chain of the Karakorams, rather than
switching to loop over the Kuen Lun range to the north as it does in
the Indian claim. But if the two maps are superimposed slight
differences of alignment appear between their boundary markings
in this sector. As they are different maps, on different scales, such
divergences are to be expected; they are of the kind that can be
explained by differences in survey between them – for example, a
line connecting the same two features on both maps might run at
slightly different compass bearings on each. Even the 1960 Chinese
map was on a small scale, showing the whole stretch of the Sino-
Indian boundary; the Chinese position was that since they were
depicting only a ‘traditional and customary boundary line’, not a
delimited boundary, to indicate anything but an approximate
alignment would be unrealistic. The Indians, holding that the
boundary as they claimed it was absolute and definitive, indicated
their claim lines categorically in detail, and pointed to these
differences in approach to suggest that the Chinese were being vague
or covert, in order perhaps to make more advanced claims later.

The earlier (1956) Chinese map did not, and by its nature could
not, show a precise boundary alignment, and the only definitive
cartographic statement of the Chinese version of what they called
‘the traditional and customary boundary’ is in the 1960 map. The
Indian charge, based on literal comparison of those two maps, that
China progressively claimed more and more territory is ill-founded,
if not tendentious.”52
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While all this was going on neither India nor China had been
sitting idle. India pushed through an elaborate programme of road
construction in vital Himalayan areas and took defensive measures of
other kinds along the frontier. China too was busy constructing new
motorable roads and air-fields in the border areas. Following the failure
of talks with Nehru in April, the Chinese leaders in summer and later
half of 1960 employed a two-fold strategy, (i) ceasing regular patrol
activity in their self-imposed demilitarized zones along the border and
(ii) Occasionally sending out reconnaissance parties in the immediate
vicinity of their border posts. The second part of the policy aimed at
maintaining accurate intelligence on Indian and Tibetan-rebel military
moves through reconnaissance activity which was restricted to the
areas in the immediate locale of the border posts.

(d) Some Happenings During the Year 1961 and the(d) Some Happenings During the Year 1961 and the(d) Some Happenings During the Year 1961 and the(d) Some Happenings During the Year 1961 and the(d) Some Happenings During the Year 1961 and the
Initiation of India’s Forward PolicyInitiation of India’s Forward PolicyInitiation of India’s Forward PolicyInitiation of India’s Forward PolicyInitiation of India’s Forward Policy

(1) The Period Between January to June 1961

During this period the Chinese tried publicly and privately to
persuade Nehru to drop his withdrawal precondition and settle for
an overall settlement based on mutual accommodation – an
exchange of claims to the NEFA and the Aksai Plain – and as examples
of Chinese flexible attitude cited the examples of their agreements
with Burma and Nepal. The Chinese tried to enlist some neutrals in
their efforts to persuade India to negotiate. “Foreign Minister Chen
Yi discussed the matter with Sukarno on 31 March in Djakarta,
insisting that China did not want ‘disturbed’ relations with India,
would prefer that New Delhi stopped quarrelling about ‘snowy
mountainous territory that is probably inhabited only by animals.’”53

The Chinese also approached some people in New Delhi. “The
‘cultural’ counsellor in the Chinese Embassy there, Yeh Cheng-chang,
reportedly asked the chairman of the All-India Peace Council on 1
April if he thought the Indian leaders would support a Chinese move
to appoint an ‘arbitrator’ to adjudicate the border issue. Yeh stated
that because China’s disputes with Burma and Indonesia had been
settled, he believed it likely Peiping was prepared for arbitration.
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Yeh continued to probe, asking a local employee of the embassy’s
‘cultural’ office on 7 April if he felt that the government would accept
either U Nu or Sukarno to arbitrate the dispute, inasmuch as China
was ‘seriously considering proposing arbitration.’ Within two weeks
after J. Narayan, a critic of Nehru’s foreign policy, stated publicly on
18 April that ‘the dispute with China was a fit case for arbitration,’
Yeh again approached an Indian employee in the embassy to propose
that the Indian leaders take up Narayan’s suggestion. Yeh’s
approaches were all informal and on this occasion he insisted that
although Peiping desired arbitration, the first move must be made
by New Delhi. These probes apparently were intended to provide
the Chinese leaders with some insight into Nehru’s thinking about
any alternative to his stand of no negotiations without a prior Chinese
troop withdrawal in the Aksai Plain.”54

Besides these efforts, the Chinese absorbed, “a continuous
volley of Indian insults and rebuffs without striking back politically
or militarily, apparently aware that either kind of riposte would
compel Nehru to leave the dispute open indefinitely. They
desperately wanted it closed. Any delay worked against them as it
was creating an enemy state on China’s southern frontier. There was,
however, another compelling reason — the Sino-Soviet dispute. The
failure of the Chinese to settle the border quarrel was being used by
the CPSU to substantiate Khrushchev’s charges that the Chinese
leaders were warlike, ‘adventurist,’ and determined to drive India
into the West’s camp. They viewed the situation as providing
Khrushchev with an effective weapon in his lobbying among other
parties for support against the CCP.”55

