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CHAPTER I

HISTORY OF THE SINO-INDIAN RELATIONS=-
A BACKDROP

Sino~-Indien relestions may be demsrcsted into six peri-
ods. The first begins with the esrly communicetion between
the two peoples until the fourteenth century. This long
period is primerily focused on the sctivities of culture sand
religion. %he second includes the British occupstion of the
Indien subcontinent from the beginning of the eighteenth
century. (The political history of the British in India
begins in the eighteenth century, when King Aurangzeb died
in 1707. But the French were also competing with the Brit-
ish in Indie at the time.) The msin problem between Britsin
and China concerned Tibet. The third period begins with the
Siﬁo-Japanese War in 1937 and continues to the end of the
second World Wer. This period merked the growing intimate
friendship of the two nations. The fourth lasts from the
formal exchsnge of ambassador§ when Indis gsined her inde-
pendence in 1947 until the Communists took over msinlend
China in 1949. The fifth begins with Indié's recognition
of the Communist regime, with relations esteblished on the

basis of the Panch Sheelal, and lasts until soon after the

lThis is an Indisn term for the Five Principles of
Peaceful Co-existence.



first confrontation in 1960. The sgixth period covers relgs=
tions after the 1962 confrontastion. The substance of this
thesls concerns Chinese~Indian relations during the fifth
period, and through the 1362 confrontation.
Sino-Indian Relstions before the
Fifteenth Century

Despite the natural difficulty of terrsin, the topogra-
phy of the Himalsyss and the oceans, the Chinese communiceted
with countries to the South of the Himslayes by land snd by
ses 8t least by 200 B. C., during the Han Dynasty.

According to The Book of History, the autoblography of

Tai~Yue, Cheng Chin was the first border officer to know of
the exlstence of the stete of Hindu. During the Haen Dynas-
ty, Emperor Han Wu-T1 delegated to Chsng Chin the complete
authority to rule the territories to the West of China prop-
er.? Chang was told of the state of Hindu by the people of
Bactris (now in northwestern Afghanistan and Pskistan). The
Bectrians saild:
Hindu lies some thousand 1lis to the Southeast of
Bactria. The Netives are the same &s the Bactrians,
but the c¢limste 1s hot snd humid, the people fight on
back of elephants, sand the boundgry of the country ex-
tends fer into the grest waters.

Later, Chang Chin wes appolnted the asmbassador in this eres

twice (clrce 123 B. C.) &nd he in turn appointed his

“Wu Chen-Tsai, "Sino-Indisn snd Sino-Burmen Relations,"
in Essay on the Diplomatic History of China, edited by Wu,
Chen-Tsai (Teipel, 1957), Ps &. (Writer's trenslation)

SIbid., p. 4.



subordinetes as envoys to Hindu. It was the period one
hundred years asfter the death of Xing Ayub, and the Peninsu-
la was divided by the generals into rival domasins. Hindu
was no longer s united country; yet the doctrine of Buddhism
spread fer along the course of the Ganges river and through-
out the whole subcontinent. Later, during the East Han

Dynasty, there are records of the state of Hindu, especislly

—— Sorv————— ey P ettt Sttt

Wesgt Territony.4 5till, sccording to The Geographicel Hsnd-

book of Late Han Dynssty:

By salling from the island of Hainsn through Yi-nan,
Cheng-Chol, Shue-pu, and Hopu for five months, there
is @ state called Tu-Yuen (in Mslays peninsule today);
and sell continuaelly for four months, there is the
state called Yalumi (Southwest coast of Burmas todey);
snd seil sgein for ebout twenty days, there 1s the
state called Chani (Burma todsy); and walk for about
ten days, there is the country of Fukaduno (Burma's
Pegu today); and sail sbout two months, there is the
country of Huangi (in the southesst coast of Indian
peninsula, perheps Vengipura in the north of Maderas
todey). To some extent, the custom and habit of these
peoples are close to those of Hainan islend. Within
this vast continent, there sre uncount%ble houses,

and things are of great variety. . o .

From this information, the Chinese, ever since the Esst Hsan
Dynesty, have hed some knowledge of the subcontinent; need-
less to say, this contact wes malinly due to the spresd of
Buddhism.

Generally spesking, the theory of Buddhism ceme to
Ching in 67 A. D., the tenth year of Han Ming-Ti. But it

was alresdy filve end & hslf centuries after the death of

4Ibid., p. 4. SIbid.



the Buddha.6

However, Buddhlsm was Sinofied when it reached
China. Owing to the pursult of knowledge about Buddhlsm,
Sino-Indien relations were greustly enhenced. Notably, the
highest rank of Chinese Buddhists visitgd the subcontinent.
The first Chinese Buddhist, Chu si-hang; visited Hindu during
the Three Kingdom Period but only in the West of Hindu.' hc=
cording to Lisng Chi-Ch'so's research, it has been estsblished
thet about 187 Chinese Buddhlists visited Hindu from the end

of the third century A. D., the last stage of the Three Xing-
doms, until the eighth century A. D. at the middle of the

Tang Dynesty. hnmong all these Buddhists, Hsuan-Tsang's
achievement was the greatest.e He breved the snow-capped
mountains and sand dunes to the "Western Hesven" for the grest
doctrine. It was out of this pursult of truth and wisdom that
Hsueng-Tsang hes so greatly contributed to the cultural herit-
age of the two nationaslities. To these Buddhists, the friend-
ship of the two countries should be eternal, for Chins and
Hindu are brotherly states. During Hsuan-T'sang's seventeen-
year stey in Hindu, he hed brought home to China 520 volumes
plus 657 doctrinsl books. 2 Tater, he slso transleted

seventy-five other volumes. The next famous contemporery

6Ibid., p. 5. 7Ibid., p. 5.

8Hueng Te1-Sui, "An Outline of the Communication be-
tween Chine and Southern Indis in the Early Fifteenth Cen-
tury," Chinz Newsweek, No. 921 (December 18, 1967), p. 1l.
(WriterTs translation)

9Wu, op. ¢it., p. 1ll.
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Buddhlst was Fauchin.lo They together had left in Hindu the
kind yet sage-like imege of the Chinese Buddhists. Their
work has become 1indespensible resesrch material concerning
eerly Buddhism. The Chinese admire the great courage of
these two monks, and this hes iInfluenced some Chinese to
admire the people and the land south of the Himalayas. Al=-
though the works of these Buddhists cen never substitute
for the work of diplomecy, thelr contribution has gone be-
yond physical relations, snd has contributed to the spirit
of kinship between these two peoples in Asia.

The Ming Dynasty was founded in 1368, and after 1369,
Ming Tai-Chu sent envoys to the countries in Southeast Asia
and the Indian Ocesn states.ll In that yesr, Lau Su-Min was
sent as envoy to the stete cslled Chola. 1In 1370, the King
of Chola sent a messenger to see the Emperor, Ming Tai-Chu,
when Leu Su-Min wes on his wsay home.12 The messenger of
Chols brought aléng with him specisl products as gifts to
the Ming Emperor; and in return, the Ming Emperor sent back
the best sllk, together with 8 Chinese historical calen-

dar.13

10p, ¢. Chekraverti, Indis's Chins Policy (Bloomington,
1962), p. 2.

1liueng, op. cit., p. 1l. 21vid., p. 11.

134 Chinese historical calendar 1s still used 1in China
even today. It contains informestion sbout climete, seasonal
changes thet will coincide with farming, snd mathmatical
calculations with relstion to geographical location, and
8lso mystic information as to how and when to do this or
thet so that 1t will not offend the gods and spirits.



It was not until 1403, after the death of Ming Tei-Chu,
that his son, Ming Ching-Chu determined to display the
strength and wealth of Chine by sending messengers of friend-
ship and goodwill overseas. This year, 1403, Wun Ching was
sent to Malscca, Calicutt, Cohine, and Po Man-Lang,snd Lin-
Sen to Chols and other states in the Indian Ocesn. C(Calicutt,
Cohine, end Chole are states of Southern Indis. These kings
received much good silk from the Ming Emperor. In return,
the king of Chols sent his envoys to Chins when the Chinese
me ssengers returned home. They brought, along with letters,
personel and special products from the king of Chola to the
Ming Emperor. Moreover, they brought slong pepper to sell
in China, and the Ming Emperor grented them s specisl
privilege by waiving thelr texation end custom duty.l4
Among all these messengers the Ming Emperor sent to the
Southern Seas, Cheng-Wo achieved the most.15 He salled to
the Indian Ocean.seven times from 1405 to 1433. The last
three voyages, he reasched Esst Africs (Kenys todsy). Each
time, the ships were heavily loaded with at least 27,000
crewmen and other personnel. These shlips were made of wood

and each was equal to sbout 3,000 tons.16

14Huang, op. ecit., p. 1l.

15Wong Teh-Cheo, "Chine in Europesn Eyes Three Centu-
ries igo," New Asia Life (Merch 15, 1968), p. I. (Writer's
translation)

16

Huesng, op. cit., p. 1ll.



However, the policy of Chins fluctuates wilith different
emperors. After the heyday of the Ming Dynasty, the Japa-
nese, attracted by the affluent soclety then in Chlna, began
to settle slong the coustal eress and meke trouble. Ming's
policy was redirected to deesl with "the new comers from the
Best Islands" end others from the north, the Menchus. It
followed that after Cheng Wo not many Chinese hsd a chance
to travel to Southern India by sea. People who followed
Cheng Wo to the Indian Ocean states had written books de-
scribing in great detall the countries there, such s Cholae,
Cohine, and Ceylon. These are evidences of the interest the
early Chinese had shown in the Hindis and Temilis.

Sino~-Indisn Relations Durilng the
British Occupation

In 1608, the first merchant fleet of the Bast India
Company, led by Hopklns, reached India, aend requested the
Moghul King, Akbsr, to trsde with them and to allow them to
build factories in the Hindu Penirsula. It was the heyday
of the Moghuls, who ceme from Central Asla through the Khyber
Pags under the leadership of King Babar, the father of King
Akbar, The request was neglected and the British conquest
of this lsnd had to walt. The whole subcontinent came under
the sway of the British Empire only after 1858.

Grest Britain showed interest in acquiring Tibet after
the Eest India Company was estsblished, becsuse the British

believed that there were lasrge gold deposits in Tibet, and



that the tea in Assam hesd to find msrkets there.17 Hestings,
the Viceroy of British India, hed twice, in 1774 and 1783,
sent messengers to visit Tibet and learn the state of Tibetan
affairs in order to make good thelr embitlon for snnexetion.
However, most of the work was csrried out half-hesrtedly sand
the British only begen to accelerste the process of acquiring
Tivet when Russlas began to show interest.lS In other words,
the British exerted momentum to occupy Tibet only from 1890
to 1940. Appsrently, it was the defense and security of
British India sgeinst the expsnding Russisn Empire thst mo-
tiveted the British. Tibet, the "roof of the world," is im-
portent to China both in strstegy and national defense, for
below it, there lies more than helf of the Moslem world; and
from Tibet, people may resch sny pert of meinland China with
ease., Such was the interest of both British and Russisns to
sttempt to scquire "the lend of mystery."

The ambition of the British in that pert of Chins was
neglected because the strength of the Ch'ing Dynesty was on
the decline and its border policy lecked effective mensge-
ment. Yet, the most significent element was that the Ch'ing
administraetion did not understend British thinking, so that

in elmost every diplomatic srene, the British gained the

upper hend. This provided them with experience sand

l'7Schuy1e1:' Cammenn, Trade Through the Himalsayss
(Princeton, 1951), pp. 147-148.

l8John Rowland, A Histo of Sino-Indlesn Releations
(Princeton, 1967), pp. 29-31.



accessibility to China's periphery areas asnd tributary
states, such as Sikkim, Bhutan, Burme, and Nepal. Then, by
means of compulsion and persussion, they were successiul 1n
separating these states from Chins. This encouraged the
British to intrude finally into Tibet.

During the process of scquiring these Chinese tributary
stotes, the British also demonstrated grest interest in ob-
taining Tibet. L2 However, owing to the international situa-
ﬁion snd Ch'ing sdministration's rejuvenating attempts to-
gether with Russis's equal interest in Tibet, the British
thought it was to their beneflt to let sleeping dogs lie.
Therefore, theilr policy was steady and csreful. Their
method was first to meke Sikkim, Nepsl, and Bhutan thelr
protectorates, followed by militery occupstlon, and then to
acquire privileges to trade in Tibet, with military occupa-
tion of its peripheral sress. Then, with de facto military
occupetlon, the British proceeded to negotiate with the
Ch'ing government; and later the Naetionalist Republican
administration. Thus, no matter how the Chinese government
rejected the stitustion, British influence had already ad-
venced deep into Tlbet.

Influenced by the Russlian movement in Mongolla, the
British sent s force under s Colonel Younghusband to Tibet.

0

in 1905.2 Younghusband encountered some resistance but

1903mmann, op. cit., pp. 21-23.
2ORowland, ope cit., p. 35.
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finelly sesrrived st Lhosa. The Dslal Lemai fled to Ching-Kai,
and the British troops forced the Tibetan Lamas to surrendern
However, this "expedition" was regsrded by Vincent A. Smith,
an authority on Indien history, &s being "unnecessary snd
81l but fruitless."2! For, later in 1906, the Ching admin-
istration's representative in Lhasa regerded the 1904 draft
between Younghusbsnd and the Tlbetan Lamas ss having been
made under duress, and refused to ratify it.22 Therefore,
in 1906, British envoys negotiated with Tang Choug ¥1 in
Peking.z3 In 1908, as a result, the Tibet Trade Regulation
amendment wes made. This agreement limited the boundary of
British merchant sctivities 1n Tibet and speclal routes were
given as fixed roeds where traders and merchants might passs
through. It also prohibited the British merchents heving
fheir own security guards.24

In 1913, two yeers after the Republic of China was
founded, the British thought 1t was sn opportune moment snd
80 urged China to rénegotiate their problems in Tibet. Chen
Ivan was sappointed as sn extraordinery envoy to negotiate in

British Indie. 1In 1314, the so-called Simls convention was

2lVincent A. Smith, The Oxford History of India, rev.
ed. (1928), p. 771, cited by Tieh-Tseng Li, "The Legal
Position of Tibet," smerican Journal of International Law,
Vol. 48 (Jenuary-October, 1954), 395. 1

224y,

op. cit., p. . 231pid., p. 9.

245ohn V. 4. Macllurray, Treuties and agreements with
and Concerning China 1894-1919, Vol. I, The Manchu Period
1394-1911, 2 Sols. {(New York, 1321), pp. 582-5.
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drafted, containing eleven srticles and seven appendices.25

This draft treaty was to China's dissdvantage. Among its
provisions, four points are most important. First, sccord-
ing to the draft, Tibet was divided into inner and outer
Tibets and the boundsry of Tibet was extended into the whole
province of Ching-Kai, end a pert of Ssuch'uan. Second,
China's "sovereignty" in Tibet was repleced by "suzersinty."
Moreover, the Government of Chine could not send troops into
- Quter Tibet nor station civil or military officers, nor es-
tablish Chinese colonies in the country.®® In irticle V, it
specified thut "the Government of Chins and Tibet engage
that they will not enter into eny negotistions or agreements

."27 This would ex-

| regarding Tibet with one another. . .
clude completely Chins's suthorlty as @ sovereign 1in the
Outer Tibet region. In Article VIII, the British Trade
sgent was sllowed to have its own escort in Lhass, end 1ln
the Schedule (3), China's right to appoint officisls in
Tibet was denied. Finslly, there was to be no representa-
tion in the Chinese parliement from 'I'S.bet.g8
Although China participsted in the drafting of the
Tresty, the central government never formelly signed nor

recognized it, and according to the common prectice of the

25q, v. Ambekar, Documents on China's Relations with
South and South-bBast Asla 1049-1962, rev. ed. (Bombay,
m, ppo 408"'4100

261p1d., p. 408. 271p14d.
281p1d., p. 410.
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International law of treasties, such 8 draft was ineffective.
As the First World VWer broke out in Europe end knglend be-
came deeply involved in 1914, the Simla Tresty wes suspended.
After the First World War was over, Chins and England held
no more negotistions on the Simls Tresty; but the strategy
of the British was significantly changed. 7This time, special
efforts were made to practicelly control Tibet. Nemely, the
office of Trede Commissioner in Tibet wes grestly expsnded
so thet it finelly beceme the headquarters of sdmlinistering
Tibet; the communicstion route from Lhasa to the Indisn bor-
der was ststioned with milltary personnel; desperste efforts
wore exerted to prevent Chinese officilsls from going into
Tibet; end food and grain snd other meterisls were barred
from shipment into Tibet in the hope that the Chinese offi-
cials might be short of suppl:gr.g9 A security system was
built up slong the Tibetan-Indisn border in order to control
Tivet, and the.British border soldiers begsn to push and ex-
tend the border of the state of Assam into Tibetan or Chinese
claimed areas.30

In 1943, China and kngland retified a new tresty in
which erticles two and eight were understood by both sides as
being applicsble to British India, but the content had 1little

29Wu, op. c¢it., p. 10.

SO0ulasteir Lamb, The Chins-Indis Border (London, 1964),
pp. 160-167.
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to do with Tibet.él Hence, the suspended case of Tibet was
not yet solved. The treaty said:
It is further agreed thst questions which msy affect
the sovereignty of the Republic of China snd which sre
not covered by the present Treaty or by the preceding
provisions of the present Note shall be discussed by
the Representatives of the Government of the Republic
of China and His Majesty's Government in the United
Kingdom and decided in accordence wlth the generslly
accepted principles of %aternational law and modern
international practice.
Such &n understending may be construed as meaning that ques-
tions concerning Tibet would be settled through negotiations.
However, after eight years of war esgeinst Japan, China was
exheusted, and the Chinese Communists supported by Russians
launched militery operstions which finslly ended in Commu-
nist control of most of Chins. Consequently, the Republican
Government was compelled to evacuate to Taeiwan. Slnce the
British at once recognized the Chinese Communists, the Ng=-
tionalist Government never had the chance of clearing up the

unfinished old-time account before the British left the sube

continent.

The Close Relationship of the Two Peoples
During World War Two

In 1937, Japen started its invasion of Chins in great
strength. The Chlinese were forced to resist aggression at

all costs. On September 26, 1938, under M. Ghandi's

3lyin Ching Chen, Tresties snd %5reements Between the

Republic of China and Other Powers 1329-1954, rev. ed.
(Weshington, 1957), pp. 140-148,

%21pid., p. 147.
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leadership, the Congress Party held a Chins Day in India
and 8 menifesto was issued condemning Japsn's act of aggres-
sion.%® In 1959, the Indian poet, Sir Rabindransth Tagore
wrote letters to hls Japanese friends saying with confidence
that Chins could never be conquered.34 Nehru also wrote s
letter to the Chinese pointing out that et all times, in all
events, India would be s friend of China. He said that only
when Chins gained freedom could India schieve her freedom;
and if Chins could not gain her freedom, the freedom Indla
then enjoyed would be threatened and slso insignificant.55
In 1940, Nehru paid a visit to Chins &t the war-time capi=-
tal, Chungking, to reinforce the Slno-Indisn relstionship
and pay respects to the Chinese soldiers. As a result,
Chiang Xai-shek wrote a personal letter to Nehru expressing
the hope for further Sino-Indian collaboration.9®

On the other hand, meny Chlnese showed grest sympsthy
for the non-cooperstive movement and passive resistance led
by M. Ghandi, snd also greatly respected the selflessness of
the spirit of Ghandi, who fasted in order to attain his
goal--independence for the Hindustanis. When after the gsuc-

cess of the surprise attack on Pearl Harbor, Japan started the

33, op. cit., p. 1l. 541bid., p. 1l.
35&}_@_

%6Chiang Kei-Shek, "Letter to B. Nehru," 4 Bunch of
0ld Letters, edited by B. Nehru (New York, 1960), p. 452.
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Pacific Ocesn War, Indla was greatly threatened. However,
the quest for independence still went on. Aiming st sup-
porting India's struggle for freedom and independence, the
highest leader of China, Generalissimo Chieng Kei-Shek, psid

a two-weeks officlal visit to Indis with his wife in Februe

37

ary, 1942, Chiang, despite the fact that Chine was also

engaged in the war against Jepan, expressed the hope thst

e« ¢« o without waiting for any demends on the part of
the people of Indis, Great Britain will es speedily as
possible give them resl politicsl power so that they
may in a position further to develop their spiritusl
end materisl strength and thus realize thst their par-
ticipation in the war 1s not merely sid to the anti-
aggression nations for securing victory but also the
turning polint in thelr struggle for India's freedom.
From the objective poilnt of view, I am of the opinion
this would be the wisest policy wgéch will redound to
the credit of the British Empire.

This talk, which wsas unprecedentedAin modern Indisn history,
grestly insplred the Indisns.

Again in August, 1942, Ghendi and Nehru were imprisoned
becsuse of the resolution 8t the Congress meeting in Bombay
stressing thet the British must "Quit India."®% Chins st
once showed much concern towsrd the situation and officially

pointed out that

$7"Documentary Dete,” China at Wer, VII, No. 4 (April,
1942), 59-61.

581bid., p. 61.

590hakravarti, « cit., p. 6; for the text of the
"Quit Indis" demand of the Indien National Congress, August,
1942, see X. S. Hasan, editor, The Transfer of Power: Docue
ments on the Foreign Relations of Pakisten, institute of
International Affairs (Rerachi, Paklstan, 1965), p. 52.
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This war is 8 war for freedom and sguinst sggression,

if such & splrit 1s lost the war will be meanlngless.

The struggle for freedom of the Indlan people coincldes

with the main purpose of the United Nations'489nifesto,

we find no reason not to give them sympathy.

In September, 1946, Nehru was sllowed by the British to
organize @ Cabinet s the interim government for Indias. This
was the time Indlens needed international support most, so
that they might gein complete independence sooner. China at
once changed the office of chargé d' affaires in Delhl to
the Ambassador level; end in Februsry, 1947, Dr. Lo Chia-lun
was appointed as China's first ambasgsador to Indie. Ambas-
sador Lo presented his credentials on May 16, 1947, the
first ambagsador to accredit in India.4l Chinese support
for the ceuse of Indian independence is thus appsrent.

Sino-Indian Relations After India
became Independent

The British Government determined to return resl po-
liticel power to the Indlan ﬁéople on August 15, 1947. Hav=
ing obtained its dominion ststus, and heving made 1ts con-
gstitution the same year, the Democratic Republic Union of
India was approved by the King of England. On the other
hand, the situation in Chine changed greatly because of the
Communist insurgency. At this time, the Indisn Union, under
the lesdership of Nehru, shifted 1ts policy toward China.}

Indig, which assumed itself to be the heir of the

British heritage on the subcontinent, determined to hold sll

40wy, op. cit., p. 12. 411§;g., pe 12
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the British frults of war or sggression regsrdless of the
self-determinegtion of the peoples concerned ass specified in
the United Nations' Charter;42 India's policy was slso in
disregsrd of protests from the countries concerned.,d

On October 92, 1948, Chins, according to the rule
specified in the Tibet Trade Regulation amendment of 1908,
sent a Note to Indias notifying her of the csncellation of
that Trade Reguls tion, pending s new amended 6ne. In reply,
the Indian Government stuted thet when Indis became indepen=-
dent, she 1inherited sll rights and duties contained in the
treaties between Tibet and British Indls; thst relations be-
tween India and Tibet should be determined by the Simla
Treaty and 1ts Trade Regulstion Annex; snd thut the Tibet
Trade Reguls tion of 1908 had lost its velidity long ago.44
From this reply, we observe how the Indlan Government
shifted its policy and its embition in Tibet. Moreover, in
July, 1949, the Indian Trede Mission in Tibet incited some
Tibetan locsl officisls to foment the Lhasa Incident on the

pretext of an enti-Communist movement, and expelled the

42‘Nhen the British were about to trensfer power to the

Indiens, they expected that since the Indian Empire included
such a variety of nationalities, the people would have to be
given a8 free cholce of political affilistion. This meant
that the peoples have & free will to join the Indisn Union
or to become independent nstions. The Indian leaders prom-
1sed to follow this process. But they did not cerry it out.

45Chine and her Tibetan Local Authority, Burma, and
Pakistan have protested sgainst India's action which had
caused open confrontations, eand China was the most tolerant
one in comparison with other neighbors.

44Wu, op. cit., p. 13.
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central government officisls from Tibet.%4°® 1In November,

Nehru pasid 8 state visit to the United States.46 Then on
December 30, 1949, Indis officially snnounced its recogni-
tion of the Communist Regime end withdrew its recognition

of the Republic of China.47

Sino-Indien Relations from 1949 to 1962
Since 1250, India hss slded with Soviet Russis in all
internuational orgenizations to admit Communist China and ex-
pell the Nationalist representastives. A Sino-Indian Treaty
was retified in April, 1954, in which the Indiasn Government
recognized that Tibet was an integral part of China.%® This

Treaty 8lso specified the five principles of the Panchsheels

-=-the five principles of pesceful co-existence. This was
later approved in the Besndung Conference in Indonesis gs an
Asisn contribution to world stebility. During this Bandung
Conference, Sino-Indian cooperstion was obvious. Their re-
lationship seemed apparently intimste, as both sldes a2t such
a period needed to help esch other 1n the internstionsl sre-
na. This situastion lasted until 1959 when the first serious

confrontation started. Indle was eccused of being the me jor

451p14.
46pimes, November 14, 1949, pp. 29-30.

475, L. Poplei, elltor, Externsl Affuirs, Vol. II of
Indis 1947-50, 2 vols. (Bombay, 1950), p. 13.

48, s, Hesan, edltor, China, Indis, Pskistan: Docu-
ments on the Foreign Rels tions of Pekistan (Kerachi, 1966),
pPpe 40-46,
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sponsor of the Tibetsn Revolt, and the Delai Lams elther
fled Tibet volunterily or wses abducted by the Indians.49
Since then, Communist Chins mede meny reesonable attempts to
negotiate with Nehru about border delimitstion questlons,
but Indis fineally closed the door for negotistion after the
Chou-Nehru meeting in 1960,99 After this, India seemed to be
preparing for & finsl show of force in the Himelaye s.
Sino-Indian Relstions after the
1962 Confrontstion

After this 1362 confrontetion, the two regimes sig-
nificently reduced communications with each other and ex-
changed protests gquite often. Yet, underlying this hostili-
ty there still has been & reasongbleness In their behsvior,
especially on the pert of the communist regime. As this
period is not within the scope of this thesls, it will not

be discussed here.

-

49Rowland, op. c¢it., p. 115.
“OHasen, China, Indlia, Peklstan, pp. 185-199.




CHAPTER II

CHINA'S LEGAL POSITION IN TIBET

As far ss internationsal law 1s concerned, China joined
the family of netions only in the late nineteenth century.
Not only is the "old China" significently different from the
West in the way of thinking, metaphysical concepts, fsith,
socisl order, and custom, but also in the methods of con-
ducting relstions emong netions. It 1s, therefore, insp-
propriate to some extent to Impose western concepts and
terminology upon Chinese politics. Yet, no justice will be
given to the parties involved unless we understend the
background of the conventions; how they ceme esbout, under
what circumstances, snd why.

Many writers have indiscriminstely employed the term
"suzerainty" in the interpretetion of the relstions between
China and her Tibetan region.l Care must be taken to note
that Chins hes never regerded herself as a "suzerain" of
Tibet; she regarded Manchuris, Mongolis, Sinkieng, or Yunnsn
and Kwongsi (Southern-western Chins) as integral parts of
China enjoying a great measure of sutonomy. The term

"suzerain" was imposed upon Chins by the British and the

1These authors--J. S. Bains, P. C. Chekravarti, G. N.
Patterson, J. Rowland, S. Singh( and Fisherf Rose, and
Huttenback--have used the term "suzerainty." For further
detall, see the biblliography.

20
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Russians, who believed it would be expedient to make Tibet
an internstionasl issue so that it might become finslly 8
buffer between British Inals, Russia, end China.2 This term
"suzersin" wes sgreed upon in & convention signed between
Grest Britein end Russie at St. Petersburg in 1907 st the
expense of Chinsg, which wes not a psrty to the corxventlon.:5
Thereafter, China wes regarded by these two powers as the
"suzersin" of Tibet.

It must be remembered elso that Tibet, "the roof of the
world," hss been an integrsl part of Chins at least since
1720 after the lnveders, the Dzungers, were driven out of
the highlends by sn ermy led by the fourteenth son of the
K'ang-Hsi kmperor, Prince Yun-—t'i.4 This army was composed

5 and the Seventh Delai Lama

of Mongol and Chinese troops;
was escorted basck to Tibet. IFurther still, in 1792, efter
the Gurkhes, the inveders from Nepsl supposed to have been

incited end supported by the British to invede Tibet, were

2p, T. L1, "Legsl Position of Tibet," hmericen Journsl of
International Lew, XLVIII (April, 1954), 394.

SMacMurrey, op. cit., pp. 677-678.

47, W. D. Shakabps, Tibet: A Politicel History (New
Heven, 1967), p. 139.

5Accord1ng to Chen Shen-Lin's research, the Manchu
Emperors ruled snd used the man-power in China as such: the
Mongols are soldiers, the Manchus are high renking officisls
and imperiasl advisors, the Tibetsns ere for the religilous
matters, the Hans are farmers, scholars, and local civil
servants, but in the later yesrs, the Hans hsve risen to
high ranks in the Imperiel Court, end the Moslems in
Sinklang sre mostly fsrmers and miners.
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driven out, the Ch'ien-lung kmperor reformed the whole ad-
ministretion in Tibet. "The hmbens, one et Lhasa, another

at Shigatze, were glven the seme renk es the Dalsi snd the

Panch'en Lamas."6

As 8 result of Colonel Younghusbend's expedition into
Tibet, the Tibeten Lemas signed the Lhass Conventlon of 1904
under duress. Three days after the Convention wss signed,

the Amban7 put out 8 notice in Lhasa when the British armed

mission was still in the city. It said thet

e o o for more than 200 yesrs, Tibet hes been & feuds-
tory of China. . . . In future, Tibet being a feuda-
tory of Chine, the Dslasi Lsms will be responsible for
the yellow-cep felth &nd monks &nd will only be con-
cerned slightly in officisl matters, while the Amban
will conduct all Tibetan affeirs with the Tibetan
officialé and Importent metters will be referred to the
kmperor.

For this resson the negotiations of 1305 between the
British snd the Chinese were held for the legltimacy of the
Lhasa Convention of 1904. The British hed then in mind

8Ch'ing Shih-Lu (Imperisl Records of the Ch'ing Dynas-
ty), Xeo-tsung shih-1lu, Ch. 1411, pp. 15a, 24b; Ch. 1417,
p. 3b; Li-fen-pu tse u (Regulstions Enforced end Precedents
Esteblished by the Ministry of Dependencies), Ch. 61; Wei-
tsang-t'ung chih (Records in connection with Tibet and Its
Administretion), Ch. 9, p. 179; Ch. 12, p. 201. It 18 cited

by Li, op. cit., p. 396.

A Chinese term for Imperiasl Resident, the highest rank
of the officiasl stationed in Tibet taking charge of all the
decision msking, policy plenning, and edministrstion in the
locel government of Tibet; concerning important affeirs, he
was responsible to the kmperor in Peking.

8hccounts and Papers, Cd. 2370, esnnex to encl. No. 362,
pp. 274-5. The translation here used is the verslion sent by
Younghusbend to his government; L1, op. cit., p. 396.
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China's sovereignty in Tibet as the Chinese delegate, Tong
Shao-Y1i, citing ass evidence the investiture of the Dalai and

Panch'en Lemss, the appointment of bka'-blons (or cebinet

ministers) and of the local Tibeten officials and officers by
the Chinese Court, snd the supervision of the Tibetan troops
by the Imperisl Resident (or Amban).? Before the conclusion
of the negotistions, Tong Shao-Yi depsrted snd Chasng Ying-
Tang, who afterwerds introduced reforms there, replasced long
es chief delegate and signed the "Adhesion agreement”; Cheng
hed this to say: ". . . thst virtuel recognition of Chinese
sovereignty over Tibet was involved in the signsture and

that 'Chinese suthorities in Tibet' should consequently be
the interpretetion pluced on the phrase 'Tibetan Government'

w10

wherever the latter occurs in the Lhesa Convention. More=-

over, Sir Frencls Younghusband, in hils boog, Indis and Tibet,

stated that "he worked throughout with the Chinese Amban and
never directly with the Tibetans to the excluslon of the
Chinese."11 Still, in connection with the payment of the
indemnity imposed by the Lhess convention on the Chinese,

the British Blue Book recorded that she saw "firm determinsatim

91bid., p. $95.

104ccounts and Pupers, printed by order of the House of
Commons, Cd. 5240, Vol. IXVIII, No. 141 (1910), p. 86; Ibid.,
ps 395.

1151y Prancis k. Younghusbnud, Indis and Tibet, pp. 421~
422 (1910), cited by Li; Ibid., p. 396; see @lso Rowlsnd,
op. cit., p. 36; end also Stusrt Gelder, The Timely Rain
Tfondon, 1964), p. 65.
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that the Chinese sovereignty over Tibet, to be exclusive of
811 locel eutonomy, shall be indicated.”>?

However, in spite of this, the British snd the Russians
signed the 1907 Convention asimed st meking Tibet an interns-
tional issue. Rowleand pointed out that "London fouhd useful
Peking's 'suzersin' role since it provided China with some
legal primacy yet deprived 1t of effective control. Its
legel presence prevented & vecuum which Britain still feared
might be filled by Russis."1® Aware of & threat to Tibet,
the Ch'ing Government in 1905 sgsin exercised its soverelgnty
by sending Chao Erh«Feng to introduce reforms and secure
pesce and good order. By 1910, Chao wes so successful thst
China wes able to reassert influence in Nepel, Bhutan, and 8l-
80 the Assam Himalaya.l4

It must be remembered thet the new 1nterpret§tion of
the relationship between Chins and Tibet adv;nced by the
Viceroy of Indlis wss contrary to that of the British Govern-

15
ment at home, which regarded Tibet as a province of China.

12,
Account and Pagers, printed by order of the House of

Commons, Cd. 5240, Vol. LXVIII, No. 218 (1910), p. 140;
cited by Li, ibid., p. 595.

1z’l%lowlar:ad, op. cit., p. 46; see slso Gelder, op. cit.,
Pe 65,

14L8mb, 920 01to, pp. 135"60

15gowlend's use of London in the above statement which
hes been cilted is incorrect, because the policy or the Vice=
roy of British Indias, Lord Curzon,wass objected to by the
British Government st home. See sccount snd Papers, Cd.
1920, No. 78, p. 185; Psrliasmentary Debates, 4th Ser., Vol.
150 (1904), pp. 1116~1117; Accounts and Papers, Cd. 2370,
No. 55, pe 18; see Li's reference to the originel data.
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Joseph H. Choste, United States Ambassador vo Grest Britsin,
was instructed in connection with Younghusband's expedition
in Tibet to remind Grest Britain that she hsd three times
recognized Chinese sovereignty by negotlation with the
Chinese Government on questions concerning Tibet, and thet
the Chinese had never wsived any of their sovereign rights
there since.16 It wes only after the fell of the Ch'ing
Dynasty in 1911 that the British aettitude toward Tibet
changed. The British saw thst Russis hsd successrully in-
cited the Living Buddhe in Mongolis to declere independence
on November 30, 1911l. Grest Britain followed suit end in-
cited the Delaj Lema XIII to declare the independence of
Tivet in 1912. But the president of the New Chinese Repub-
lic, Yuen S8i-Ksil, at once reasserted Tibet ss an indivis-
able part of Chins. The British then notified the New
Chinese Republic in 1913 thet 8 conference between China and
Greut Britsin should be held to dlscuss problems relating to

Tibet. L’

16Dapdrtment of Staete Archives, Grest Britsin Instruc-
tlons, Vol. 44, No. 1455, Hay to Choate (June &, 1904),
636-659; Li, op. cit., p. 399.

lvGelder, op. cit., p. 67; it stated: "In 1911, when
the Manchu Dynasty was overthrown by the forces of Dr.
Sun Yst-sen, the Dalal Lama from exlle declsered his
country's independence from Peking &nd in Janusry 19135 re-
turned to the Holy City where In the confusion of revolu-
tion Uhinese authority had collapsed., It is on this decls=-
ration that the fourteenth Dalal Leme has bssed his claim
to the United Nations that the Chinese Communists violated
his country's sovereignty in 1951."
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Chins reluctently sgreed to negotiste., Ivan Chen was
nemed chief delegate, and Lon-Chen Shetra was his assoclate
from Tibet. The British Chief delegate, Sir Henry McMshon,
presented & draft to the Conference which was not escceptable
to Chine. The msin purpose of this conference for the
British was their hope to secure China's consent to the in-
dependence of Tibet. 1In order to do so, Greut Britain
would have to force China to accept her terms. Thus, Brit-
ain unilaterally ascted es the guerantor of Tibet's independ=-
ence even though she never officlally recognized Tibet as
independent from Chinas. Britain's behavior wes agsinst the
Dalai Lema's wishes es well &s those of the Government of
China.18® Most importent of 8ll is the wording of irticle II,
drafted by McMahon himself. 1t said:

The Governments of Great Britsin snd China, recognizing

also the sutonomy of Outer Tibet, engage to respect the

territorisl integrity of the country, and to abstain
from interference in the administration of Outer Tibet

(1including the selection end sppointment of Dalal Lema),

which shall remsain in the hands of the Tibetsn Govern-

ment at Lhasa. The Government of Chins engages not to

convert Tibet into 2@ Chilnese province and Tibet shall
not be represented in the Chinese Parliament or any

181t waes against the wish of the Dslsi Lems. Becsuse
of the historic associstion with Chins, he did not wish
{bet to be independent from China only to be under British
dominstion. The Dalai Lema, becsuse of hls investiture by
the Chinese (Court, expected to have more freedom in the
spirituasl sphere than the political. See also Chang, op.
cite., p. 277; Letter to the New York limes editor, Jsnusry 7,
1962, by Tieh-Tseng Li, in which he slso wrote: "It [the
McMshon Line] aroused the displeasure of the thirteenth
Dalai Lema (Sir Cherles Bell's Account) and the Lhess
Government 8lso expressed strong dissatisfaction with it
{the McMshon Line].
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sinmiler body.‘ The Government of Great Bibtain engeages
not to annex Tibet or sny portion of it.
Therefore, Iven Chen asked McMahon to define the political
limits of suzereinty in e sepsasrate sgreement, but was re-
fused.?20 Later, Ivan Chen stated that he was incapable of
signing the convention. McMahon then warned that if China
would not sign, Britsin would sign it with s Tibetan and in
that case, Chins would even be deprived of her position as @
suzersin of Tibet. McMahon was not successful, and Ivan
Chen left Simla with his Tibetan associstes.