“Determined to refute Khrushchev and to pressure Nehru to
negotiate, the Chinese moved laterally beyond Mongolia, Burma,
and Nepal — all states willing to settle border discrepancies — to
Pakistan. They suggested border talks with Karachi in December
1960, and by January 1961 they had gained concurrence to negotiate
a preliminary agreement. This manoeuvre rekindled official Indian
suspicions of the Pakistanis and confirmed their view of the Chinese
as anti-India political opportunists.
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The move toward Pakistan pointed up the contradictory aspect
of Chinese policy. They desired and talked about the need for
negotiations but made no concession to attain them; on the contrary,
their political moves drove the Indians away from the ‘proper’ mental
attitude. At the same time that the Chinese approach succeeded in
exacerbating India-Pakistan relations, it embittered Indian officials
all the more against China.

The Chinese leaders were willing to accept the consequences
of probable failure of pressure tactics against the Indians because
they had no alternative to these tactics. Significant concessions
before negotiations were ruled out. India, they felt, would view
concessions as a sign of weakness and insist on greater concessions
— i.e. complete withdrawal of Chinese forces from the Aksai Plain.
Stated differently, the Chinese rejected the carrot-and-the-stick as a
policy because the only carrot acceptable to New Delhi was the entire
Plain. They were, therefore, left with sticks of various sizes, and when
they used even a small one, the Indians winced.”56

Just like the Chinese, the Indians too were pulled by
contradictory forces. Nehru’s natural inclination was to work for a
political settlement of the whole issue. “However, Chinese refusal
to withdraw from the Aksai Plain and Opposition demands that they
be compelled to withdraw made him more susceptible than ever
before to the army argument that the Chinese would not move back
unless pushed by Indian troops.

By early 1961, the problem had become one of just how to
push them. Nehru’s rejection in January of action to oust the Chinese
‘by force if necessary,’ and in February of ‘any move to push the
Chinese from Indian soil,’ ruled out a large-scale Indian offensive
operation. However, it had not had ruled out the establishment of
new Indian posts in areas claimed by the Chinese (particularly in
Ladakh) by a process of moving closer to and between existing
Chinese posts. The process would require a series of small-scale
advances, in order to avoid provoking firefights, and flanking moves,
in order to press Chinese forces to abandon forward posts. Direct
assaults apparently would not be required.
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The rationale for this process stemmed from the view held by
certain civilian and army advisers that stealthy Chinese advances
from 1957 to 1960 provided justification for stealthy Indian move
ups in 1961. Nehru himself gradually accepted this simple logic of
retaliation.

He agreed to act in April 1961. In order to ‘bolster the regular
strength’ of Indian army units on the border, the Chief of the Army
General Staff, Lt. General B.M. Kaul, sent an order in early April to all
three Indian army commands to furnish 10 percent of their current
troop strength for service with border units. In a clarifying statement
to the army commands, Kaul stated that the intention was not to
introduce ‘entire units’ but to ‘augment’ army units already along the
border in such a way as not to give the Chinese cause for increasing
their own troop strength. (Kaul was also anxious to avoid giving the
press the impression that the army was ‘massing’ troops on the
border.) The Indians were wary of the Chinese military intelligence
effort, particularly after confirming through interrogation that a
Chinese soldier arrested in Bhutan in March had had the mission of
contacting individual Indian military personnel to obtain order of battle
information, Nehru showed some anxiety in June that the Chinese
were preparing to respond to Indian moves by a major attack, but
was relieved of this worry in July and August by reports that the Chinese
were merely improving their border posts and communications.
Nevertheless, the Chinese were alert to increased Indian border
activity. The Indians could not move forward in 1961 (as the Chinese
had done from 1957 to 1960) without detection.”57

 (2) The Period Between July to December 1961 – India’s
Forward Policy

“Prime Minister Nehru’s rejection in the first half of 1961 of
Chinese overtures for negotiating on Peiping’s terms — that is, his
refusal to accept occupation of the Aksai Plain — did not end Sino-
Indian contacts. His rejection was followed by a one-man probe
intended to determine whether the Chinese might reconsider and
soften their position regarding the Plain.”58
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R.K. Nehru, the Secretary General of the ministry of External
Affairs stooped over in China on his way to Mongolia and had
meetings with the top Chinese leaders during the middle of July.
The Chinese were not in mood to agree to concessions on their stand
and the relations between the two countries further deteriorated.
Nehru felt that he had no choice but to adopt a still more stiff attitude
towards the Chinese.