The conference at Simla never even discussed the Chins-

India boundsry question. Neither was the boundary

between Indis snd Chins's Tibet mentioned in the text
of the Simla Convention put forward at the conference.

21
As the Chinese and the Tibetan local representstives left
Simle without any conclusion to the negotistion, the intent
of the British was frustrated. McMahon, however, later in
1914 requested Lon-Chen Shatra, who never confided to his
sssoclates from Tibet, to have the Convention signed at

Delhi. According to A. L. Strong's research, it was only

lgw. F. V. Eekelen, Indisn Foreign Policy and the Bor-
der Dispute with Chins (Yhe Hesgue, 1364), p. 140. ‘this is the
originul draft by McMehon; its modified statement can be
found in G. V. Ambeksur, op. clt., pp. 407-9, ond slso in
Hasen, op. cit., pp. $l-35; namely, the works "e state"” and
"but not the sovereignty" were omitted, the word "appoint-
ment" was replsced by "instellation" and the prohibition of
representastion in the Chinese Psrlisment was limited to »
Outer Tibet.

20Ibid., pp. 141-142.

2l7en Kao, "A Chinese View on the 'McMehon Line,!'"
Eastern World, Vol. 17 (Februery, 1963), 1l3-14.
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after McMeshon hsd bribed the Tibetans thst the Convention
was signed. Yet, Dalal Lama XIII did not say that Tibet had
signed bl-laterally with the British snd he later repudiated
that signature.22

China never commlitted herself to the recognition of the
Simle Convention because she was not & signetory, and con-
tended that even if Britain mede & Tibetan sign, such a Con-
vention was not effective.

First, sccording to the Anglo-Russisn Convention of
1907, Britain solemnly promised the Russisns not to ne go=
tiate or to sign any convention or agreement bilaterally
with the Tlbetans to the exclusion of the Chinese.23 It im-
plied that 1f Britein viocleted her promise, Russies would not
hesitate to intervens.

Second, this convention waes only to be held between

China and Grest Britain. It wes bilatersl in nature, and

224, L. Strong, When Serfs Stood up in Tibet (Peking,
1960), p. ¥2l. It further stated: "Interesting detalls
about the McMahon Line have been lately revealed in Lhasa
by an aged man who waes a delegate to Simle and by & nephew
of the Thirteenth Dalal Lame who was for years in charge of
officlal records. These state that Shatra wrote the Dslai
Lema of McMahon's propossl and the Dalei Lema angrily for-
bsde Shatra to yleld sn inch of Tibet. Shatra therefore st
first refused McMshon, but when offered a bribe of five
thousand rifles end half & million rounds of smmunition,
Shetra signed but told no other Tibetans. When Shatra re-
turned to Lhasa, the Thirteenth Dalsl Lams got the informs=
tion from him and at once wrote to the British repudisting
the agreement. Thls, say the Tibetans, is why the British
never dered cleim thet Line."

25Hasan, China, India, Pakisten, pPp. 20-23.
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when Chins refused to sign, it was sutomatically csncelled.
In fact, Britaln herself did not announce publicly until
1938 that such a convention was signed. ". . . The Conven-
tion and exchenge of notes referred to signed by the British
and Tibetan representetives on July 3rd, 1314 heve not yet
been officlally mede public.” "It 1s understood thet no
chenge has since occurred in the ststus of the situation
thus outlined."Z%

However, Bekelen srgued that since China allowed
Tibetan representation in the conference, this could be
interpreted

e « « that China accepted the treaty msking power of

Tivet which would be effective externally regardless

of any possible bilstersl obligstion of Tibet towards

China to enter into sgreements on%% when they were

concurrently concluded by Peking.

When the Republic of Chine was founded, Tibet was
represented by a white color in the netional flag,which hed
five colors representing the five main races of Chlna.26
The present Dslsi Lams and Psnch'en Lema were respectively
installed in office on Februsry 21, 1940, st Lhasa and on
August 10, 1949, et Sininge. These ceremonies were conducted

officially by the Cheirmsn of the Commission for Mongolisn

and Tibetan Affairs of the Chinese Government: end in 1946

24MacMurray, op. cit., p. 582.
“5Lekelen, op. clt., p. 143.

26James Cantlie, Sun Yet-Sen and the Awskenling China
(London, 1912), pp. 144-6.
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eand 1948, Tibetsn delegates took part in the Nationel As-
sembly in the meking of the new Chlnese Constitution.27
Further, there were Tibetan members in the Legislative Yuen
and the Control Yuen even when the Netional Government
evacuated from Nanking to Teipei in 1948. Most importantly,
contrery to meny writers who alleged thet Tibet remsined
neutrsl during the last war, "the Regent of the Lhasa
Government dispatched & specisl delegate to the wartime
capitel, Chungking, pledging Tibet's sincere co-operation
with the centresl government in the struggle for national
existence."28 Finally, the nationel ensign of the Communist
Regime has four small sters and one big star. Among the
four smsll stars, one is designed to represent Tibet; thet
national flag was mede before the "Liberation" of Tibvet.
These are only a few of the meny significant evidences
that Tibet was still de fascto and de jure an integrel part
of China at the most critical period of Chinese history. On
May 2%, 1951, the Peking hAgreement on Measures for the
Peaceful Liberation of Tibet wes signed and China's full
sovereignty in Tibet was further strengthened and agreed

upon by the Tibetans themselves.29

vaor details, see Mong-Tssng Yoh-Paso (the official
publication of the Commission for Mongolian and Tibetan
Affeirs), XI X, No. 6, and see Li, op. cit., 398,

28¢, V. Meng, "Tibetasns Are Prsying for China's Vie-
tory," China Weekly Review, LXXXVII{ (April 15, 1939),
2054

©9Gelder, op. cit., pp. 241-4 (The Chinese-Tibetan
Agreement of May 23, 1951).
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At the United Nations in December, 1950, the British
delegate proposed to defer action on 8 request of E1 Salva-
dor to have the Tlbetan esppeal placed on the agende of the
Genersl hAssembly, becsuse no one knew exactly wlhst was going
on in Tibet nor was its legal status very clear. At this
point the Russlian chief delegate seconded the British pro-
posal of deferment sand went on to sey thut the United King-
dom, the Unlted States, snd the U. S. S. R. had recognized

50 He also

Chinese sovereignty over Tibet a long time ago.
refuted the E1 Selvador delegate, sayling thet there was no
internstionel instrument in support of his argument that
China was the aggressor in Tibet. No one challenged the
Russian delegate's statement.

It 1s for these reasons that Indis recognized China's
sovereignty in Tibet in & Treaty, "Trade and Intercourse
Between Tibet Region of China and Indie)' in 195491

Last, 1t is necessary to polnt out thet countries that
have not recognized the Communist Regime in China msy also
not recognize her legal stastus in Tibet., But as far as

Tibet is concerned, the stends of the Nationalists and the

Communists are identical on i1ts legsl status.32 Pakistan's

300, M. Lee, "The Myth of Chinese Aggression," The Na-
tion, CCV(Nov. 6, 1967), 480.

3l}iasan, China, Indis, Pakistan, pp. 40-47.

52erner Levi, "The Sino-Indian Border War," Current
History, XLV (1963) 136; see also Chins Daily News (New York,
March %5, 1955), note 35; and see also Li, op. c¢it., p. 404
and Lee, Op. cit., p. 460.
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Foreign Minister, Mohsmmed Ali, said in the National Assembly
of Pakistan November 22, 1962, that:

In regerd to the Chinese Government's refusal to sub-
scribe to the validity of the McMahon Line even the
Kuominteng Regime in Formosa 1s in complete asgreement
with the stand tsken by the People's Republic of Chins,
and hss, therefore, protested to the Government of the
United States wheg5they announced thelr recognition of
the McMshon Line.

S%Hasen, Chins, Indis, Pskistsn, p. 373.




CHAPTER III
THE LEGAL ASPECTS OF THE BOUNDARY IN DISPUTE

With China's sovereignty in Tibet lsesrgely identified in
Chepter II, we shell examine the legal aspects of the
boundaery in dispute, which has three sectors: the Eastern,
the Middle, and the Western Sectlons.

The areas of the Eastern Section in dispute 1s about
32,000 square miles (or 90,000 squere kilometers). It runs
from the crest of the Asssem Himalsys in Bhutaen to Burma.
This ribbon-like stretch of mountainous terrsin exceeds 700
miles in length and contains much good fermlend end virgin
forest.1 It is inhebited mostly by people of Tibetan extrac-
tion and some aboriganal tribes celled the Aka, Dafle, Miri,
hbor, snd Mishmi groups.2 These tribsl groups are Mongolold,
and are believed to have migreted from Kwangsi snd Yunnan
provinces long ago.3 Indis claims the ares by virtue of
the "11llegel McMshon Line.” The Indilans named 1t the North

East Frontier Agency (NEFA) and incorporated it into

lstrong, op. cit., p. 320.
2Lemb, op. cit., p. 21.
3Kwangsi and Yunnan Provinces contain most of the mi-

nority groups of China. There are more thsn ten groups, who
have had their own way of 1life until recently.

33
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the Indisn Constitution in 1950.% Chins flatly denies the
validity of this line and cleims that the traditional
boundsry runs along the foot of the Himalayan Range. The
traditionsl line, however, has never been satisfsctorily
delimited.®

The Middle Section lies to the west of Nepel, 1s about
400 miles long, snd is patched with disputed spots; it 1s
where Tibet's large pastoral province, Ari, meets Indis's
Punjab esnd Utter Pradesh. The total spots in dispute are
nine¢ Lapthal, Sangcha, Tsungsha, Ssng, Pullng-Sumdo,
Shipkl paess (Niti pass), Chuji, Chuve, and Parigas.® The
totsl area of these points is under 200 square miles, but
they have good pestures snd sre populated. Though this
section is less important than the other two, the first
boundary dispute began there when Chins sent & note to the
Government of India on July 17, 1954.'7 Some wrlters ignore
this first note from Chins and begin their discussions with

the Indisn note of July, 1955.°8

SDocuments on the Sino-Indien Boundery Question
(Peking, 1960), pp. 41-42,

Sipbid., p. 19.

Tiasan, China, Indiza, Paklstan, p. 61; it states that
"According to & report recelved from the Tibet region of
Ching, over thirty Indisn troops armed with rifles crossed
the Niti Pass on June 29, 1954, and intruded into Wu-Je of
the ari nres of the Tibet region of Chins. (Wu-Je 1s sbout
one day's journey from the Niti Pess.) . . "

8iiayne A. Wilcox, Indis, Pakisten end the Rise of
China (New York, 1964), p. 107. -
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The Western Section includes Akssl Chin and Ledekh (or
little Tibet). It exceeds 15,000 square miles and is over
1,000 miles in length. Much of the disputed territory lies
in Akssl Chin, & jumble of high pesks, crags, glaclers, and
mountain pestures that runs to 17,000 feet elevation. It is
peopled regularly by the Tibetans and Uighur herdsmen of
Sinkiesng (Chinese Turkisten), who use the grea for trans-
humance--coming up for the high pssture in summer snd leav-
ing in winter. 1Indis leys cleim to 1t by virtue of & tresty
between Tibet and Kashmire, the validity of which is denled
by Chinas. The Chinese have used the land for two hundred
years at least. The Indien claim is also refuted by meny
guslified writers.9

Before any further discussion of these three sections
it is necessary to point out sgain that the Simla Convention
upon which the Indisn Government so heavily relied is not a
velid treaty. The background of the conference and why it
was held, its results snd some of 1ts questlonsble legal
gspects have been discussed in Chapter II and will not be
dupliceted here. The followling concerns mainly one point
which hes not been discussed so far.

Generally spesking, the fermation of & tresty must pass
through the process of negotietion, signature, and ratifica-

tion. hny treaty thst has not gone through such a process

9hese writers are A. Lemb, A. L. Strong, D. Wilson,
R. A. Huttenback, end msny others; see the bilbliograsphy for
their works.
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should not be considered velid.lo From this point of view,
the Simle Convention should be considered ss an sbortive
one, as 1t has never gone through the process. Iven Chen
only negotlsted, and the Tibetan delegste, Shatra, not have
ing full power becsuse Tibet 1s a dependent of China, signed
the convention. However, it was lster repudisted by Dalai
Leme XIII himself.ll Even 1f Shetrs hed the right to sign
on behalf of Tibet, the Simls Convention is not binding, be-
ceuse no government concerned in the negotistions except the
British has ratified that convention.

A treaty will not be binding simply becsuse 1t hss

been signed. In principle, it should still be rstifiled

before 1ts binding force become effective. Therefore,

signature means solely that the negotiigion of con-

tracting 8 treaty has come to 1ts end.
Thus India's justificetion of her boundsry in the Eastern
Section 1s not valid. In other words, the McMshon Line 1is
not an established line ss far &s internstional lsw is con-
cerned. This is so even though the British and India en-
forced the validity of the McMshon Line from the 1920's to
the 1950's over the protests of China end the Tibetan

authorities.

10paun Ming-Min, International Law: Pesce and VWar
(Teipei, 1957), p. 29; see slso Starike, InTernational Law
(London, 1963), p. 337; see algo E. C. Stowell, Internation-
8l Lew: A Restatement of Princlples in Conformity with
Actuel Practice (New York, 1951), pp. 401-2.

11Strong, op. cit., p. 521.

12Paun, op. cit., p. 35; see also Starke, op. cit., p.
335« I
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Although the North bkast Frontler Agency was incorpo-
rated by the Indian Constitution in 1950, meny of the sareas
by thet time were beyond the administretion of the Indian
Government. It was only by 1951 that Indls wes able to oc-
cupy these territories over the protests of the Tlibeten
local suthorities.™® It must be remembered thet "the so-
called McMshon Line was drswn in Masrch, 1914, outside the
Simla Conference, by McMahon and Shatra, . « « 88 the result
of a secret exchange of notes in Delhi, snd without the
knowledge of the representative of the centrsl government
of China."14 Concerning this aspect, A. Lamb has & discus-
sion which justifies the sbove statement. He says,

The notes of 24-25 Msrch 1914, together with the sac-

compenying mep (in two sheets), do not appesr to have

been communiceted to the Chinese: but, on a much
smaller-scele map which served the Conference as the
basis for discussions of the Inner Tlbet-Outer Tibet
boundary, the 24-25 Merch line, which I will from now
on call the McMeshon Line, was shown as a8 sort of ep-
pendix to the boundery between Inner Tibet and China
proper. The McMahon Line &s such was never dlscussed
by the Chinese at the Conference, or so the avallsable
informetion would indicste, and the Chinese hsve sub-
sequently, both under the Koumintang snd the Communists,
maintained that the negotiating of the McMahon Line was

8 British trick: hence their constant prefix o{sthe

term "1llegel” to any mention of this boundary.

The McMashon line wes never fully edmlnlstrated by the British
Indien Authority. The legel aspects of this slignment heve

been discussed above to some extent, but it must be

13gtrong, op. cilt., p. 322; and Lamb, op. cit., pp.
166"167.

14gao, op. cit., p. 14.
15Lemb, op. cit., pp. 144-145.
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emphasized thet Britein never publicly claimed this line.
It beceme known only in 1938, when China wss deeply involved
in the war with Japen. Britain then begen to occupy pserts
of the territory end put it on meps as "disputed boundery.”
Sir Henry Twyuan, Governor of Asssm in 1939, wrote in The
Times, September 2, 1959, saying thet "the McMshon Line
does not exist, and never did."1® Yet, the present Indien
Government not only insists thaet the McMahon Line 1s the
Sino-Indisn boundsry, but hss repeatedly revised it. Ac-
cording to the originel map on which the "McMahon Line" was
merked in 1914, the western end of the line is at latitude
27 degrees 44.6 minutes north. Today, the Indian government
puts it at 27 degrees 48 minutes, pushing the slignment six
kilometers farther north into Chinese-claimed territory.

An exsminetion of the suthoritative meps of the Chinese
and western countries indicates that the NEFA now claimed by
Indis is within Chine. To neme & few, the 1784 and 1820

editions of The Historicel and Geographical Records of the

Great Ch'ing, the Esstern Turkistan Mep (1870, Hayward), the

16The Times (London), September 2, 1959, p. 1l:
", . . But the McMashon Line, which sought to secure the main
crest of the Himalayas &s the frontier, does not exist, and
never huos existed. . « . In 1939, when acting es Governor
of Assem, I was shown by the political officer of the
Balipers Frontier Trasct lasntern slides which esteblished
beyond all doubt the Tibetan charscter of Tawang, which he
had recently visited wi th an escort of Assam Frontier
Rifles. Since then, explorstion has shown that there comes
8 point in many sress along this frontier where Assemese
contacts give way to Tibeten. . .« '
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Henry Royval Atlas of Modern Geography (1924, Edinburg edl-

tion), the Times Survey Atlas of the World (1920, London

edition), Encyclopasedia Britannica (1929 edition), the China

stlas (1935, Herverd), Asia Physicel Atlas (1935, U. S. S« R,

History and Geogrephicel Atlas (1339, France), High School

Atlas by In Hof (1955, Switzerlsnd), the Faber astlas (1956,

London edition), and the Mep of the Republic of China, pub-

lished by the Republic of Chins in Taiwen.l” These are some
of the significent indicstions of the fact that the NEFA hss
been 2 pert of China accepted and recognized the world
over.18

The following evidence msy be more convincing. First,
the survey meps of the Government of Indis for 1938 on Tibet
and edjscent countries, followed by the 1943, 1950, 1951 snd
even 1952 editions, did not mention the McMeshon Line.l}® It
marked the boundasry ss "undelimited" showing the line of
"customsry usage” which 1s south of the MclMshon Line.

Second, John O. Crane wrote a letter to the New York Times

for November 18, 1962, after the serious fighting started.

lle said:

17wu Chen=-Tsai, "Background and Perspective of the
Peiping~New Delhi Conflict," Chins Internetionsl Educstionsl
Association (Teipei, 1962), ppe. 7-8.

187he se maps snd atlases are slso appliceble to the
other two sections In dispute.

19pocument s on the Sino-Indisn Boundary Question,
p. 40.
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This evening (November 14), we pulled out our 1940
Oxford advanced Atlas by Bsrtholomew to show our
12 and l4-ycur old sons the licMshon Line. Imsgine
our surprise to rind, instead, the boundsry line
between Indis and_Tibet to be virtually that now
claimed by China. 0

Third, most important, Nehru's own book, The Discovery of

Indis (third edition, 1951), put the boundery much closer
to the line of the Communist Chinese claim then to the
border fixed by India.21

With 811 this evlidence thst the NEFA i1s trsditionally
China's, the Communist Regime still says that the Sino-
Indian boundery has never been formally delinited. It
proclaimed unilesterelly that 1t would not cross the McMshon
Line until after China and Indis agreed upon & common

boundary through negotiations.zg

In fact, China never
crossed the McMshon Line until 1962 when the Indiesns occu-
pled areas north of the line: Longju, Che Dong, and
Khinzemane.25 In the process of the fighting which ensued,
Chines fought the Indians on her own solil. Evenso, after

the Indiens were driven back, China unllaterally withdrew

to the line of actusl control before the confrontstion

20mne NWew York Times, November 18, 1962, Sec. 4,
P 10E.

2l7. Nehru, The Discovery of Indis (New York, 1946),
see the Map of Indie sttached to thlis book.

22Documents on the Sino-Indisn Boundary Question,
Ppe. 4l-42,

23The Sino-Indisn Boundsry Question (Peking, 1962),
as used by We Ao j‘NilCOX, __O_Eo Cito, P 122 . .
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pending negotiations. Can such an action of the Chinese be
construed as aggression in internstionsl law?

The mlddle section received le ss attention in the
dispute not becsuse the ures 1s less than 200 square miles,
but because India produced less evidence than with the other
two sections that the section belongs to her. The nine
places just mentioned belonged very recently to Tibet, and
have been occupled by Indla. Seng and Tsungsha were occu=-
pied by British troops in the 1930's, an action which has
since been protested by China. The other seven points
(Parigas, Chuva, Chuje, Shipki Pess, Puling-Sundo, Sangchu
and Lapthal) were occupied by Indien troops after 1954 over
Chinese protests.24 One outstending cese is Puling-Sundo,
listed In the 1954 Sino-~Indisn Treaty as & market town,
which geve Indie treding rights. It was selized by Indian
troops in 1956. China protested but refused to see change
by force, hoping to negotiate for its return. 1Indis claims
that 1t was listed in the 1954 Treaty as 8 town which trsasd-
ers and pllgrims might use; therefore, that Chins agreed
with Indie's interpretstion of the border. Peking replied
that 8 right to trade 1s not a deed to a town, and that the

1954 negotlation was & trede treaty, not s boundsary

24pocuments on the Sino-Indien Boundar Question,
p. 19; see also Strong, op. clite., pp. -320.
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treaty.25

It is believed that these Indisn-occupled areas
were returned to Chins after the 1962 confrontation.

The Western gectlon, the Aksal-Chin and Ladakh, 1is
called "Rudok Country” by China and "Eastern Ladakh" by
India. Indis (Keshmir) hss never occupied this sreas.
There 1s & natural barrier to the access of the Késhmirans
which runs in & zilgzsg directlion from Karakorsm Pagss to the
southeast until 1t meets the spur running south from the
Kun Lun Renge. This 1s a llttle esst of 80 degrees east
longlitude. This high range ceused the ares to be ilmpene-
trable from the south.26

Indila's claim that the Western section.of the border
was delimited by the 1842 Keshmir-Tibet Agreement is not
true. The agreement wes concluded unilaterslly by the
Tibetan locesl government and did not contain any concrete
stipulations concerning the boundary. It merely provided
that the boundesry line between Ladakh and Tibet would be

mainteined and should not be infringed by elther sicle.Z'7

29Documents on Sino-Indisn Boundary uestlon, p. 35;
it stated: "Vice Foreign linister Chang Han-Fu, in his
talk with the Indian representatlve, Lmbassador Mr. N.
Raghaven, on &4pril 235, 1954, cleurly stated that the Chinese
gslde did not wish, in those negotiastions, to touch on the
boundary question. And Ambassssdor N. Raghasvan sgreed
forthwith, + . " .

26R. A. Huttenback, "4 Historicel Note on the Sino-
Indian Dispute Over the ikssil Chin," China Quarterly, No. 18
(April-June, 1964), pp. 202-203.

27Hasen, China, India, Pakisten, pp. 1-2.




43

Chine has been using this sres for centuries becsuse it is
the only precticable traffic route between Sinkiang end
Tibet. Thus, even during the Ch'ing Dynasty, srmed "check-
posts” were established slong the enclent carsvan route,
and were mainteined right through the time of Chiang Kai-
shek.?8 It is the route through which the People's Libera-
tion Army marched into Tibet from the west. A substesntial
litersture has given backing to the claim thst Ladakh is a
pert of China. 4. Lemb sseild,
The retention of the northern part of Asksi Chine on
the British side was due to no more than s misunder-
standing of the terms of the British note to China of
1899, It 1s certeinly a fact that this note has been
misquoted by a surprisingly lerge number of suthori-
ties. Perhsps théa misquotation cen be traced back
to British times.
This statement is further held by R. 4. Huttenback in the

Chine Cusrterly;°® and D. Wilson's srticle, "Who's Right

in the Himalayss,” supported Lemb's srgument that "the
cruclal section of Aksel Chin seems to have remained
cartographically within India slmost by default."®! Other

information points out the position of Ladskh. Alexander

28pocument g on Sino~Indian Boundary GQuestion, p. 45.

“9Lemb, op. clt., p. 174.
SOHuttenback, op. clt., pp. 204-205.

91D, Wilson, "Who's Right in the Himalayes," Far
Eastern Bconomic Review, XLVII (March 18, 1965), 485.
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Cunninghum stated thet

Ledakh 1s the most westerly country occupied by the
Tibetan race who profess the Buddhist faith [gs dis~
tingulshed from Hinduism in India). Ladakh is derived
from the Tibetan word Le-Tags. The relations with
Tibvetens are those of two peoples spesking the seme
language and holding the same faith.

e « » [They] gge all of one race end intermerried end
eat together.

Sir John Davis, the first British Minister to Chins, in

his book, Chinese IMiscellanies, published in 1865, seld that

"Chine's frontier is between Ladakh and Kashmir."S°
G. VW. Haywood in his article on Ladakh in the Roysl

Geographical Society Journal of 1870 stated that "Ledekh

stretches from the Xerakorum Pass to Chengchenmo," which 1s

what the Chinese have always saLd.34

The Cembridge History of Indis says that "Ledakh is s

province of Tibet."9° The "Official Survey of Indie" as
late as in its 1943 edition geve no boundary at all. Even
in the meps of 1950, it is still put: "Boundery undefined."®®

He C. Hinton, in his book, Communist China in World

Politics, had this to say:

%2j1exander Cunninghsm, Ladakh, cited by Chang Hsin-
Hai, Americe and China (Wew York, 1965), p. 185.

3351y John Davis, Chinese Miscellancles (1865); clited
by Chang; Ibid., p. 186.

345, W, Haywood, cited by Cheng; Ibid., p. 186.
351b14.

96Documents on Sino-Indian Boundery GQuestion, p. 40.




45

In the autumn of 1963, I exsmined all the officisl maps

of Indis that had been published both before snd sfter

1947 and were then available in the Map Reading Room of

the Librery of Congress. No map published before 1954,

the year in which the Government of Indis reslized thset

1t haed s serious frontier dispute on its hends, shows
without ag¥ reservations the entire boundary now clsaimed
by Indie. :

There sre statements by Nehru himself refuting India's
cleim to the ares. He sald on sugust 28, 1959, that "this
ls the boundery of o0ld Ksshmir stete with Tibet and Chinese
Turkestsn. Nobody has marked 1t."°% And on Se ptember 10,
1959, he ssid agein: "This eres hes not been under any kind
of administration."9? Finally, on November 23, 1959, he
sald: "During British rule, as far es I know, this sres was
nelther inhsbited by any people nor were there any outposts."40
These statements support the assertion gbove that Indis hes
never occupled that area. It is understendeble why Nehru
stressed that the sares had never been administrated by sany
suthorlity. The terrain--the high crest of impenetretable
crags-~-physically berred the Keshmirans from knowing whet
hes been going on the other side of the crests. His mistake
1s natural, as few people in Indle even {n the British occu-

petion ever dared to brave the hszards to the north of this

natursl barrier. rurther, this wes during the Ch'ing

S7TH. C. Hinton, Communist Chins in World Politics
(Boston, 1966), p. 280.

%87, Nehru, "India's Foreign Policy," Selected Speeches,
September 1946--April 1961l. Ministry of Information and
Broadcasting Government of India (1961), p. 329.

591bid., p. 349, 401p14., p. 371.
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Dynssty in the elghteenth and nineteenth centuries, when
China followed & pollicy of isolation, which prevented the
rest of the world from knowing about China.

The present situation in the ares 1s that the Chinese
have widened the former carsvan route into a modern motor
highway linking Sinklasng and Tibet. <This road wes con-
structed between Merch, 1956, snd October, 1957, without the
knowledge of Indis. In 1959 Indis protested.41 Nehru ex=-
plained it to the Lok Sabba (lower house of the Indian
Perlisment) on February 23, 1961:

[The Chinese action] was not clesr to us whether the

proposed motor roed crossed our territory. The first

suspicion that this might be so came to us in 1957 from

2 map published in Peking. We did not even then know

definitely whether this transgressed our territory.

e o o, A3 we did not have proof, we did not protest

42

then.

Let us exemine India's claim. According to the law of
nations on the conditions and effectiveness of occupation,
China's occupstion is lawful. India's sttitude toward that
land may be construed es having given up title to it. When
a lend (without an owner) which is deserted by others is oc-
cupled by snother who effectively administers it, thet land
belongs to the latter..45 International lewyers would sgree

that Indla has no title to that land becsuse she only

4libid., p. 331. 421pv1d., p. 332.

45Paun, op. cit., pp. 225-227; see also Starke, op.
cit., pp. 152=154; see slso D. P. O'Connell, "The Concept of
Effectiveness in Occupetion,” International Law: Volume One

(New York, 1965), p. 471.




47

claimed it end never ruled it. 1In fact, by any stendard
allowed by the 1lasw of nations, Indis's clasim is without
support.

Judging from sll the clsims snd counter claims, it is
logical to infer thet if Indis wishes to reach agreement
with her northern neighbor, the dispute in this western

section st leest should not be difficult to solve.



CHAPTER IV
INDIAN POLICY FROM 1947 TO 1962

In 1947, the British left the Indien Peninsals with an
expectation thet two independent nstions under the names of
Paiclsten and the Union of Indis would be set up together,
with the Native Stetes having @ free choice of Independence
or of sgsocletion with either Pskistan or the Indian Union.
If these Native Stotes sought association with either Pskis-
tan or the Union of Indla, they still were to retain thelr
statehood but the power of foreign affairs, communication,
and defense would be delegated’to the one with which they
were to associate.l

The Unlon of Indias gasined its complete independence in
1947 and wes much better endowed in land mass, administrative
organization, public fecilities sand establishments, and com-
municetion system than Pskistsn. Moreover, much of British
India's financial reserve was transferred %o the new state.
To the revolutionary Indlan lesders, this independence was a
new hope and a grest ordesl. Iior with such a big politicsl
entlty to inherit, they were overwhelmed with the responsif”’
bllity of nation-building lying shesd. Like other grest |

nation-founders past and present, the Indian leaders were

1p, w, Wallbenk, Indis in the New Era (Chicego, 1951),
PP 166-167.

48
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concerned with their nation's growth, security, integration,
nationel, industrial, economical, snd educationel develop-
ment end progress. But there were soclsl, recisl, religious,
and other disruptive forces running counter to their srdent
desire and expectation. It was & combined political, cul=-
tursl, esnd economic factor left by history.

Thus endowed by history, there ceme with independence
the most disastrous religious events csused by the communsal
antipsthy between the Muslim and the Hindus snd Sikhs in
Punjab.2 On the eastern side; the psasrtitioned Bengsal almost
had the ssme tragedy; fortunately, Gendhl prevented this
holocaust almost single-handed by an sppeal end fast. There
were serious outbreaks in Delhi aglso. Owing to this extreme
anti-Muslim eatmosphere, Gandhi started hlis lest fast on
Januery 13, 1948, to induce Indign lesders to pledge their
opposition to any gnti-Muslim progrem. He was assassinated
on Jenuary &0, &fter s successful beginning.5

On the other hand, the Iintegration of the Native States
posed another serious problem. OSome wished to become inde-

pendent while others wished to accede to Pakistan.4 In or-

der to prevent a return to its historicsl setting--Indian

2As 8 result, 500,000 Huslims were killed and
6,500,000 refugees crossed into Pskistan territory by the
end of 1947; and more than flve milllion Hindus and Sikhs
fled from the Punjab, and lsrge number of these people were
ma ssacred en route. For further detsil, see Ibid., p. 178,

9Ibid., pp. 181-182.
4Ivid., pp. 162-167.
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"Balkenizotion"--the Indisn leaders had to resort to force.
Ironicelly enough, Gandhi, who asked Britsin to surrender to
Hitler in 1940 for the sske of victory in non-violencs,
found it possible to support the dispastch of Indien troops
to fight ageinst the Muslim tribesmen in Kashmir.5

Added to these two important problems wes the problem
of the shortasge of food. Facing these troubles, the Indisn
lesders slmost lost thelr confidence.

To most historisns, history teaches thet Indie never
knew political unity. Toynbee has expressed it: ". . . @
society of the same magnitude &s our Western civilization
. . . 8 whole world in herself."® The msjor cesuse of this
political daisunity of Indie, deépite its geographicsel and
economicsl unity, hes been its multilingual small princi-
palities. They have caused Indis to feil ss consistently as
Europe to hold together ss & united political entity. Sir
John Strechey pointed out in 1888 that "there is not snd
o7

never was an Indis, no Indisn nation, no 'people of India.

Sir John R. Seeley, writing in 1883, also remarked that

5Ivid., p. 182.

64rnold J. Toynbee, The World snd the West (Oxford,
1955), p. 54, quoted in S. S. Harrison, Indis: The Most
Dangerous Decedes (Princeton, 1960), p. S.

7Sir John Strachey, Indlas: Its Administration and
progress (London, 1888), D. %, quoted in S. S. Harrison,
I01d., DP. 4.
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"India is e mere geographicel expression like kurope or

Africe."®

The sbove historical fects point to the necessity for
the Indlsns to set their house in order. Nehru's speech de-
livered to the Constituent Assembly (Legislstive), New
Delhi, on December 4, 1947, clearly revesled this critical
situation. He said:

We are not yet out of those difficulties, internal and
other. We have not had a free hend in our external
reletions, end, therefore, I would beg the House to

judge of this period in the context of what has been
happening in this country, not only during the pest

yeer when we lived in the middle of internal conflict and
confusion which dreined awsy our enepgy and did not leave
us time to ettend to other matters.

Thus compelled by circumstsnces, Nehru determined to meet the
challenge by all means.

As the Indians were fully occupies wi th their domestic
affairs, there was little room left for them to lsey out s
definite policy in foreign effairs. Thus, Nehru steted:

Foreign policy is normelly something which develops

greduelly. Apert from certein theoretical propositions

you may lay down, it is & thing which, if it is reel,
has some relation to actuality end not merely pure
theory. Therefore, you cannot precisely lay down your

general outlook18r general approsch, but gradually it
develops. « + o

8sir John R. Seeley, The Expansion of England (London,
188%), p. 92; ibid., p. 4.

97. Nehru, Independence and After (New York, 1950),
pu 1990

101p14., p. 253.
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Yet concerning the flexibillty of its emerging policy, the
Indian Prime Minister stated sgsin,
Vie cannot perhaps be friendly elways wlith every country.
The alternative ls to become very frlendly with some
and hostile to others. “Yhet is the normel foreign
policy of & country--very friendly with close relations
with some, with the consequence thst you are hostile to
others. You m&y be very friendly to some countrles and
you cannot just be equally friendly with all countries.
Neturally you are more frienuly with those with whon
you heve closer relstions, but thet greet friendliness,
if it is active friendliness 1s good; if it merely re-
flects hostility to some o&?er country, then 1t is
something different. « «
Admittedly, Nehru's spproech to Indian foreign policy was
pregmetic and realistic, as was his policy in internal af-
fairs. He believed that "whst ever policy we msy lay down,
the ert of conducting the foreign affeirs of a country lies
in finding out whet is most esdvantageous to the country."12
As Indis itself was overwhelmed by internal disturbances,
the most urgent need wss time to regiment its heterogeneous
society end to run its governmental apparstus effectively
and efficiently. Furthermore, in the cold war ers, the bl-
polar power distribution left room for stetes to remsin un-
sssocilated with elther bloc. Yhus, "to keep out of Power
Blocs"1® was the best policy for the Indiens. D. E. Kennedy
observed thet by so doing Indie "is sble to receive militsry

and economlic sssistance from the West as well s the

1lrpid., p. 254.
12Nenru's Speech &s quoted in Wilcox, op. cit., p. 39.
13s, Nehru, Independence &nd After, pp. 212-222.
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Communist Bloc."? 1In this spirit, Nehru declared:
Therefore, we propose to look after India's interests
in the context of world co-operstion end world peace,
in so far as world peace can be preserved.

We propose to keep on the closest terms of friend-
ghip with other countries unless they themselves crests
difficulties. We shall be friends with America. Ve
intend co-operating with the United Ststes of Americs
end we intenfsco-operating fully with the Soviet
Unione + « o
Since Indian foreign policy 1is interest oriented, any-

thing which runs against its fundamentasl interests 1is

destined to be opposed. I1t, therefore, unavoidably, and
naturally geve birth to & discrepency between lts words and
deeds.

iehru was by no mesns a follower of Gandhl as far ss
Ahimsal® 1s concerned. Nehru believed that:

The concept of Ahimsa had & grest desl to do with the
motive, the balance of the violent mental approsach,
self-discipline, egnd control of anger and hatred,
rather than with physicsl abstention from violen{7ac-
tion, when this becsme necessary and inevitable.
Such an sttitude towsrds the doctrine of non-violence hsd sa
significeant impact upon the formation of the Indian foreign
and domestic affasirs which were emerging. Nehru stated

agoaing

Mp, E. Kennedy, The Security of Southern Asia (New
York, 1965), p. 64.

155, Nehru, Independence snd sfter, p. 205.

164n Indien Term for non-violence.

17Nehru, The Discovery of Indis, p. 97.
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The first duty of every country is to protect itself.
Protecting oneself unfortunstely mesns relying on the
armed forces and the like and so we build up, where
necessity erises, our defence asppsratus. We csannot
take the risk of not doing so, slthough Mshetme Gandhi
would have taken thet risk no doubt snd I dare not say
that he would heve been wrong. Indeed, if a country
1s strong enough to take thet risk it will not only
survive, but 1t will become 8 grest country. But we
ere smell folk end dare not teke that risk. But in
protecting oneself, we should do so in such & wey as
not to sntagonize others snd alsgsso 88 not to appesr
to aim et the freedom of others.