During the rest of the period, the Chinese accepted the notion
that the Indian Prime Minister cannot be moved to negotiate and
began openly slandering him in their commentary. When India
formally protested such acts it led to an exchange of recriminations
which further worsened the relations between the two countries.
Following these bitter exchanges, the Chinese decided to protest
any Indian patrolling across China’s 1960 “line of actual control.”
They made their first protest in August against Indian advances which
begun under Kaul’s order of early April and demanded that Indians
stop moving up. New Delhi’s formal response to this Chinese protest
and Nehru’s subsequent public statements led to the bitterest
opening of Sino-Indian exchanges since 1959.

“The war of notes became open when Nehru on 20 November
tabled in Parliament excerpts of the Indian 31 October note. The
fifth Indian white paper was also issued, delineating Sino-Indian
exchanges regarding the border. Nehru stated that ‘in recent weeks’
some new checkposts had been built by the Chinese beyond their
1956 claim line but within their 1960 line. The storm that broke in
the Indian press over the surfacing of these ‘new’ Chinese incursions
was directed against the prime minister’s policy of ‘playing down
the border question’ and his unwillingness to take military action.

Attempting to impede further criticism of his ‘soft’ policy, Nehru
spoke in tones of striking belligerency. The military situation on the
border, he began, had changed progressively in India’s favour because
of recently strengthened defences. He then promised: ‘We will
continue to build these things up so that ultimately we may be in a
position to take effective action to recover such territory as is in
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their possession.’

This was the most explicit public statement that Nehru had
made regarding an intention to take military action to regain land
held by Chinese forces. The Chinese for good reason later cited it to
demonstrate Indian responsibility for border clashes. Nehru went
on to give an account of India’s ‘hard’ moves. Although the Chinese
had established three ‘new’ posts in Ladakh, he said, India had set
up six, including one at Daulat Beg Oldi near the Karakoram Pass. He
also cited a steady build-up of Indian forces and noted that 500 to
1,000 men were required to provide logistic support for one 50-
man post.”59

Regarding the “Forward Policy” a crucial meeting was held in
the Prime Minister’s Office on 2nd November, 1961. The members
present in this meeting were Nehru, Defence Minister Krishna
Menon, Foreign Secretary M.J. Desai, Chief of Army Staff General
Thapper and many other officials. From this meeting a new directive
was issued about the implementation of the forward policy.

“These were the operative paragraphs of the directive that
emerged from the November 2nd meetings:

(a) So far as Ladakh is concerned we are to patrol as far forward
as possible from our present positions towards the international
border. This will be done with a view to establishing our posts which
should prevent the Chinese from advancing any further and also
dominating from any posts which they may have already established
in our territory. This must be done without getting involved in a
clash with the Chinese, unless this becomes necessary in self-
defence.

(b) As regards UP [Uttar Pradesh, i.e., the middle sector] and
other northern areas there are not the same difficulties as in Ladakh.
We should, therefore, as far as practicable, go forward and be in
effective occupation of the whole frontier. Where there are any gaps

they must be covered either by patrolling or by posts.

(c) In view of the numerous operational and administrative
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difficulties efforts should be made to position major concentrations
of forces along our borders in places conveniently situated behind
the forward posts from where they could be maintained logistically
and from where they can restore a border situation at short notice.”60

“Nehru’s public remarks and the uproar in Parliament and the
press spurred the Chinese into releasing their notes and launching a
major propaganda campaign directed against Nehru personally. The
line they took in the onslaught suggests that by late November 1961,
the Chinese leaders were convinced that Nehru had decided to
intensify India’s military plan to recover territory in the western
sector. They tried to deter him.”61

In their November 30, 1961 note the Chinese declared that they
also had extensive map claims and would be justified, according to
New Delhi’s logic, to move on the ground into territory claimed in
their own maps. The note conveyed the threat to Indian leaders as
follows. “The Indian Government must be aware that the Chinese and
the Indian Governments do not hold identical views concerning the
boundary between the two countries. Taking the case of the eastern
sector of the boundary, the Chinese Government has always held that
this sector lies along the southern foot of the Himalayas and that the
so-called ‘McMahon Line’ is totally illegal. If the Indian Government’s
above logic should be followed, the Chinese Government would have
every reason to send troops to cross the so-called ‘McMahon Line,’
and enter the vast area between the crest of the Himalayas and their
southern foot. But the Chinese Government has never done so and
all Chinese military and administrative personnel, acting on orders,
have not crossed the so-called ‘McMahon Line.’”62

The Chinese warnings failed to deter Nehru. “The warnings
failed to deter Nehru.a On the contrary, when publicized, they
enabled his opponents to call for an even harder line. When,
therefore, Nehru referred to the warnings in Parliament on 5

aFor example. New Delhi’s response (note of 9 December), stated in effect
that what the Chinese had done since 1956 in Ladakh, the Indians could do better
in 1961.
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December, he was compelled to concede that non-diplomatic — that
is, military — methods would not be ruled out to settle the border
dispute.a But by late 1961, such a policy was already being
implemented; the Chinese stick had the effect of creating greater
internal pressures on Nehru to press forward even more vigorously.”63

The Indian leaders were so confident of the forward policy that
in the late December 1961, after the success of the Goa war, “Lal
Bahadur Shastri, the Home Minister, made the parallel explicit, ‘If
the Chinese will not vacate the areas occupied by her, India will have
to repeat what she did in Goa,’ he told in an election meeting. ‘She
will certainly drive out the Chinese forces.”64

The Forward Policy adopted by India sowed the seeds of future
conflict in 1962. When the Indian forces initially began implementing
the Forward Policy, Chinese forces withdrew when they encountered
the newly advanced Indian posts. This encouraged the Indian side
to pursue the Forward Policy even more vigorously and a large
number of Indian posts got quickly established.

An insight into the Chinese policy adopted at this time which
enabled the Indians to move forward and cherish the illusion of their
strength vis-a-vis the Chinese is provided by the following account
of what was happening with the top Chinese leadership in Beijing is
provided by John Garver. According to him, “Shortly after Indian
forces began implementing the Forward Policy, Mao Zedong
convened a Central Military Commission (CMC) meeting in Beijing
to consider China’s response. Mao had earlier asked the Tibet and
the Xinjiang military regions for proposals, and those were apparently
on the table when the central meeting convened.

Mao compared India’s Forward Policy a strategic advance in a

aHe said: ‘While pursuing diplomatic and other peaceful means, India is also
preparing the ground for other methods to be employed....The statement that
the government had issued orders to Indian army personnel not to fire unless
fired upon is absolutely wrong. There are military orders to defend or attack,
whichever the situation might demand.’ The Chinese later cited his remark on
using ‘other methods’ to demonstrate that New Delhi had switched over to a
policy of military aggression.
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game of Chinese chess in which one side pushes pawns across the
centre line of the board, a line known as the Han-Chu border in
reference to the frontier between those two ancient Chinese states:
Their [India’s] continually pushing forward is like crossing the Chu
Han boundary. What should we do? We can also set out a few pawns,
on our side of the river. If they don’t then cross over, that’s great. If
they do cross, we’ll eat them up (ba tamen chi diao) [in a chess
metaphor this would mean to take the opponent’s pieces]. Of course,
we cannot blindly eat them. Lack of forbearance in small matters
upsets great plans. We must pay attention to the situation.

In line with Mao’s comments, the CMC ordered China’s border
forces to resume patrols within the zone 20 kilometres north of the
McMahon line – patrols suspended since October 1959. Accelerated
construction of roads to forward areas was also ordered. As the crisis
built, Mao Zedong took personal charge of the ‘struggle with India.’
Mao stressed to PLA Chief of Staff Lou Ruiqing that the firing of the
Chinese ‘first shot’ must be personally approved by himself, Mao
Zedong.”65
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AAAAAPPENDIXPPENDIXPPENDIXPPENDIXPPENDIX 1 1 1 1 1

SSSSSTATEMENTTATEMENTTATEMENTTATEMENTTATEMENT     OFOFOFOFOF D D D D DALAIALAIALAIALAIALAI L L L L LAMAAMAAMAAMAAMA     ATATATATAT T T T T TEJPUREJPUREJPUREJPUREJPUR     ONONONONON 18 18 18 18 18THTHTHTHTH A A A A APRILPRILPRILPRILPRIL, 1959, 1959, 1959, 1959, 1959
ANDANDANDANDAND     THETHETHETHETHE S S S S SUBSEQUENTUBSEQUENTUBSEQUENTUBSEQUENTUBSEQUENT D D D D DEVELOPMENTEVELOPMENTEVELOPMENTEVELOPMENTEVELOPMENT     ONONONONON     THISTHISTHISTHISTHIS I I I I ISSUESSUESSUESSUESSUE

1. It has always been accepted that the Tibetan people are different
from the Han people of China. There has always been a strong desire for
independence on the part of the Tibetan people. Throughout history this
has been asserted on numerous occasions. Sometimes, the Chinese
Government have imposed their suzerainty on Tibet and, at other times,
Tibet has functioned as an independent country. In any event, at all times,
even when the suzerainty of China was imposed, Tibet remained
autonomous in control of its internal affairs.

2. In 1951, under pressure of the Chinese Government, a 17-Point
Agreement was made between China and Tibet. In that Agreement, the
suzerainty of China was accepted as there was no alternative left to the
Tibetans. But even in the Agreement, it was stated that Tibet would enjoy
full autonomy. Though the control of External Affairs and Defence were to
be in the hands of the Chinese Government, it was agreed that there would
be no interference by the Chinese Government with the Tibetan religion
and customs and her internal administration. In fact, after the occupation
of Tibet by the Chinese armies, the Tibetan Government did not enjoy any
measure of autonomy even in internal matters, and the Chinese
Government exercised full powers in Tibet’s affairs. In 1956, a Preparatory
Committee was set up for Tibet with the Dalai Lama as Chairman, the
Panchen Lama as Vice-Chairman and General Chang Kuo Hun as the
Representative of the Chinese Government. In practice, even this body
had little power, and decisions in all important matters were taken by the
Chinese authorities. The Dalai Lama and his Government tried their best
to adhere to the 17 Point Agreement, but the interference of the Chinese
authorities persisted.