Under such & philosophy, inevitebly, a dichotomy of Indian
foreign policy emerged. For Indies was prepered to protect
1ts Interest even st the risk of violence. ILet us listen to
Nehru sagein:
We do not wish to interfere in internstionsl sffairs,
except where we feel that we might be able to be of
sorme help, where something affects us directly--for in-
stance, in regerd to Gos, or when military help is
glven to Pakistsn. Then we have to express our views
clearly, strongly end unequivocselly. . . . Where world
peace 1s concerned, nsturslly we want to have our say,
as 8 member of the world community. Where Indiae's
interests are directly threstened, . . . we must hsve
our say, igloud say, & positive ssy. There we cannot
be quiet.
Indeed, at no time wess Indis more concerned internationally
then with the Southeast Asis Tresty Orgenizstion and the
Baghded Pact. For, according to the Indie's stance, they
are not only vital to India's interest but slso a threst to
her national security. Here is whet the Indian Prime Minis-,

ter said sbout thenm.

18Nenru, Independence and After, pp. 254-255.

19Nehru, India's Foreign Policy, pp. 71-72.
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We in Indis heve ventured to telk atout peace. We have
thought thst one of the me jor ereus of peasce might Dbe
South-kast Asia. The Msnils Treaty rather comes in the
way of thut sres of peace. 1t tskes up thut very ares
which might be an srea of pesce and converts it slmost
into an aregoof potentisl wer. I find this development
disturbing.

Likewise with the seme logic for the considerstion of pesce
snd a non-military approsch to world or regionsl problems,
he criticized the Baghdad Pact, or CENTOQ, saying that

It seems extraordinsry to me that this militery ap-
proach to a8 problem should be persisted in. I am not
saying thet the militery approech cen be completely
given up in this world. I sm not speaking like e
pacifist. But I submit thet thinking of the world's
problems in terms of military power and trying to solve
them only in terms of mi%itary power sre doomed to
failure and heve feiled.

Let us see how Nehru advised the two super-powers dur-
ing the cold wer ers.

So, whether one of the countries 1s a little shead of
the other or not, the fact is thet either of these
glants has enough bombs to destroy the other completely.
Therefore, any sttempt on the pasrt ol one, however
powerful, to coerce the other through militery meens,
involves destruction of both. It becomes more and more
obvious that policles of toughngﬁs end brandishing of
the aword do not lead snywhere.

Becsuse Nehru thought whet he was doing wes according to his
best judgement, he said in & debate on forelgn affeirs in
Lok Sabha on December 9, 1958,
From the larger point of view of the world also, we
have leboured to the best of our &bility for world
pesce. « » « Our influence hes not been negligible.

This 1s not becsuse we ourgelves sre influencial, but
because we do belleve thet what we hasve seid in regard

201p1d., p. 89. o 2lrpid., p. 95.
227bid., p. 76
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to peace has found sn echo in people's minds and hesrts
in all countries. . . . <Yhe people have apprecilasted
what we have said and rescted to 1Lt favourebly. I can
say with some assurance thaet our influence on peoples
generally all over the world In regerd to the muatter of
peace hss been very considerable. Any hon. Member who
happens to go to any part of the world will slways find
Indis's nume assoclated with pesce. It is 8 privilege
to be associated with peace, but 1t brings g great re-
sponsibility. We should try to live up to it. In our
domestic sphere also we should work on lines which &are
compatible with peace. We cannot obviously have one
voigg for the world outside and another voice internsl-
lyo

However, regerdless of what Nehru said, Indla's acts, as

those of others, were csrefully studied by politicel

scientists in internstionsl affairs. Wilcox thus commented on

the India foreign policy:

This
sion

try.

The dichotomy of Indisn foreign policy was thus com-
pounded. To the world, and on world issues, Indie wss
the dove of pesce, whereaszgithin the regilon she stood
accused of power politics.

two-faceted diplomacy of Indie has msde & false impres-
upon western soclety thet she is & pesce-loving coun-
D. B. Kennedy observed thsat

After 14 yesrs of Independence under Nehru's lesder-
ship, wren New Delhl acted as & moulder of Asian
opinion, India fo§gd herself more isolated in Asis

than ever before.

And ant1~§gdian sentiments are widespread in Southern
ASiao L L] L]

28Tbid., pp. 79-81.
24Wilcox, op. cit., p. 38.
25Kennedy, op. e¢ilt., p. 60.
261p1d., p. 64.
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This consequence mey be sscribed to the big-nstion mentallity
of Nehru as well as other Indien politiciens which emanated
efter Independence. Nehru said,

Look et the msp. If you have to consider any question
affecting the Middle East, Indis inevitably comes into
the picture. If you have to conslder any question con-
cerning South-EFsst Asia, you cennot do so without
Indie. So also with the Fer East. While the Middle
East mey not be directly cumnected with South-East
Asia, both sre connected with India. Even if you think
in terms of regional organizations in Asis, you have to
keep in touch with the other regions. And whatever
regions you may hagg in mind, the importance of Indla
cannot be ignored.

With this in mind, Nehru proudly ssid thet India was the
number four super-power of the world next only to the United
States, the U. S« S. R., and Chins. But he implied thet
Indis was the third super-power beceuse he said India was
industrially end economically more advenced than Chins:

Remember, China is still far less industriaslly developed
than even India is. Much 1s being done 1in China which
1s praiseworthy eand we can learn from them and we hope
to learn from them, but let us look gt things in proper
perspective. India 1s industrlally more developed than
China. Indis hss far more communications, transport,
and so on. Chins, no doubt, will go shead fest; I am
not comparing or criticizing, but what I said was that
this enormous country of China, which 1s 8 great power
end which 1s powerful today, 1s potentially still more
powerful. ILeaving these three big countries, the
United States of America, the Soviet Union and Chine,
aside for a moment, look at the world. There are many
advanced, highly cultured countries. But iIf you peep
into the future and if nothing goes wrong--wars and thezs
like~~the obvious fourth country in the world is Indis.

This chapter thus far has discussed some of the idess in-

volved in Indian pollicy. Next comes a brief account of the

27Nehru, Independence and After, p. 231.
28Nenhru, India's Forelgn Policy, p. 305.
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national and internationel behavior of Indle after independ-

ence.

North Esst Frontier Agency
As the British Indiasn Administration wes not successful

C
tn bringing the NEFAZ®

within complete control for the
reasons discussed in the previous chapters, the Nehru
Government determined to occupy i1t. This policy inevitably
aroused protests from the Tibetan suthorities. On October 16,
1947, Tibetan suthorities sent s telegram to the Indlan
Government clsiming that Indis should recognize that the
territories such as Zayul and Walong snd in the dlirection of
Pemsko, Loneg, Lape, Mon, Bhnuten, Sikkim, Darjeellng end
others on this side of the River Ganges end Lowo, Ladakh,
et cetera, up to the boundery of Yarikhim belong to Tibe t.90
The Indian Government replied:

The Government of India would be gled to have &n as-

surance that it is the intention of the Tibetan govern=-

ment to contlnue relastions on the existing basis until
new agreements are reached on matters which elther

297he lust British Political Officer there in 1947,
Colonel RBetts, told G. N. Petterson that there was no al-
teration in the position when he was there and that 1t was
still necessary to obtsln permission from the Tibetan
suthority in Tawsng to trasvel in that ares, that Indlen
suthority extended only to the Se-Ls Sub sgency, south of
Yawang, and that token tribute was pald to Tibet in recogni-
tion of this. Wor the works of G. N. Patterson, see the
bibliography. This informaetion can be found in G. N. Pat-
terson, Peking Versus Delhi (New York, 196%), p. 174; elso
see the maps in the Appendix.

5OIbid., p. 174 (quoted by Patterson).
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party would wish to tske up. This is the procedure
adopted b all other countries with which India hsas
inherited Tgiaty relations from his Mejesty's Govern=-
ment. . . .
However, not & single meeting was held to discuss the metter.
Yet the Indians sent military personnel to occupy those
aress. In 1949, the remseining part of the Sediys Frontler
Tract was divided into Abor Hills and Mishmi Hills divisions.
In the same yesr, the Subansiri Divisional Headqusrters were
established. 1In Februsry, 1951, Tewang wes occupied by
Indian troops when the Chinese government was in the midst
of the Korean struggle and was engsged in efforts to bring
Tibet within effective control. In 1954, the NkFA was
divided into five divisions: Kemeng (2,000 square miles),
Subansiri (7,950 square miles), Sieng (8,392 square miles),
Lohit (5,800 square miles), and Tirap (2,657 square miles)ﬁﬂ
A special sdministrative unit of some 31,438 square miles
under the Foreign Ministry with the Governor of Assam acting
gs the agent of the President of Indis was created, and the
NEFA divisions were within its jurisdiction. 1Indis wes not
satisfied with this; she contlnued to push northward and es-
tablished many frontier posts which resulted in protests
from China. 1Its details and the situstions of Ladakh and

the Middle sector will be discussed later.

Sl1pi4.
%21bid., pp. 175-177.
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Sikkim snd Bhutan
Sikkim and Bhutan, former protectorates of the Ch'ing
Dynasty, ure small stastes of the Himelayas. The British
brought them within thelr sphere of influence, though not
without struggle. These Himelaysn states assumed strateglc
importance sfter Vorld Wer II, which resulted in near loss

of statehood to Indis.

S1kkim.%° There was discontent in Sikkim in 1947,
called by some "the Sikkim Revolution." 1t was due to &
"No Tax" cempsign initisted by politicel agitetors. Imme-
dietely, the Sikkim State Congress, the first political
psrty in Sikkim, wes formed. Later, two more politicsl
psrties were formed. These political psrties agitated for
grester reforms and freedom. They called on the peesents
to join in a "No Rent" campaign and marched on to the capital,
Gangtok. The Indian Political Officer in Sikkim intervened,
the lesders of this movement were released and serious
trouble was sverted. Facing pressure for reform, the Ma-
heraja was compelled to make concesslons. He announced the
formation of en Interim Government with Congress perticipa-
tion. It took office in May, 1949. The "Interim Govern-
ment" was composed of five members. Three of them, includ-

ing the Chief Minister, ceme from the State Congress. The

394 Himalsya Kingdom of 2,818 squere mile s with s
population of 165,000. Much of its former territories are
now within the stetes of Bhutan, Nepsl, Indis, and Tibet
Region.
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other two were nomineted by the Mshasrsjs. This "Interim

Government" did meintain peace end good order.%?

But, Sikkim, "e dagger aimed at the heart of Ind1a/'®®
soon invited the Indians to occupy 1t entirely for the sake
of "Indlan Security." Therefore, at the end of May, 1949,
Dr. B. V. Keskar, Deputy Minister in the Indisn External
Affeirs Ministry, was sent on @ mission to Gangtok. He left
Gengtok on Mey 27. The Ministers of Sikkim met him on two
occasions and were instructed on verious metters. Dr. Kesker
stressed that Sikkim was important to Indis and said that
he expected pesce snd good order there; end that in case of
a contingency srising in Sikkim which might disturb the se-
curity of the Indisn frontier, the Government of Indla
would be obliged to exercise 1its authority.36

Ten days after Kesker's return to India, on June 5,
H. Dayal, Political Officer in Sikkim, sent for all five
Ministers and dissolved the "Interim Government" or the
Ministry in the name of the Government of India. The next
day, June 6, 1949, the Government of Indis announced that 1t
would send personnel to teke over the administration of Sik-

kim, and annexed it as one of the states of the Indien

54Patterson, op. clt., p. 202.

9551y Charle s Bell called Sikkim ss "a degger aimed at
the heart of Indis," becsuse 1t lies in the inverted triangle
of the Chumbi Valley.

S6putterson, op. cit., p. 255. (4 "Memorsndum on Sik-
kim Affairs,” drewn up by the Sikkim State Congress was sub=-
mitted to the Government of Indlis et the time. Patterson
reprinted it in his book in full.)
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Union. 27 Thus, the month-old "Interim Government' which en-

joyed the confidence of et least 75 per cent of the populas=-
tion ceased to exist.S

This sudden dissolution of the "Interim Government"
came as @ shock to the people of Sikkim, who were defense=-
less before the big neighbor to the south. However, the
leaders of the Sikkim Stste Congress determined to find s
solution for the situation asnd requested negotiastions with
Nehru. Yhey were refused, however. It was not a bloodless
eannexation. On December 5, 1950, Sikkim waes compelled to
sign & treaty which mede it a protectorate of India. It
was only sllowed to retsin internel sutonomy &and externsl

affairs were left to the Government of Indie. Detsalls of

the aftermath of the snnexation will not be discussed here.

Bhutan. Following the events in Sikkim in June, 1949,
Indie determined to regularize her relstions with Bhutsn.
Thus & treasty was signed on August 9, 1949, in Darjeeling,
in which the government of Indie undertooik to recognize the
provisions of the Anglo-Bhutsnese Sinchuls Treaty of 1865
and the smended Treaty of 1910, and agreed to exercise no
interference in the internsl effairs of Bhutan.bg Concern-
ing externsl sffalrs, however, the Government of Bhuten

sgreed to be sdvised. The Government of India wes to pay

S71b1d., pp. 235-234. 381b14.

39Pradyuma P, Karan, Bhutan: A Physicel and Cultursl
Geography (Lexington, 1967], pp. 97-98.
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Bhutan 500,000 rupees snnually to compensste for the terrli-
tory previously ennexed by India, g¢nd the thirty-two
square mile s of territory st Dewargiril wes to return to
Bhutan.4o
Indls observed the Treaty and Bhutan remained peaceful
for about eleven years sfter the ratificetion of the newly
emended tresty. 1Indis was not represented in the country
directly, for the Indian Political Officer in Sikkim took
care of the work. Nehru psid Bhutan s visit in the sutumn
of 1958, when he was refused permission to visit Tibet by
Chins and was advised to go to Bhutan instead.41 Nehru did
so. His first visit there may be tasken es an Indian signsal
thet Bhutan wes within her legltimate gphere of interest.
For Nehru stated:
In the event of any sggression against Bhutan by any
country, India would conslder it @s an SCEQOf aggres-
sion against herself snd act accordingly.
Nehru's visit was followed by some Indian gid which ensbled
the Bhutanese Governement to.sturt on & progrsm of rosd-

building; end some Bhutanese students were encoursged to

study st Indlan schools. ©Such gestures, however, did not

4OIbid.; see also the Map of Bhutan.

4lTynere was no direct communicetion between India and
Bhutan st thst time, and all Indlans who wished to go to
Bhuten had to travel fifteen mile s gcross the Chumbi Velley
of Tibet.

4Zpatterson, op. cit., p. 215.
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put Bhutan firmly on India's side; for she feered that Indie
wes not strong enough to protect her in case of reasl danger.

With regard to the Sino-Indian border dispate, the sct-
ing Prime Minister, Jigme Dorgl, stated thet his country
would not like to be involved; and added:s

Bhuten did not want to get involved in the dispute, he

would not support the Indian stand that the MclMashon

line was the vsalid boundary between India snd Tibet.
As Indie still holds the right to control Bhuten's foreign
policy sccording to the smended treaty of 1949, a Sino-
Bhutsnese border treaty was supposed to have been concluded
secretly in 1961 which gusranteed the Chinese the right of
transit across its territory 1in exchenge for China's recog-

44 yyig ina

nizetion of the boundary which Bhutan clsimed.
formetion may be reinforced by the fact thet when the
People's Republic of China 1lists the boundary agreements it
has signed it never mentions Bhutsn but ealwsys implies that
the 1list is incomplete.45
When Indis displeesed Bhutan, the lstter threstened
that if Indian s8ild was cut off, she would get aid from the
United Kingdom, the United Stetes, the U. S. S. R., and
other sources, and demanded the withdrawel of Indien troops

from Bhuten. In 1965, the Bhutanese Nationsl Assembly

49Ipid., p. 218.

445G, W, Patterson, "Recent Chinese Policies in Tibet
snd Towards the Himelayen Border Stetes," The China Quarter-
ly, No. 21 (October-December, 1962), 199,

45Hinton, op. cit., p. 323.
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adopted s resolution esking for United Nastions membership.46

Indie sdvised that 1t wes & "premsture" request in view of
the Kingdom's shortage of money snd experienced men to pro-
vide effective representetion. When King Wengchuk visited
New Delhi in Mesy, 1966, Prime Minister Indira Gendhi assured
him that India would sponsor Bhuten's membership whenever
Bhuten was reaay for 1£.47

There is strong snti-Indien feeling in Bhutan; but

there has been no desperste ection teken so far.

Nepsal

Although Indies hes recognized Nepal's politicsal inde-
pendence, Nehru still consldered it as pert of Indie &t
least geographically. Indisn personnel were sent to the
Nepalese Government to strengthen its guerd on 1its border
with Tibet. And on many occesions, Nehru stressed that the
interests of the two nations are ldentical and that he would
not tolerste Nepal being inveded:

It 1s not possible for the Indisn Government to toler-

ate any invesion of Nepal from anywhere, even though

there is no mllitary slliance between the two countries.

Any possible invasion of Nepaé « o o wWould inevitably

involve the sefety of Indiae.?
On this basis, Nehru undertook to control Nepal. A Nepsl-

Indien Friendship snd Peace Treaty wes retified in 1950

46Karan, op. cite., p. 84.
471pid., p. B4.
487, Nehru, Speeches 1949-53 (Delhi, 1954), p. 147.
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which made Nepsl Indis's protectorste. However, Nepelese
politics entered & period of crisis et the end of 1950 when

e coup 4' état by the Nepall Congress party and the then

powerless King Tribhuvena, both supported by India, toppled
the Government of the Rana famlly, Nepel's de facto rulers. %
The reason for this Indiasn behsvior is that Indis wented
Nepal to become democrestized, which might faciliteste India's
influence and Increase Nepsl's dependence.

Thls Indien esttitude wus as old ss 1947. When the coup
at éﬁg& was not successful, King Tribhevena Bir Bikram Shsk
found esylum in Indie and obtsined help from Indie for en

atteck.so The attacks were mesde from Indien territory from

51

six points. inelly, Nehru acted es an arbiter, and the
Renas were forced to come to terms with the King and the
other lesders of the 1nsurrection.52 Subsequently, e coali-
tion government was formed, and the King returned to Nepsl
holding the supreme power. This was followed by the estab-
lishment of & constitutional monsrchy in 1951.

At the turn of 1951-52, & revolt broke out in Nepsl,

and the local communist psrty was outlawed by the Government,

49ghen-Yu Dai, "Peking, Katmendu end New Delhi,"” The
China Quarterly, No. 16 (October-December, 1963), 87.

50Eugene Bramer MiHasly, Foreign Aid and Politics in
Nepal: 4 Csse Study (London, I§65§, pp. 156-17.