3. By the end of 1955 a struggle had started in the Kham Province
and this assumed serious proportions in 1956. In the consequential
struggle, the Chinese Armed Forces destroyed a large number of
monasteries. Many Lamas were killed and a large number of monks and
officials were taken and employed on the construction of roads in China,
and the interference in the exercise of religious freedom increased.
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4. The relations of Tibetans with China became openly strained from
the early part of February, 1959. The Dalai Lama had agreed a month in
advance to attend a cultural show in the Chinese headquarters and the date
was suddenly fixed for the 10th of March. The people of Lhasa became
apprehensive that some harm might be done to the Dalai Lama and as a
result about ten thousand people gathered round the Dalai Lama’s summer
palace, Norbulingka, and physically prevented the Dalai Lama from attending
the function. Thereafter, the people themselves decided to raise a bodyguard
for the protection of the Dalai Lama. Large crowds of Tibetans went about
the streets of Lhasa demonstrating against the Chinese rule in Tibet. Two
days later, thousands of Tibetan women held demonstrations protesting
against Chinese authority. In spite of this demonstration from the people,
the Dalai Lama and his Government endeavoured to maintain friendly
relations with the Chinese and tried to carry out negotiations with the Chinese
representatives as to how best to bring about peace in Tibet and assuage
the people’s anxiety. While these negotiations were being carried out,
reinforcements arrived to strengthen the Chinese garrisons in Lhasa and
Tibet. On the 17th March, two or three mortar shells were fired in the
direction of the Norbulingka Palace. Fortunately, the shells fell in a nearby
pond. After this, the Advisers became alive to the danger to the person of
the Dalai Lama and in those difficult circumstances it became imperative for
the Dalai Lama, the members of his family and his high officials to leave
Lhasa. The Dalai Lama would like to state categorically that he left Lhasa and
Tibet and came to India of his own free will and not under duress.

5. It was due to the loyalty and affectionate support of his people
that the Dalai Lama was able to find his way through a route which is quite
arduous. The route which the Dalai Lama took involved the Kyichu and the
Tsangpo rivers and making his way through Lhoka area, Yarlung Valley and
Tsona Dzong before reaching the Indian Frontier at Kanzey Mane near
Chuthangmu.

6. On the 29th March, 1959, the Dalai Lama sent two emissaries
across the Indo-Tibetan border requesting Government of India’s
permission to enter India and seek asylum there. The Dalai Lama is
extremely grateful to the people and Government of India for their
spontaneous and generous welcome as well as the asylum granted to him
and his followers. India and Tibet have religious, cultural and trade links
extending over a thousand years and for Tibetans it has always been the
land of enlightenment, having given birth to Lord Buddha. The Dalai Lama
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is deeply touched by the kind greeting extended to him on his safe arrival
in India by the Prime Minister Shri Jawaharlal Nehru, and his colleagues in
the Government of India. The Dalai Lama has already sent reply to this
message of greetings.

7. Ever since the Dalai Lama entered India at Kanzey Mane, near
Chuthangmu, he has experienced in full measure the respect and hospitality
extended to him by the people of the Kameng Frontier Division of the
North East Frontier Agency and the Dalai Lama would like to state how the
Government of India’s officers posted there had spared no efforts in making
his stay and journey through this extremely well administered part of India
as comfortable as possible.

8. The Dalai Lama will now be proceeding to Mussoorie which he
hopes to reach in the next few days. The Dalai Lama will give thought to
his future plans and, if necessary, give expression to them as soon as he
has had a chance to rest and reflect on recent events. His country and
people have passed through an extremely difficult period and all that the
Dalai Lama wishes to say at the moment is to express his sincere regrets at
the tragedy which has overtaken Tibet and to fervently hope that these
troubles would be over soon without any more, bloodshed.

9. As the Dalai Lama and the spiritual head of all the Buddhists in
Tibet, his foremost concern is the well-being of his people and in ensuring
the perpetual flourishing of his sacred religion and freedom of his country.

10. While expressing once again thankfulness at his safe arrival in
India, the Dalai Lama would like to take this opportunity to communicate
to all his friends, well-wishers and devotees in India and abroad his sincere
gratitude for the many messages of sympathies and concern with which
they have flooded him.

There was a strong reaction from China towards India for granting
asylum to the Dalai Lama. “From the start of the Tibet revolt on 10 March,
to the release of the Dalai Lama’s ‘statement’ on 18 April, the Chinese
leaders maintained a policy of relative public restraint toward India. Despite
numerous Indian press and Parliamentary anti-Chinese sallies, they
counterattacked by referring only to unnamed ‘Indian expansionists’ and
avoided criticism of Nehru in the press. They still had some hope of keeping
the Chou-Nehru relationship intact and of salvaging a degree of cordiality
with him. They chose to level their attacks at Nehru’s political opponents
in the Praja Socialist Party and the Jan Sangh Party as well as others and to
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remain silent about caricatures of Mao and Chou in the Indian Press.

On 18 April, the day when Chou had spoken to the NPC (Nationals
People’s Committee) approvingly of Nehru’s personal policy of non-
interference in Tibet, the Dalai Lama issued a ‘statement’ at Tezpur,
contradicting Peiping’s claims that he was being held under duress and that
the Chinese had not violated the Sino-Tibet autonomy agreement, and calling
for Tibetan ‘independence.’ The statement had been issued with the reluctant
consent of the Ministry of External Affairs whose representative, P.N. Menon
helped draft it and tone it down. The Chinese reacted sharply, and apparently
felt that Nehru had been playing a double game with them.”1

“On 21st April, NCNA (New China News Agency) noted that now Nehru
himself was planning to meet with the Dalai Lama, and that Foreign
Secretary Dutt was about to arrive beforehand to make ‘arrangement’ with
the Dalai. They hinted at their at their appraisal that Nehru himself had
deceitfully conspired to have the Dalai make the 18 April ‘statement’. NCNA
on 21 April to have singled out a Reuters dispatch from New Delhi and
quoted the following portion: The Dalai Lama’s statement can have come
as no surprise to the Indian Government. It was drafted after several long
meetings with Prime Minister Nehru’s envoy, Mr. P.N. Menon at Bomdila
earlier, during which its political implications must have been discussed.

They seemed to feel that Nehru was using the Dalai to appeal for Tibet’s
independence, while repeating publicly that as prime minister, he had
promised that the Dalai’s activities would be restricted to religious affairs.”2

On the same day NCNA quoted a New Delhi AFP (Agence France
Presse) dispatch as follows: “The ‘statement’ was issued apparently with
the approval of the Indian government. Some observers here felt that the
Indian government, in approving the Dalai Lama’s ‘statement’, wished to
say indirectly certain things it would be difficult to say itself directly.

The Chinese leaders struck on 22 April, using speakers at the NPC to
call down ‘the wrath of the entire Chinese nation’ against the Dalai’s
‘statement.’ The Chinese speakers criticized the Indian Ministry of External
Affairs explicitly for having distributed the ‘statement.’ Nehru was not yet
attacked directly, but Peiping was coming close. Thus speaker Huang Yen-
pei asked why the Indian government had permitted the Dalai to engage
in ‘political’ activities after ‘Prime Minister Nehru’ himself had declared
that such activities would not be permitted. On 23 April, People’s Daily
commented that ‘certain influential figures in India’ take the view that
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‘China is weak’ and ‘the time has come to exert pressure on China.’ People’s
Daily then warned: There can be no greater tragedy for a statesman than
miscalculation of a situation. If the Indian expansionists are seeking to
pressure China, they have picked the wrong customer.”3

“The Indian response to this Chinese propaganda attack included the
handing of a note to the Chinese ambassador on 26 April from the Indian
Government. Foreign Secretary Dutt gave Ambassador Pan Tzu-li the note,
which recapitulated certain fact, viz. the grant of asylum to the Dalai, the
dispatch of P.N. Menon to Mussorie to receive the Dalai, and the Tibetan
leader’s residency at Mussorie at his own request. The key point was that
the Dalai’s Tezpur statement was ‘entirely his own.’ The note then expressed
‘great regret’ at the attitude taken by the Peiping newspapers and the NPC
speakers which clearly challenged India’s motives as being ‘suspect.’ On
27 April, Nehru, speaking in Parliament, said that the basis of the Tibet
revolt must have been ‘a strong feeling of nationalism,’ that the Chinese
had greatly ‘simplified the facts, that India has a ‘feeling of kinship with
the Tibetan people… and is greatly distressed at their hapless plight,’ and
that above all ‘we hope that present fighting and killing will cease.’4

“Nehru’s 27 April speech in Parliament apparently was taken by the
Chinese as another sign that Nehru was basically sympathetic towards the
statements of the Dalai and those Indian political figures who were calling
for real Tibetan autonomy. They planned a systematic reply, the intention
of which was to warn Nehru to drop the matter in his public statements.”5

“On 6 May, the Chinese issued their first point-by-point rebuttal of
Nehru’s speech, professing distress at being ‘forced to argue’ with him,
but ‘as people whose affairs Nehru is discussing’ deemed it necessary to
point out his ‘errors.’