Sl1big.
52Da1, op. cit., p. 88.
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then dominated by the pro-Indien Nepsll Congress Party. The
leader of the Opposition, K. I. Singh, escaped to Tibet.53
At this time, blessed with the Sino-Indisn rapproche-
ment, Nepsl begen to be cordisl with Peking. The Bandung
Conference helped nurture their relations. When the Bandung
Conference was Just started, King Tribhuvena of Nepal died
in Paris, and his son Mehendrs escended the throne.54 He
immedis tely despestched Subhang Jeng Thepu to Bandung and in-
structed him to endorse the principles of peaceful co-exist-
ence in the presence of Nehru end Premier Chou gn-Lei.%® A4s
8 result, Chinsa's ambasssdor to Indis, Yusn Chung-hsien
vislted Ketmendu shortly sfter the Bandung Conference; sand
an egreement was concluded on August 1, 1955, which estab-
11 shed diplomatic relations between Nepel and China.56
The young King Mshendre greduslly showed that he wanted
to move sway from total Indisn influence by trying to use
the strength of Chins as & lever against Indie. Hls sttempt
irritated Nehru, who finslly plenned, according to the

Nepelese Foreign Minister Dr. Tulsi Girl, an sssassination

53¢, I. Singh returned to Nepsl in 1955 denying any
conversion to communism or inappropriste connections with
Peking.

54D91, op. cit., p. 89.
S9Tbid.

S61p1d.,

———
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of Mahendra; but Nehru's scheme, 1f 1t existed, failed.f"7
Antl-Indlen feellng was aroused, whlch pushed Nepal closer
to Chinas. During Mshendra's state visit to Peking in 1961,
Chine offered ald to Nepsl; and, st the same time, the King
accepted China's offer to build a highway linking Lhasa and
58 o

Ketmandu. hus could be seen as an open defisnce of Indis

by Nepel.

Kashmir

Kashmir, the most northerly state of British Indis, hss
an ares of 84,470 square miles with less than five million
people according to the 1941 census. Almost the whole popu=
lation except 380,000 are Moslems. About 807,000 Hindus
live in the Jammu district. This state is commonly known as
Jemma snd Xashmir.2®

After the partition of British Indis in 1947, the Mshsa=-
ra jah, Sir Harl Singh, a Hindu, snnounced the sccession of

Kashmir to the Republic of Indis. This declsion was asgainst

the wish of all Moslems eand unascceptable to Pakistan. As a

S7lemen Ray, "Cormunist Chins's Strate y in the Hima=-
leyss: Nepal, h Case Study," Orbis, XI (Fell, 1967), 838;
it states: "During 1962 relations between Nepal and India
continued to deteriorate, meinly because of an abortive
attempt to ssssssinste King Mshendras on Jenuary 22 of that
year, which Nepalese Foreign Minister Dr. Tulsi Giri
blumed on Indian 'Insction.!'”

581bid., p. 837.

59The Indian Prime Minister, Nehru, was a native of
Kashmir; 1t is for this resson, sccording to some writers,
that Indls originelly took such an intrsnsigent stand
towards Xashmir.
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result of the flghting between the Hindus end Moslems, Indis
snd Paklsten sent in troops. In December, 1947, t;e Govern-
ment of Indis referred the dispute to the Security Council
of the United Nstions, cherging armed aggression by Pakistan.
Therefore, & Peace Commission wes set up which resulted a
cesse~-fire line on July 26, 1949, between the two psrties.
But the Indien Government re jected the Commission's sugges-
tion for the eppointment of sn srbitrator hsving the power
to decide the issue for both sides.so If India hed agreed
to this propossl, & plebiscite would be held to decide the
fate of Keshmir. As one out of six Keshmirens is & Hindu,
the result of the plebliscite would be to the disadvantsge

of Indias. From 1948 to 1957, the Security Council passed
five resolutions urging thaet the plebiscite be held so thst
the status of Keshmir could be decided. Indis rejected all
these resolutions. Insteud, over the protest of the United
Netlions, Indie 1incorporated Kashmir into the Union on

61

Janusry, 1957. Thus Indie precipitated & conflict with

her former friends.

Junagadh end Hyderebad
Junagedh. Junegadh is 8 former smell princely state,
located et 21.33 north latitude esnd 70.25 east longitude in

the Kathlaswer Penlnsula of Indla, not & pasrt of the stste of

60Eexelen, op. clt., p. 66.

6ls, Lemb, The Keshmir Problems: A Historical Survey
(New York, 1966), p. 75.
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Gujsrst. 1Its population is predominstely Hindu, speaking 8
lenguage called Gujsreti. Unllke Keshmir, it had chosen to
accede to Paklsten. 1Indis scted cerefully and suggested @
referendum. Paklsten rejected this snd stated that the ac-
cession was & matter between the Nawab snd hls subjects
only. But the dispute was redirected to & second 1issue
purposely by India as two smell sreas around Junagedh chose
to accede to Indls. As these two small sress were under the
suzerainty of Junsgedh, the Newesb sent in troops to stop
them from joining the Indian Union. Taking this chance,
Sardar Patel, the Indisn Deputy Prime Minister cslled it an
act of aggression; and ssid that 1t must be met by strength.
Lord Mountbstten, the Governor Genersl of British Indian Ad-
ministration, proposed to refer the question to the United
Netions, but Serder Patel re jected 1t. The British pressure
was effective only in delsying Indisn militsry action; the
two aress were finally tsken over by Indie.62 The Nawab of
Junegadh was forced to escape and the remeaining suthorities
of Junagadh esked for Indlan essistance in sdministretion.
Three months later, & referendum was held end Junsgadh wses

thus incorporated.

Hydersbed. Hyderabed 1s a very blg stete, located at
25.29° north lstitude snd 76.50° east longltude almost st

the center of the Deccan Plstesu of the Indisn subcontinent.

62Eekelen, op. cit., p. 65,
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It had enjoyed a semi-autonomous status since its crestion
in 1724. Throughout the yesrs, it relied on the support of
the Moghul Emperors at first end later upon the British.
Indie falled to persuade Hyderabad to accede to Indias. Its
population 1s eighty-five per cent Hindu, but it was governed
by a Muslim minority. It sent a message to the United Na-
tions requesting membership eand help sfter it declared inde-
pendence. Inala usea economlic blockege; when that fsiled,
Nehru sent In troops, and some serious fighting ensued. The
situstion did not involve the participetion of Pskisten
though its help wes requested. The csmpelgn wes known as
the five-day militery campsign in Sep tember, 1948; as a re-
sult, the Nizam was forced to sccept the Indien Constitu-
t‘.lon.s;5 This cempeign, in which there were "eight hundred
cesuslties, mainly on the Hyderabsd side, served as the
first evidence that India would resort to force to meet a

threat to her vital interest."9%

The Occupstion of Goa
Goa, & Portuguese settlement on the West coast of the
Indian peninsuls since 1510, had 8 population of about
600,000 before Indian occupstion, but only 1,438 of them are

of Hindu origin. It 1s economically dependent on India.

891p1d.

64y, p. Menon, The Story of the Integration of the
Indian States (Chapter VI, Junedagh; Chapters XVIL-XIX,
Hyderbad), cited by Eekelen, 1bid., p. 65.
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Most of +the industries sre run by: Indians and Indian labor-
erg. After 19535, the Indlan Government accelerated its
attempt to bring Gos into the Indian Union. 1India orgsenized

en economlc blockade; and the Satysgrshls or non-violent

resisters, intruded several times into Gos, meking disturb-
ances without using arms. Portugese troops drove them bsack.

But en incident involving three thousand Satysgrahis on

August 15, 1955, casused at leuwst thirteen cususltles; conse-
quently, India and Portugsl broke diplometic relations.
Nehru threstened thst Indls would not hesitate to use her
power to solve the problem if necessary.65 Later, New Delhi
described the firing from the island of Arjadev as "aggres-
sive action tsken by the Portuguese against Indian ship-

ping."6b As there was "intensified oppression and terrorism”

inside Gos, Nehru thought it about time to use force.?7 on ‘
the other hand, Lisbon ascribed the 1incldent to Indian
preperations for an attack on Arjedev. In order to show its
reasonable approach to the dispute, Portugsl proposed the
despatch of an internstional mission to study the situstion
and determine the responsibility for the incidents. The

propossl waes 1gnored.68 United Nations Secretary General

65Eekelen, op. cit., p. 74.
661b14.

671bid., p. 75.

681p1d.
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| U. Thant urged both sides to an early peaceful solution in
accordance with the principles of the Charter.69 Nehru re-
plied thet it waes impossible to negotiate with Lisbon be-
cause 1t had a sixteenth-century concept of colonial con-
quest.

Iwo days later, at mldnight between December 17 and 18,
1961, Indis lsunched &n invasion with sbout 30,000 troops.
Within two days,-Goes surrendered. When the campalgn was

over, reports in the “lmes and The Guardian stated that

there were repressions of nationalists, the administration
was 1n chasos; snd 8 military bulld-up wes in process.7o The
captured gerrison numbered 3,240, excluding the African
troops.

At the Security Council, India meintained thet since
Goa was part of Indis, her action was not aggression.
Frence, Turkey, the Unlited Kingdom, and the United States
drafted 8 resolution which deplored the use of force by
India. It celled for an immediaste cessastion of hostilities
and an immediate Indian withdrawsl, and urged an early solu-
tion through pesceful meeans. This draft obtained the neces=-

sary seven votes, but was vetoed by the U. S. S. R. 71

69Tp1d.

70Ib1d., (The Times, December 20; “he Guardian, Decem-
ber 26, 1961. UYhe Indian allegations were contained in the
letter dated December 12, 1961, from the Permanent Repre-
sentative of Indie to the President of the Security Council.
Document S/5020.)

TlIbid., p. 76«
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United Stetes Ambasssdor Stevenson regarded the Indisan
militery ection as clesrly sn act of aggreséion, and pointed
out thet Indis us & member of the United Nations hed vio-
lasted its Charter, because & dispute which could endanger
internstional peace and security had to be presented to the
Securlity Counclil. He glso cited Indis's refussl to sccept
en Americen offer of good offices to assist in negotla-
tions.72 Despite much talk 1n Europe snd North America
eabout India's aggression, no sction was taken to ssnction

Indis.

The Nageland

Nagaland 1s & hilly terrsin bordering Burma, the NEFA,
and the Agsem state of Indis. The people are of Mongollsan
extraction, and are caslled the Nagaes. Thelr approximate
number was one million in 1947, scattered through sixteen
different tribes. They sre called "Subject Nagass" and "Free
Negss." The subject Nagss were those which ceme within the
British jurisdiction after the mllitery snnexation of a part
of the Naga territory in 1879, while the free Nagss were
those who remasined free and lived in the adjscent sreas out-

side of snyone's jurisdictioxq.75

VESecurity Counclil Debates of December 19, 1361; Press
Conference by Adlai Stevenson, December 21, 1961; "Security
Council Considers Situation in Goa; Soviet Veto Bsrs Call
for Cesse-fire," Department of State Bulle tin, XLVI
No. 1178 (Jenuary 22, 1962), 145-7.

"3G6. N. Patterson, "The Nags Revolt," Spectator, Vol.
CCIX ( September 14, 1962), 356.
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On two importent occesions, the Simon Commission to
investigate Indiasn constitutional reform in 1929 snd the
1947 British Indie partition, the representatives of the
Negas (both the Subject and the Free Nagas) demanded to be
left out of sny srrangement with Indla, becsuse they were
not Indians.74 Nehru supported the Naga revolts against the
British sdministrstion in the 1930's. But uafter independ-
ence, Nehru suppressed the Negss himself. As & result, the
Nagas hated the Indians more then the British. They chose
to become independent, but were finslly persusded to nego-
tiate a8 Ten-Yesar Agreement with Indis when Nehru obtailned
help from the moderste Nages. The sgreement provided for the
Nages to choose whatever form of government they like after
ten years. The preamble to the Agreement stated: "The
right of the Nages to develop themselves according to thelir
freely expressed wishes is recognized. . . ."7% But the ne-
gotiation broke down over "clause nine" becsuse the wording
was amblguous and equivocal. It sald:

The Governor of Assam, as the Agent of the Indian

Union, will have a specisl responsibility for & perlod

of ten years to ensure the due observance of the sagree=-

ment; at the end of this perlod the Nages National

Council will be asked whether the above sgreement 1is

to extend for & further period or s new agreement ge-
garding the future of the Naga people arrived at.’

74yerrier Elwin, Negsland (Shillong, India, 1961),
p' 39.

79patterson, "Yhe Nagas Revolt," op. cit., p. 356,

761p14.
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Thls clause confused the Nagas. OSome thought that it was
acceptable as a basis for further discussion. But in con-
versation with the Indian leaders, they were made to realize
that the clesuse implied that they would always remein within
some form of assoclation within the Indisn Union. The
moderates of the Negas were shocked, for they had accepted
the negotiation of the Ten-Year hAgreement becsuse they en-
visaged thelr ultimate independence. A48 the clause was
equivocal, they finally construed it as an Indisn plot to
enslave them.

The Nags Nationsl Council declded to appesl to Mahatma
Gandhi. A nine-men delegation wes sent to Delhi on July 19,
1947, Mahatms Gandhi feiled to persusde them to remain
within the Union, end finally said:

Negas heve every right to become independent. We did

not want to live under the domination of the British

and they are now leaving us. I want you to feel that

Indle 1s yours, that this city of Delhi is yours. I

feel that Nege Hills 1s mine just as much as it is

yours. But, if you say that it is not mine, the matter
must stop there. I believe in the brotherhood of men,
but I do not believe in force snd forced unions. If
you do not wish to join the Union of India, nobody will
force you to do that. . « « I will esk them to shoot
me first before one Nega 1s shot.
No agreement was reached, and the Nags National Councill pro-
claimed the Independence of Nagaland on sugust 14, 1947.
As Indies wes busy with iIts own matters after independ-

ence, the Indlen Government did not do much to incresse the

enger of the Nages. It must be pointed out the sixty per

Tbid., p. 356
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cent of the Nagass had by thst time been converted to Chris-
tianity efter a century of Baptist preaching.78 Ironically,
the Nogas sdopted Giendhi's passive or non-violent resistence
to any Indian attempt to subjugate them., Finslly in 1955,
they sppealed to the United Nastions, but the United Netions
ignored thelr sppesal. When the Indisns publicly dishonored
two highly respected Naga chiefs by exposing their desd
bodies 1n & public square, the Nagss could not hold back any
longer. They orgsnlzed to revolt.

In 1956, the Nagas sttacked Kohima. The Assam Rifles
were almost totally defeated. Nehru sent in the reguler
units of the army--Gurhkes and Sikhs. The regular srmy con-
tinued to increase, according to Indien sources, but only to
about 40,000 reguler troops. But sccording to the Nages, it
was nesrly 200,000. Since 1956, the Government of Indis hes
refused all journslists, Western snd Indian alike, permis-
slon to visit Nageland. Nagaland waes put under totsl mili-
tery control.

In 1959, the Indians reported thet the leader of the
Naga Council disappesred, but later he appeared in England.
Ke Z. Phlzo cleimed that he came to ask for help to put s
stop to the Indien behsvior in Nagaland and protest the
Indian military occupation. He charged that "since 1955,
70,000 Nagas had been killed, over 100,000 were in

78E1W1n, 220 01";-, Pe 62,
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concentration camps, five hundred villsges end one hundred
fifty churches hsd been destroyed." 9

As there was no help from the British, he sent for a
delegation to joln him to appesl to the United Netions. In
May, 1959, @ team of heasvily srmed Nagas escorted the delege-
tion Into EFast Paklstan in safety. The delegation was msade
up of "General" Kaito, two Cabinet Ministers, and Phizo.
They then went to London to meke the csse of Nageland
ageinst India to the world. The Nagss asre still fighting
the Indisns todsy with help from Burma, Pekistan, snd Com-

munist Ghina.ao

Militery bxpension
Now let us review briefly the militery condition of
Indis since its independence. From the period of 1947 to
1962, the Indisn Government had spent & sum exceeding Rs
3,000 crores (about US$6,300 million) on netional defense.S?t
This sum 1s between twenty-one and forty-six per cent ot the
current expenditure of the Indian administrastion. By 1962

Indis possessed the lergest nevy (including one new

79Patterson, "Nege Revolt," p. 457.

801t must be pointed aut that the Nagsland 1s one of
the sixteen staétes within the Unlon of India. For further
detalls, see Elwin, op. clt., pp. 85-89. '

8lrorne J. Kevic, India's Quest for Securit Defense
Policies, 1947-65 (Berkeley and Los aAngelos, ), Pe 4.
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uircraft—currier}82 and air force of any country in the
Indlsn Jcean region. Before 1962, sgreement hsd been
reached between the Russisns and Indiens for MIG 21 sir-
craft to be sold to Indls. &t the seme time, Russis also
promised to provide Indie s MIG 21 factory. The Indian
militery build-up is meinly bought from outside. Aircraft
and other militery equipment elso was bought from the
United Stetes, the United Kingdom, and elsewhere before the
Confrontetion of 1962. The military equipment of the Indisn
soldiers, as 8 result of various sources, is of greast veriety.
By 1962, Indis had one of the lsrgest stending srmies in the
world. At the seme time, Indis was trying to meke its own
atomic weapons.

The above cases have served only to i1llustrete how farp
Indie hed deviated from 1ts lectures to the other countries

sbout Ahlmsa end Panch Sheela, and the necesslty of living

up to them. The reasder may draw his own conclusions fron
the events discussed sbove. 4 quotuation from a speech Nehru
mede in Februsry, 1956, will end this chapter:

I am not awsre of our Government heving ever said that

they adopted the doctrine of Ahimsa to our sctivities.

They may respect, they msy honor thst doctrine, but sas

a government, it 1s pstent thet we do not consider our-
selves capable of sdopting the doctrine of Ahimss.

82hccording to estimates of the Navy of the Cormunist
Reglme by the Government of the Republic of Chine, Cormunist
China did not even have one single sircraft-carrier before
1962,

83Kavic, op. cit., p. 3.



CHaPTER V
SINO=-INDIAN RAPPROCHEMENT

China and Indle established relstions in December,
1949, and since then there have been sttempts to strengthen
the tie. They both felt it necessary to do so. But the
Government of Indis took & pragmatic approach to the situs-
tion and Chine was cautious and watchful.

The Indlens, like the Communists in Chinas, were con-
cerned with netion-building snd economlc development. They
have had too much to deal with st home, as we have seen. It
therefore was wise to be friendly with each other so long as
there was no msjor physical conflict of interest., But with
the Chinese entry into Tibet and the Indisn expansion of
their sdministration in the NEFa and other bordering sreas,
there existed s situation of deep concern to both sidesg--s
concern of vitel interest.

The Indians demonstrated, on the one hand, their
friendship towards Chins on many occasions, while on the
othery they strengthened and expended their control of the
frontier areuas asnd protectorstes. Example s of the first
policy are Indie's constant asdvocacy of & Peking seat in the
United Nstions, her hostility towards the Netlonallist
Government in Formosa, Nehru's criticism of the United

States' non-recognition of Communist China, her mediator

80
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role in the Korean War, jolning the Soviet bloc against the
resolution in the United Nations Genersl Assembly condemning
"Chinese aggression"” in Kores, refusal to vote in the Gener-
sl Agsembly to ilmpose an grms embergo sgainst China and
North Korea, snd refusal to perticipate in the San Franclsco
Conference held in September, 1951, for the signing of the
Japanese Peace Treaty, becsuse Communist Chins wss not
represented and becsuse of the asbsence of s provision in

the Treaty to restore Formosa to China. Delegstions of all
kinds, good-will, cultural, student youth, trade unlon, and
judicisl were sent by both countries for promoting friend-
ship.

When in 1951 Indie suffered from an scute food shortage,
Peking offered to send one million tons of grain. The Indiaen
- Communi st agencies sdvertised it as & free gift by the Chi-
nese es a sign of "unselfish snd sincere friendship for the

"l 4nd "Hindi Chini Bhel Bhei" (Tndien-Chi-

Indien people.
nese are brothers) was 8 popular utterance,

This was followed by Indias's relinquishment of its
gpeclial ripghts in Tibet estublished by the former Indian
Government. In September, 1952, the Indian Political Agency
was transformed into s Consulate General at Chinese sugges=-

tion.2 Two years later, on April 29, 1954, the represents-

tives of the two governments signed en Agreement on Trade

lohakraverti, op. cit., pp. 51-52.
2Ibid.
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and Intercourse between the Tibet Region of Chins and Indie
This agreement recognized Tibet ss en integral part of
China; end Indis was given the right to trade with Tibet.

It also established the femous Pench Sheela;

1. Mutusl respect for eech other's territorial integri-
ty and soverelgnty,

2. Mutusl non-aggression,

3. Mutuel non-interference in esch other's internal saf-
fairs,

4, kquulity end mutusl benefit,

5. (Co-existence.

But this Tresty wss not retified without some controversy at
home. Nehru was asttacked by the opposition leader, Kripalsni;
Nehru replied thet he only accepted the treaty to recognize

a fait accomp11.5 However, it is true that the internstional

situation impelled him to do so becsuse Indis's relations
with the United States snd Pskisten continued to deteriorate.
Most importent of all wes the pending United Stetes military
aid to Pakistan.6 The aid wes publicly snnounced by Presi-
dent Eisenhower on Februery 24, 1954:.'7
When the South-East Asie Collective Defense Treaty was

signed on September 8, 1954, and Paklstan was one of the

5Hasan, China, Indla, Paklistan, pp. 41-44.

4Ibid., p. 48.

SNenru, Indien Foreign Policy, p. 304.

SRowland, op. cit., p. 83.

7MMilitary Aid for Pekisten: Ststement by the Presi-
dent,” Depsrtment of Stete Bulletln, XXX, No. 768 (Wnite
House Press Releasse, March 15, 1954), p. 401.
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eight signutories,s Indis considered it es & threst to
peace in Asis and especislly to herself. This Treaty, in
thé eyes of the Indisns, was & circle of mlilitary strength
to protect Pekistasn in her two regions. With Paklsten thus
strengthened, India would find it more difficult to solve
{ts problems with this Moslem neighbor, especially the
gquestion of Kashmir. The Treaty drove the Indlens closer to
Chins. For it was slso one of the many militsry slignments
designed to encircle Communist China by the Unlited Xingdom
end the United States in particulsr.

In April, 1955, an Afro-aAsian Conference wss held at
Bandung, in Indonesia.® This Conference wes jointly spon-
sored by Indla, Pskistan, Ceylon, Burme and Indoneslsa.

Chine eand Indis were seen to be In close collaboration to
demonstrate their interest in peace and cooperation perticu-
lsrly smong Afro-iAsisn peoples. Chou En-Lal headed the
Chinese delegation to the Conference. He was reported to

be mo st successful in bringing to the conference Chins's

8The signatories were the United Xingdom, the United
States, France, Australis, Thaeilsnd, New Zesland, the
Philippines, snd Paklstan; and for further detall, see The
Bangkok Conference of the Manils Pact Powers, Februsry 26-25,
1955, Department of State publicetion 5309, International
Organizetion end Conference Seriles II, Fsr Eastern 5, Re=-
leased August, 1955.

9The Delegate from the United Stutes to the Bandung Con=
ference was a Negro Congressmén. There were differences be-
tween the pro-western, pro-communist, end neutralist bloc,
but the Conference psssed resolutions supporting economic snd
cultural cooperastion, snd self-determination; snd for further
detslls, see Chou, En-Lsi, China and the Aslsn-safricsn Con-
ference (Peking, 1955), roreign Langusges Press.
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hope of pesce snd development, and international collsbora=-
tion. He even offered to negotliete with the United Stutes
on relaxing tensions in the Tailwsn area. 1In fact, sccording
to reports, Xrishna Menon, under instructlons from Nehru,
had journeyed to London, Washington, Ottewa and Peking be-
fore the Bandung Conference was held to find e solution for
the Tselwan Crisis. He worked behind the scenes for this
purpose st the Conference. <“he Indis Prajas Sociallst Party
Organ, Janats, normelly critical of Communist China and the
Nehru Government, commented:
Asian and Africen nations did not quite egree with the
United Stetes and her allies when they brended People's
China as an ageressor. . « « Now their stend hes been
vindicated et Bandung. People's China has once agsin,
es she had done st Geneva, demonstreted her willingness
to steer clesr of the Moscow axis, gt least, in so far
as Asian affairs are concerned.
This mutual assistence of the two largest nstions of
Asis hsd msde them realize the benefits of colleborstion.
Thus, even though there were disputes in connection with
territorisl intrusion by the border guards or Assam Rifles,
the two countries still went on gs 1f nothing hed happened.
From 1954 until October 19568, there had been nine incidents.
The first protest ceme from China when "over thirty Indien
troops armed with rifles crossed the Niti Pass on June 29,
1954, end intruded into Wu-Je of the ari Area of the Tibet

11

reglon of Chins. +hen there csme counter protests from

10Rowlsnd, op. cit., p. 101,
11Hasan, Chine, Indis, Pekisten, p. 61l.
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Indis on August 27, 1954.12 Protests aend counter protests
followed. The other incldents were Bara Hoti (June, 1955),
Damzsn (September, 1955), Neleng (Lpril, 1956), Shipki Ls
(September, 1956), Walong (October, 1957), Khurnsk Fort
(June, 1958), Akssl Chin Region (September-October, 1958),
Lohit Frontier Ares (September, 1958), Sangchs Mella and
Lepthal (October, 1958).1° Finally, the Sino-Indisn honey-

moon period slipped awey; and the Panch Sheela, the "Hindi

Chini Bhsi Bhai" becsme words of yesterdsy.

12Ib1do, ppo 61“'62.

131ndien Affeirs Record, VIII (2) (November, 1962),
291-2 (as cited by Wilcox, op. cit., p. 107.




CHAPTER VI
EVENTS LEADING TO THE 1960 SUMMIT CONFERENCE

It must be recaelled that in 1956, the Delsl Lems trav-
eled to India on the occesion of the 2,500th anniversasry of
Buddha's birth. The Delal Lema wss invited to visit New
Delhi for the ceremonies. But hls presence in New Delhi
strained Sino-Indlien relations somewhat. Most importantly,
he was exposed to the influence &nd persuession of the pro-
Indian Tibeten leasders who were in exile in India. These
people stepped up thelr anti-Chinese propsgends efforts with

Indian encoursgement behind the scenes.1

Openly, the Indians expressed thelr concern over the
Tibetan situstion; there were rumors thet the Dalail Lems
would stay in Indie, snd that he discussed the problem of
Tibet with Nehru himself. News of all this soon resched
Pekinge Chou En-Lai csme to India to look into the situa-
tion.e It was the only visit pslid by Chou to India which

did not result in s communique.

1Rowland, op. cit., pp. 101-102; the Indians thet have
been reported to have encouraged the Tibetans snd the Dalail
Lama to teke an anti-Chinese stand include people who are in
the Indian Parlisment snd long-time residents of Indie from
Tibet.

2H. E. Richerdson, A Short History of Tibet (New York,
1962), pp. 202-204; see slso Rowlend, op. cit., pp. 102-103.
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The Dalei Lems did return to Lhass in early 1957. What
was discussed between Nehru and the Dalal Lama, who was then
at the age of twenty-one to twenty-two, is unknown. But it
mast be pointed out that Nehru as the head of the Indlan
Government violated the Lgreement on Trade and Intercourse
of 1954, mentioned in Chapter V. His behavior could not
fall to srouse suspicilon. His concern with Tibet slone had
shown that he was concerned with the internsl effalrs of
China. Chins, however, always svolded interference with
Indie's behavior towards her minority groups. The "Bandung

Spirit" end India's Panch Sheela seemed no more then a

mirage to Chins.

Sino-Indian relations did not turn for the better. But
there was only one incident of territorial intrusion in
1357. However, the ilncidence of these activities soon in-
creased. Then in July, 1958, Peking officislly protested to
Indie, stating that

[There were] subversive and disruptive activities

against China's Tibet reglon cerried out by the U. S.

and the Chisng Kei-Shek clique in collusion with fugi=-

tive‘react%onaries from Tibet using India's Kalimpong

&g a base.

In this note, five evidences were clted for the attention of

the Government of Indie. The note concluded:

The Chinese Government 1if confident that the Government
of Indis, pursuing a consistent pollicy of defending

SHe san, China, India, Pakistan, p. 75.
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peace and opposing eaggression, will gccept lthis note's]
request snd take eflfective messures.
The Indisn Government replied on august 2, 1958, listing
eleven points &s snswers to the Chinese request. It sdmitted
the facts of the existence of those agencies pointed out in
the Chinese note, but defended their ectivities. It prom-
{sed to tske note of thelir activities from then on, and that
Indis would take the responsibility should their esctivities
be found to be subversive against Tibet.®

In the 1959 New Yesr Message to Chairmen Mso Tse-Tung,
the Dalsi end Penchen Lamas pledged to help turn Tibet into
s Comrunist Chinese Staste. The Lemes thus sald to Mao:

To congsolidate the successes alresdy gained, we shell

continue to make our best efforts in study and work and

strive hardeto build the new Tibet and great socisllst

Motherland.
Then by the end of Februsry in the same year, the Dalsl Lams
"ceremonially passsed the Gishe, 8 five-fold exsminstion in
classicsl Buddhist loglc, cesnon lsw, philosophy and meta=-

physics" required of every '

'incarnete Lama."r7 But during
thlis examinstion, the Dalal Lameé was reported to heve caslled
& speclsl meeting of the Tzongdu (National Council) to dis-

cuss whet steps should be tsken to bring sn end to the

4Ipid., p. 78. 5Ivid., p. 78-82.

6The New York Times, January 2, 1959, page 2.

7The New York Times, Mesrch 1, 1959, p. 23.
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Khombe rebellion® and the Central Government's edministra-
tive directive for him to sttend the Notionsl Assembly which
was scheduled to be held in Peking in April.9 The safety of
the Daleil Lesme's traveling to Peking was questioned because
of the Khemba retellion that had caused much demage to the
communication system.lo Concerning the Khambe's rebellion,

The New York Times thus commented:

It 1s difficult et thls distance to judge what motives
heve inspired the Khamba's somewhst erretic sctions
during the last year [1958].

One theory advanced here i1s that thelr show of force
sround Lhass last summer maéy have been planned in ex-
pectatlon of s visit there by Jswehasrlel Nehru, Indis's
Prime Minister, which as & result of their sction wsas
cancelled.

Another possibllity is that, after two years of cam-

peigning professedly on the Dalal Lsma's behelf, but

without his approvel, theﬁlhoped thereby to force his

adherence to thelr cause,

Meanwhile, reports of unrest In Tibet increased, and
the situation in Lhass worsened, to the grave concern of the

Centrel Government in Peking. It was the result of Tibetsn

8The Khambs are s tribe living in Esstern Tibet close
to Sikeng; they sre the most adventurous and daring people
living slong the border provinces. Thig disturbance was
sterted in the summer of 1958 and lssted through the winter.
It was believed thet they were assisted with weapons from
outside, but the source of the weapons was unknown to common
people. DBut Communist Chine mesde & protest to Indis in
July, 1958, steting thaet India's Kalimpong was 8 bsse for
this Xhambe revolt (see page 87).

9The New York Times, March 1, 1959, p. 23.

101b14d.

N

111p14, (Refer to Chapter IV concerning J. Nehru's
visit to Bhutan in 1958.)
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civilisns who surrounded the Norbulingke Paslace in order to
stop the Dalai Lema from going to Peking sfter they heard
the rumor of & plot to kidnep him. The rumor wss that be-
ceuse the Khamba rebellion wes not completely suppressed,
the Peking Government wented to meke the Dalai Lema stay for
a2 long time in Pelting as a hostage so thst the Khambsa rebel-
lion might be calmed down sooner.12

It has been sald that the National Assembly was to be
held in Peking in April; the Central Government had asked
the Dalal to attend, and this edministrative directive was
given to him by General Tan at the end of February, 1959.
However, the Tibetans were incilted by charges that once the
Delai Lama left Lheasa, he would not be sllowed to return.
It was out of care for the safety of the Dalai Lema that the
people surrounded the Norbulingka. But this unrest was made
use of by the rebels. They were mostly junior officials of
the Government in Lhass eand the Khambas. They took the
chance to force the Dalai Lama to support a resolution de-
clering thet Tibet no longer recognized China's authority.
These activities would seriously upset the situation and the
Dalail Lame was torn between responsibility to the Centrsl
Government and concern for maintaining pesce in Tibet. He

wags uncertain what to decide.l3

12phe New York Times, Merch 8, 1959, p. 19.

13g, Ginsburgs, Communist Chine and Tibet (The Hague,
1964), pp. 121-123; M. Mathos, op. cit., pp. 126-129; Gelder,
op. cit., pp. 211-214; Nehru, The Statesmen (Cslcutta,
April 25, 1959) as seen in Rowland, Op. cit., p. 116,
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During this slege, the Dalai Lamas communicated with
Genersl Ten Kusn-San, the Political Commisser in Tibet, con-
cerning his situation and what he thought of doing. These
letters written by the Dalsi Lems will be guoted in full.

A Reply on Masrch 1ll.

Dear Comrade Politicel Commlssar Tan,

I intended to go to the Military Ares Commend to
see the theatrical performence yesterdsy, but I was un-
able to do so, Dbecsuse of obstruction by people, Lamas
and laymen, who were instlgated by & few evil elements
and who did not knowthe facts; this has put me to in-
describsble shame. I am grestly upset asnd worried snd
et a loss whet to do. I was Immedistely grestly de=-
lighted when your letter appeared belfore me--you do not
mind at ell.

Reactionary, evil elements are carrylng out ec-
tivities endangering me under the pretext of ensuring
my safety. I sm teking messures to celm things down.
In a few days, when the situstion becomes stable, I
will certainly meet you. If you hsve any internal di-
rectives for me, plesse communicete them to me frankly
through this messenger,

The Dalai Lama,
Written by my own hand.

A Reply on March 12.

Dear Comrade Pollticel Commissar Tan,

I suppose you have received my letter of yesterday
forwarded to you by Ngepo (Apeil). I have received the
letter you sent me this morning. The unlawful activi-
ties of the reasctionery cllque csuse me endless worry
and sorrow. Yesterday I told the Kasha to order the
immediaete dissolution of the 1llegel conference Under-
ground Tibeten Reslistance lMovement and the immediseste
wlthdrawal of the reactionaries who arrogantly moved
into the Norbulingke under the pretext of ensuring my
safety and have seriously estranged relstions between
the Central People's Government and the local govern-
ment, I am making every possible effort to desl with.
them. At eight thirty Peking time this morning, & few
Tivetsn ermy men suddenly fired seversl shots nesr the
Chinghsi-Tibet Highwey. Fortunately, no serious dis-
turbance occurred. I sm plasnning to persuade s few
subordinates snd give them instructions.
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Please communicate to me frankly any instructive
opinions you hsve for me.

The Dulai

The Last Reply on March 16.

Dear Comrasde Politicsel Commissar Tsn,

Your letter dsted the 15th haes just been received
et three o'clock. I am very glad that you sre so con-
cerned sbout my safety and hereby express my thankse.

The day before yesterday, the fifth day of the
second month according to the Tlbetsn Calendsr, I made
a speech to more than seventy representatives of the
government officials, instructing them from various
angles, celling on them to consider seriously present
and long-term interests snd to cslm down, otherwise my
life would be in danger. After these severe reprosches,
things took & slight turn for the better. Though the
conditions here and outside are still very difficult to
handle at present, I am trying tactfully to drasw a line
sepsrating the progressive people smong the government
officials from those opposing the revolution. In & few
days from now, when there sre enough forces I csen
trust, I shall make my way to the Military Ares Command.
When that times comes, I shall first send you & letter.
I request you to adopt relisble messures. What ere
your views. Please write me often.

The Dalail?

But when his last letter reached General Tan on March 17,
two heusvy morter shells exploded outside the gate of the
Norbulingka Pslace. That night, the Deslal Lsms decided to
escape. Was he really abducted by Tibetun reasctionaries with
help from Indlans, as the Chinese have claimed?15 Or did he
escape out of fear of death, 83 he i1s not @ militsry msn and

inexperienced in handling & crisls like this? It seemed

14The New York Times, Msrch 31, 1959, p. 1; Gelder,
22. Cito, pp. 2I7"Elgo

15The New York Times, April 19, 1959, p. 1.
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possible that he was also sfraid thut the reactionsries
would harm him. Moreover, he was 8130 warned that if the
rebels did not disperse, Genersl Ten would send the army to
crush the rebels, snd this would involve the security of the
Norbulingka Pelace. This informetion was given to him in
the personsl messuage by Apel which enclosed the last letter
from Genersl Tan; it said:

If Your Holiness with a few trusted officers of the
bodyguard cen stay within the inner wall of the Norbu-
lingka and hold & position there end inform General
Kuan-San exegctly which building you will occupy, they
will cergginly intend that this bullding will not be
damaged.

In fect, his movements were followed by observation sircraft
end his arrival iIn Indla was reported by Peking rsdio before
it was known 1n De].hi.l‘7 Marshal Chen Yi, the Chinese
Foreign Minister hed this to say as to why no attempt was
maede to capture the Dslsi Lema. He said:

It 1s certain that the rebel escort would have resisted
any attempt to contact him. They wouldn't hsve hesi-
tated to shoot at our soldlers and if their fire had
been returned the Dulasi Lsms might have been eccldental-
ly wounded, if not kllled. We didn't wish him to go.

We believe he was tuken agsinst his better judgment,
expressed 1In his letters to Generul Tan which asccurstely
described the situation and hls personal dilemms. We
had no reason to herm him. His own account of the re-
bellion proved his innocence of personal complicity in
the rebellion whatever he may have said or been

18Ge1der, op. cit., p. 215.