The lengthy Chinese article – ‘The Revolution in Tibet and Nehru’s
Philosophy,’ attributed to the editorial department of the People’s Daily
and printed in that paper on 6 May – was a tour de force which did not
really deal with Nehru’s ‘philosophy’ but rather with his views on Tibet’s
‘autonomy.’”6

The article stated that, “A group of Indians, now unfortunately including
Mr. Nehru, insist that we do things according to their opinions… In his 27
April speech, Prime Minister Nehru mentioned only ‘mutual respect regarding
the Five Principles… but did not mention ‘mutual respect for territorial
integrity and sovereignty’ …We hope this was only and oversight.”7
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The article further stated that, “Prime Minister Nehru in his 27 April
speech rightly censured certain Indian statements and actions intended to
undermine the friendly relations between China and India. Unfortunately,
he followed this up with a concerted attack on the Chinese declaration
against interference.”8

About the autonomy of Tibet the article added that, “Tibet is
definitely no protectorate – neither a Chinese protectorate, nor an Indian
protectorate, nor a joint Chinese-Indian protectorate, nor a so-called buffer
state between China and India. The People’s Republic of China enjoys full
sovereignty over the Tibet region.

Summing up in this angry vein, the article went on to make one point
‘absolutely clear:’ ‘if establishment of such a buffer zone were pressed for, it
would indeed create a truly deplorable conflict where none existed before.’
Having administered this veiled threat of a military clash, the authors of the
article subsided into praise for Nehru’s general good will for China and an
assurance that the argument over Tibet ‘will not result in feelings of hostility.’

The overall appraisal of Nehru’s foreign policy was that it was
‘generally’ favorable toward ‘China, the Soviet Union, and other socialist
states,’ and that ‘in general’ Nehru advocated Sino-Indian friendship.”9

Thus the Tibetan revolt of 1959 led to the first open public warnings
by China to India against interference in Tibet. After many open attacks and
counter-attacks by both the governments in April and May 1959, “mutual
public Sino-Indian recriminations began to fade by late May as appeals from
all sides were made – loudest by Indian Communist who were trying to avoid
an outburst of domestic indignation against the party – for maintaining Sino-
Indian friendship. Nehru had achieved considerable success in preventing
the presence of the Dalai Lama and other Tibetan leaders in India from
converting the country into a cold war battleground. Despite Nehru’s
restrained handling of the situation, Chou did not communicate with him
directly. The Chinese leaders apparently felt that during the Tibetan
developments nothing could be gained by Chou-Nehru talks or written
exchanges. On the contrary, the Chou-Nehru relationship might be
permanently undercut, for the only subject of real importance they could
discuss would have been the Tibetan revolt, which was unacceptable,
inasmuch as that was entirely a Chinese matter. Rather than make further
overtures to Nehru, they apparently chose to pursue a policy of returning to
silence – after having administered public warnings against interference in
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April and May – and remain quiet while PLA (People’s Liberation Army) mop-
up operations continued and until Indian tempers were cooled.”10

To sum up the whole event, “Once the Tibetan national rising began
in Lhasa on 10 March 1959, India did not wash its hands off Tibetan affairs
as Beijing insisted. Rather, Indian media and elected Indian politicians,
including Nehru and virtually every other Indian politician, expressed
greater or lesser sympathy with Tibet’s struggle. Beijing condemned a large
number of Indian moves that it said encouraged the rebellion. These Indian
moves included: the Indian Consul General in Lhasa met with demonstrating
Tibetans in the early days of the Lhasa uprising; granting asylum to the
Dalai Lama; having official contact with the Dalai Lama; treating the Dalai
Lama as an honored guest; permitting the Dalai Lama to meet with the
media and foreign representatives; not quashing the Dalai Lama’s appeal
to the United Nations; granting asylum to ten thousand or so Tibetan
refugees who followed the Dalai Lama to India; concentrating those
refugees in camps near the Tibetan frontier; not suppressing ‘anti-China
activities’ conducted in those refugee camps; permitting or encouraging
negative commentary by Indian newspapers about China’s actions in Tibet;
Nehru raising the ‘Tibet issue’ in India’s parliament and making critical
comments about China’s policies in Tibet; Nehru permitting the Indian
parliament to discuss Tibet; allowing ‘anti-China activities’ by protesters
in Indian cities; not punishing Indian protestors for defacing a portrait of
Mao Zedong; instigating an ‘anti-China campaign’ in the Indian press;
restricting trade between India and Tibet; and allowing the Dalai Lama to
speak of ‘a Tibetan government in exile.’ All these acts constituted, in China’s
view, ‘interference in the internal affairs of China.’ Beijing saw these Indian
actions as ways in which New Delhi was attempting to seize Tibet.’”11

“A series of moves by Nehru in 1959 contradicts the proposition that
he sought to undermine China’s rule over Tibet. When he granted asylum
to the Dalai Lama in March 1959 he believed, on the basis of earlier
comments by Zhou Enlai regarding such a possibility in 1950, that Beijing
would not regard it as an unfriendly act. After the Dalai Lama’s flight to
India, Nehru initially thought the Tibetan leader could work out a deal
with Beijing restoring a degree or autonomy and permitting his return to
Lhasa, as had been the case in 1951. Nehru stated repeatedly and publicly
that Tibet was part of China and that events there were an internal affair
of China. After the Dalai Lama’s 1959 flight to India, Nehru urged the Tibetan
leader to avoid speaking of independence, saying that such a goal was
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‘impractical.’ Instead, Tibet should seek mere autonomy instead, Nehru
said. India refused to support, and indeed actively discouraged, a Tibetan
appeal to the United Nations in 1959 and 1960, as it had in 1950. New
Delhi urged Britain and other states not to open contacts with the Dalai
Lama and worked to obstruct the Dalai Lama’s efforts to establish such
contacts. Even after the U.S. State Department stated in February 1960
that the United States believed the principle of self determination should
apply to the Tibetan people, India did not welcome this move. These moves
do not suggest a policy of seeking to overthrow China’s control over Tibet.”12

“The question of responsibility for the crisis in Tibet figured
prominently in the contentious talks between Mao Zedong and Soviet
leader Nikita Khrushchev in Beijing on 2 October 1959. After a complete
disagreement over Taiwan, Khrushchev turned to India and Tibet, saying:
‘If you let me, I will tell you what a guest should not say, the events in
Tibet are your fault. You ruled in Tibet, you should have had your
intelligence [agencies] there and should have known about the plans
and intentions of the Dalai Lama’ [to flee to India]. ‘Nehru also says that
the events in Tibet occurred on our fault,’ Mao replied. After an exchange
over the flight of the Dalai Lama, Khrushchev made the point: ‘If you
allow him [the Dalai Lama] an opportunity to flee to India, then what
has Nehru to do with it? We believe that the events in Tibet are the fault
of the Communist Party of China, not Nehru’s fault.’ ‘No, this is Nehru’s
fault,’ Mao replied. ‘Then the events in Hungary are not our fault,’ the
Soviet leader responded, ‘but the fault of the United States of America, if
I understand you correctly. Please, look here, we had an army in Hungary,
we supported that fool Rakosi and this is our mistake, not the mistake of
the United States.’ Mao rejected this: ‘The Hindus acted in Tibet as if it
belonged to them.’”13

“The fact that China’s leaders saw Indian efforts as attempts to ‘grab
Tibet,’ to turn Tibet into ‘a buffer zone,’ to return Tibet to its pre-1949
status, to ‘overthrow China’s sovereignty,’ or to cause Tibet to ‘throw off
the jurisdiction of China’s central government,’ does not necessarily mean
that those perceptions were accurate. In fact, this core Chinese belief was
wrong. …It was a deeply pernicious Chinese misperception that contributed
powerfully to the decision for war in 1962.”14

“The Indian government indisputably was attempting to influence
events inside Tibet, as well as relations between the Tibetan local
government and Beijing. What is in question is not Indian actions, but the
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motives and purposes which lay behind those actions.

Nehru’s policies derived not from a desire to seize Tibet or over-throw
Chinese sovereignty there, but from a desire to uphold Tibet’s autonomy
under Chinese sovereignty as part of a grand accommodation between
China and India — an accommodation that would make possible a global
partnership between India and China. Nehru envisioned a compromise
between Chinese and Indian interests regarding Tibet, with Chinese respect
for Tibetan autonomy combined with Indian respect for Chinese
sovereignty over Tibet. This accommodation would, Nehru believed,
provide a basis for a broad program of cooperation between China and
India on behalf of the peoples of the developing countries and against the
insanity of a nuclear-armed bipolar Cold War. Nehru believed that by
demonstrating India’s acceptance of China’s ownership and military control
of Tibet while simultaneously befriending China on such issues as war in
Korea, the PRC’s U.N. admission, the peace treaty with Japan and transfer
of Taiwan to the PRC, Indochina, and decolonization and the Afro-Asian
movement, China could be won to cooperation with India. The two leading
Asian powers would then create a new axis in world politics. In terms of
Tibet, Nehru hoped that China would repay India’s friendship and
consolidate the Sino-Indian partnership by granting Tibet a significant
degree of autonomy.”15
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“I express to you my deep gratitude for your
friendly invitation. The Chinese Government has
consistently held that the friendship between the
Chinese and Indian peoples is eternal, that it is
necessary and entirely possible to settle the
boundary issue between the two countries in a
friendly and peaceful manner, and that the two
countries must not waver in their common desire
for a peaceful settlement of the boundary issue on
account of temporary differences of opinion and
certain unfortunate and unexpected incidents. The
Chinese Government, therefore, takes a positive
attitude towards the forthcoming meeting and has
confidence in it. As to myself, needless to say, I am
very glad of the opportunity of once again visiting
the capital of great India, meeting the great Indian
people fighting for the prosperity, strength and
progress of their motherland and for world peace,
and seeing you as well as other friends whose
acquaintance I had the honour of making during my
last visits. I particularly hope to see the dark clouds
hovering between our two countries dispersed
through our joint efforts, so that the long-standing
friendly relations between the two countries may
be consolidated and developed.”

Price: Rs. 31/-

RNI NO. UTTENG/2010/36183