177he New York Times, April 4, 1959, pp. 2-3; April 3,
1959, p. 1; April 19, 1959, p. 12,
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reported to hgve said since--unless he now YéShes to
accuse himself of elght,years of deception.
In fact, the Chinese Government has never critlcized him or
denounced him since, because they could not find any proof
that he was responsible for the rebellion.

The Deglei Lamsu and his party resched Indien~-controlled

territory on March 31 at an obscure locatlion just south of

lBGelder, op. cit., p. ©20; ond in connection with the
last phrase of the quotastion, 1t 1s necessury to point out
thet the Dalsl Lems had written Chuelrmen lMao g poem adoring
hime. This poem wos written by his own hand snd presented by
him when he visilted the capitsl, Peking, in 1954. The intro-
duction and opening lines of this poem are ss follows:

"he greut nationsl leader of the Central People's
Government, Chalrman Meo, i1s the Uskraverti born out of
boundless fine merits. FYor a long time I wished to write
g hymn praying for his long life and the success of his
work. It happened that the Klatsusng-ikergun Lema of
Kantsu Monsstery in Inner llongolla wrote me from afar, ssa-
luting me and asked me to write & poem. I s&greed to do so
as this coincldes with my own wishes.

The Fourteenth Dalasl LamaDentzen-Jeltso
st Norbulin-shenfu Paslace, 1954.

"0, the Triretns,® (Buddha, Dharms and Sangha) which
bestow blessings on the world,
Protect us with your incomperable asnd blessed light
which shines for ever,

"0! Cheirman Mso! Your brillisnce and deeds sre like
those of Brshmus and Mshaessmmatua, creators of the
world.

"Your writings ere preclous us pearls, sbundent and
poweriul s the high tide of ocesan resching the
edges of the sky."

* Priratna--Trinity of Buddhs, Dherms (the Law) and
Sangha, the congregstion of believers.



95

the Tibetan village of Mangmsng, where he had received Indi-
an permission to enter ss a politicsl exile. China was the
first to announce the Dalsl Lesma's entry into India.lg The
party traveled for fifteen days from Lhsse to the NEFA and
publicly sppesred on April 6 at the Towang Monastery.ao They
finelly reached Tezpur in Asseam. On reaching Tezpur, amidst
& group of Indien officiels, the Dalal Lema announced in a
written stestement that he had escaped of hig own will.21
Chou En-Lesl snd Penchen Lema charged that the Dalal Lema's
statement was not genuine, 8nd contended that "the impersonsal
literary style was not Tibetan st 8ll but Europesan or 'nesr
European.'“22 They insisted thst Dalsi Lame wss sbducted.

On lesrning thet the Dalal Lama had entered the
NEFA, as Teking had announced, the Indisn Government im-
medlately sent units of the Assam Rifles to the point of

23 YWhen

entry on the lMclehon Line in order to protect him.
he reached Bomdilas, he was awaited by P. N. Menon, the In-

dien Deputy Prime Minister.24 Yet, before he resched

190ne New York Times, April 3, 1959, p. 1.

207he New York Times, April 7, 1959, p. 12.

2l7he New York Times, April 19, 1959, pe. 1.

®27pid.; and The New York Times, April 23, 1959, p. 12.

e )

25The New York Times, April 3, 1959, p. 1; Hasan,
China, India, Pakistan, pp. 86-87.

247ne New York Times, April 13, 1959, p. 6.
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Tezpur, @ small town known for its tes-growing, & group of
high Indisn officisls and nesrly two hundred newsmen had
srrived to prepare to welcome the Dalsil Leme .25 he perty
reached Mussoorie on April 20 from TeZpur.26 There, sccord-
ing to some reports by foreign newspapermen, the.Dalai Lama
was put behind barbed wire.g7 Three deys after the Dalsai
Lema's srrivel, the Indisn Prime Minlster went to see him
there and hsd & long telk with him. <*his was & person to
person conversstion without a third party present.28 After
this secret conversation, Nehru held s press conference at
Mussoorie which confirmed thaet the letters written by the

Dslei Lams to General Tan were euthentic.gg

However, when the Daleil wrote his book, My Country snd

My People, he said he wrote those letters to gein time for

250me New York Times, April 19, 1959, p. 1; Hasan,
China, India, Paklsten, pp. 86=-87.

261ne New York Times, April 21, 1959, p. 4.

37Nehru, India's Foreign Policy, p. 427. Reply to de~
bete on Tibet in Rajys Sabha (Upper House), May 4, 1959.
Nehru expleined: "Some foreign newspepermen said, sbout two
days efter the Daslsl Leme hsd come to Mussoorie, thet we
were keeping him behind berbed wire. That sounds horrible.
The fact was that the Mussoorie police, to lighten their
burden, becsuse of a1l kinds of curious people trying to go
into the compound of the house, had put a little barbed wire
on the compound before he ceme, for his security and generel
protection. It wes not to keep him in, end I believe he
goes sbout in Mussoorie."

28

Hesen, China, Indis, Pakistan, p. 85.

297he New York Times, April 25, 1959, p. 1.
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anger to cool and for him to urge moderstion on the rebel-
lious people. He said he a@lso decided to write in & way
which he hoped would calm down Genersl Tan and that he could
only do that by pretending to sccept his sympathy and wel=-
come his sdvice.°® Then he sdded: ". . . end although my
letters to the Chinese General were wrltten to disguise my
real intentions, I felt snd still feel thet they were justi-
fied."31 But concerning the purpose for which he wrote
those letters or under what conditions he repudiated him-
self, 1t is impossible for others to know.

Let us ot this juncture discuss the question, to whst
degree might India be sccused by Chine of heving interfered
in its domestic affeirs?

Generslly spesking, it is in sccord with internationsal
law practice to grant essylum to politicael dissenters for
humeniterien ressons. ILet us essume that the Delai Lema be-
longs to this cetegory. Xnowing that the Dalei Leme is a
political dissenter from China, 1t is Indis's right to grant
him esylum. Chins csennot blame Indie for this. Yet the
subsequent behavior of Indis after the granting of asylum
permits the question to be raised as to whether or how far
Indf{e hes violeted the 1954 Treaty with China. Her concern -

extended to the Tibet region of Chins violated the third

S0pgilat Leme, My Country and My People, as seen in
Gelder, op. cit., p. 215.

5livid.
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principle of the Pench Sheels which Indies initisted: "Mutu-

8l non-interference in each other's internal affairs."
Further, 1t was 8n sct unfriendly to Chins for Nehru ﬁo mee t
the leader of this revolt, ex-Premler of the Tibetan local
government (1949-54), Lokongwa. It was unfriendly also for
hin during this meeting to essure the Tibeten of India's
diplomatic support of their csause.

Mr. Lokongws quoted Mr. Nehru ss having seid that it

would not be impossible to send the Indlan Army to help

Tibetens, but thet he would "trgégo help the Tibetsn

cause through diplomstic mesns.
This Nehru essurance given to the Tibetsn leader could be
understood‘to imply thst Nehru directly encouresged the
Tivetans to fight against the Chinese. And, should diplo-
matic meens fail, Indlia would risk itself to help the
Tibetans by confronting the Chinese with Indian divislons.
Or, it might also be thus expleined thet Nehru wished, by
giving such orsl sssurance, to encourage the Tibetsn revolt
to last longer so that China would lose prestige and srouse
resentment internationally. Moreover, the Indisns said thst
Tivet was to some extent linked with India in religion and
culture. This could be interpreted thet the Indisns hsd in-
directly claimed 8 right to interfere. Nehru stated the
Indien policy towards the situation:

I ststed some time ego That our broad policy wss

governed by three fsctors: (1) the preservation of

the security and integrity of Indis; (2) our desire
to malntain friendly relstions with China; and (3) our

927he New York Times, April 1, 1959, p. 1.
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deep sympethy for +the people of Tibet. Thst policy we
shall continue to follow, becsuse we think it i1s a cor-
rect policy not_only for the present but even more so
for the future.

Nehru explained whet kind of sympathy the Indiasns have for

the Tibetans:

It was lergely one of sympesthy based on sentiment and
humeniterisn reasons; also on a8 certain feeling of kin-
ship with the Tibetan people derived from long-estab-
lished religious and cultursl contascts. It was an
instinctive resction. It is true thet some people in
India sought to profit by it by turning it in sn unde-
sirable direction. But the fasct of thut resction of

the Indisn people wes there. « « « We hsve no desire
whaetever to interfere in Tibet; we have every desire to
meintesin the friendship between Indls snd Chine; but at
the seme time we hsve every sympathy for the people of
Tibet, and we sre grestly distressed st thelr helpless
plight. We hope still that the suthorities of Chins,

in their wisdom, will not use their gresat strength
against the Tibetans but will win them to friendly co-
operation in accordsnce with the assurances they have
themselves given sbout the sutonomy of the Tibet region.
Above 8ll, wi hope that the present fighting and killing
will cesse.”

These quotetions from Nehru seemed somewhat contradictory to
his sssursnce to Lokongwa. In fact, they worked for the
geme purpose, Nehru's assursnce to Lokongwa wss & secret
one which wss not supposed to be made public. The state-
ments were public and documented. It also showed that Nehru
treated this event with two different methods for the greaste-
est benefit to his country. All in all, this is Indlen

verbel and diplomstic interference.

33Nehru, Indie's Foreign Policy, p. 823.

54Ivid., p. 325.
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While the Dslal Lema remeined in Indis, Sino-Indien re=-
lations cqntinued to degenerate; when this was coupled with
the border Intrusions, the two countries were slmost at the
brink of open conflict.

However, 1t must be remembered also that serious border
disputes happened one yeer before the Delasi Lams took up his
resldence in Indis. His lilving there only served to add
s&lt to the wounds. There hed been meny officiasl communica=-
tions between the two governments since august 21, 1958.
They first srgued sbout the accurscy of the maps published
in both countries in & polite form; then followed the cor-
respondence between Chou and Nehru discussing and srguing
their positions with regsrds to the border. After the be-
ginning of the Dalai Leme's stay in India, three more border
incidents occurred. They were the West Pangong Lske (July,
1959), Khinzemsre and Longju (August, 1959) and Xongke ILa
(Octover, 1959).35 In order to avoid further unhappy events,
Chou suggested in his letter to Nehru on November 7, 1359,
that

The Chinese Government proposes that the srmed forces

of China and India esch withdraw 20 kilometers st once

from the so~called licMehon Line in the east, and from
the line up to which esch slde exercises actual control
in the west, and thet the two sides undertake to re-
frain from agein sending their armed personnel to be

stationed in and patrol the zones from which they heave
evacusted their armed forces, but still meintsin civil

S5Wilcox, op. cit., p. 107, citing Indisn Affairs
Record, VIII (2) (November, 1962), 291-292.
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administrstive personnel and unarmed police there for
the performance,gf administrative duties and mainte-
nence of order.® :

At the seme time, Chou suggested & meeting with Nehru as
soon s possible to discuss their border problems.

On November 16, 1959, Nehru replied; he agreed to hold
talks for the solution of the boundsry in dispute, but re-
fused to comply with Chou's suggested withdrewal of srmed
forces. On the contrery, he suggested that

Ve think thet there should not be the slightest risk of
any border clash if each Government instruct its out-
posts not to send out pestrols. It 1s only when ermed
petrols go out in these difficult mountainous sreas
thot there is likelihood of clashes teking plece. . .«
It would be extremely difflcult in practice to estabe
lish @ new line of outposts in the rear, whether they
are to be ten or twenty kilometers from the interns-
tional boundasry. The risk of border clashes will be
conpletely elimiggted if our suggestion 1is sccepted by
your Government.

A month later, on December 17, 1959, Chou replied and
accepted Nehru's proposal of not sending out patrols. Mean-
while, Chou reiterated his former proposal of November 7 and
emphasized that

LIt) is aimed at thoroughly eliminsating the risk of
border clashes not wholly foreseeable, completely
changing the present tense situstion on the border
where the two countries are facing each other in arms,
and cresting a favoursble atmosphere or mutual confi-
dence between the two countries. These sims &sre unst=-
tainable by other provisional measures. . . « &8s to
how far the armed forces of esch country should with-
drew, the Chinese Government is entirely willing to .
decide on a distsnce which will be deemed appropriste

®Hasan, China, India, Pskistan, pp. 168-169.

37Ibid., p. 173.
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by both sidgg through consultation with the Indlan
Government. ‘

After a long discussion of the sareas in dispute, Chou con-

cluded that "under these circumstences, the speedy holding

of talks between the two Prime Ministers is our unsnirkable
responsibility not only to our two people but aiso to world
peace."59

Nehru's reply to Chou on December 21, 1959, stated thet
Chou had not yet replied to his letter of September 26 and
the Note of November 4, and insisted that only after he had
recelved replies to thls recent correspondence could hs
agree to 8 place of negotiation with Chou. Then, sfter
Nehru received Chou's reply on December 26, 1359, to the two
communicstions mentioned, Nehru replied on February 5, 1960:

But, I found thst the respective view points of our two

Governments in regard to the mstters under discussion

were 80 wide apart and opposed to each other that there

was little ground left for useful talks. . . .

Still I think it might be helpful for us to meet.

I em afreid it 1s not possible for me to leave Indila

during the next few months. . . « I would, however,

be glzd if you cald take the trouble to come to Delhi
for +this purpose at & time convenient to you and us.
« o I would suggeg& thaet some time in the second

half of March. . .

On Februesry 26, 1960, Chou expressed in his reply that
he was lookling forwsrd to revisiting the capital of Great
India, meeting the greast Indian people fighting for the
prosperity, strength, and progress of their motherlsnd; sand

suggested a certain date in April for their meetlng.41

B1p1d., p. 177. $91bid., p. 183.
401b1d., p. 186, 4l1pbid., p. 188.
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Chou decided to come to New Delhi to meet Nehru on
April 19. Two dsys before he srrived there, on April 17, an
estimated five thousand Indisns demonstruted outside the
residence of Nehru protesting the imminent negotistion. They
shouted "Chou En-Lei Hei Hai."%2 ind, st e msss rally or-
ganized by the political opposition, Nehru was warned to be
firm; and the press rsiled agasinst the Indian Government for
holding the talks before lhins relinguished 1ts occupled
"Indian Territory." It wes amidst such & hostlle atmosphere
thet Chou and his party composed of Marchal Chen Yi, Vice-
Premier of People's Chine, Chang Han-Fu, Vice-Foreign Minis-
ter, and other officials arrived st New Delhi on April 19.43
Soon after Chou arrived, he made an opening speech thet was
mos t revesling about his visit to Indla. He sald:

Both « + « Ching and India 8re now engaged in & lsarge=-

scele end long-term construction. « « « Both of us

need peace. « » « There is no reason why any question
between us cen not be szitled reasonably through
friendly consultations.

For ebout six days, from April 19 to April 25, the two
parties held several long telks, but with no definite conse-
quence. However, in the process of the negotlation, Chou
mude o suggestion whlch, 1f sccepted by’India, would huve

avoided the confrontstion which wes to come two years later..

Chou said;

42791¢ New York Times, April 18, 1360, p. 3.

43The New York Times, April 20, 1960, pp. 1, 38.

449pne New York Timea, April 20, p. 8.
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Ching might have been prepasred to relingulsh its clasims
to 36,000 square miles In the easstern sector if Indila
would recognize Ch&ga's claim to 15,000 square miles in
the Ledaikh Sector.

Bven this concession on the part of China was not ac=
ceptable to Indis, because Indis insisted that China should
give up 8ll the territory in dispute to Indis as it was
"traditionslly" India's.

after a jolnt communique was lssued on April 25, Chou
and his party concluded their almost fruitless negotistion
and left for home on the morning of April 26. In the com-
munique, they sagreed

Thet Officials of the two Governments should meet and

examine, check and study all historical documents,

records, sccounts, maps, and other material relevant

to the boundary aquestion, on which each side relied in

support of its stand, and drig up @ report for submis-~

sion to the two Governments.
They further s&sgreed that the officlels of the two Govern-
ments should meet between June and September, 1960, in order
to hear the reports of their study of the border.

Indeed, a report wes mede which was called Report of

the Officlals of the Governments of the People's Republic

of Chine and Indis on the Boundary Guestion. It was pub-

lished by the Chinese Foreign Ministry on April 13, 1962,

snd issued by the Hsinhua News Agency on April 28, 1962.

This report 1s about 500,000 words long. After g csreful:

study of the Report of the Officiels, K. S. Hasan and

45The New York Times, April 27, 1960, p. 5.

46Hasan, China, India, Pskisten, p. 189.
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K. Qureshi commented:

The report of the officlals show that there is serious
divergence between the two sides in their comprehen-
sion of the facts concerning the boundary question.
But the fuactual meterisl provided snd the comments
made by the two sldes objectively &snd indisputably
testify that the position of the Chinese Government 1is
correct, namely, the Sino-Indian boundary indeed hus
not been formally delimited, and the Sino-Indisn tra-
ditional customary line ss pointed out by Chins 1is
well-grounded, while the boundary line claimed by Indis
has no tresty, historical or factusl basis, and there
is between it snd the traditionsl customary line
pointed out by China s difference of sbout 120,000
square kilometers. The Indian side cen in no way ne-
gate these facts., The report further proves that the
Chinese Government's advocacy of a settlement of the
Sino-~Indien boundary question through friendly nego-
tiatlions snd formel delimlitation is loglcsl; while the
Indian Government's position of refusing to negotiste
and insisting on Chins's scceptance of the slignment
cleimed by Indis is totally untenable.

47Tbid., p. 190.



CHAPTER VII

EVENTS LEADING TO THE OCTOBER
HIMALAYAN CONFRONTATION

The failure of Nehru snd Chou to reach any sgreement of
consequence for the boundary dispute in April, 1960, may be
sscribed to s verlety of factors. Most important was Chins's
relucteance to yleld to India's demand esnd refusal to nego-
tiete certain sress claimed by Indiae. These included the
western end of the NEFA,which Involved the interest of Burms,
the boundary of Bhutan and Sikkim whose forelgn sffairs sare
held in the hands of the Indians, and the ares west of‘the
Ksrskorum Pess of Kashmir (HUNZA) under Pekisten occupetion,

1 Moreover, Nehru

which India insisted was Indisn territory.
was encouraged by a favorsble internationsl climate towsrds
the dispute with China, which thus beceme one of the msjor
causes of the October Himalayan Confrontation. For both the
Ue. S« S« R. ond the United Stetes gradually shifted to the
Indian side. This climete was partly the reason for China's
cereful behsvior throughout the course of the boundary dls-

pute. For she was almost isolated by the internationsl

situstione.

1Tne difficulty for Chins in discussing these bounda-
ries with Indies waes that 1t would undoubtedly involve Chlna
in meny unpleassant snd unnecessary troubles with these
neighboring countries. The price was too high.

106
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Internstional Environment

Elsgsenhower in Indie

On November 4, 1959, President Elsenhower snnounced
thut he woulda shortly visit eleven 4fro-asisn countries, in-

2 This was interpreted by the

cluding India and Paskisten.
Chinese Communl st Government ss an smericsn response to the
October Kongka Ls incident on the &ino-Indisn border.® Ap=-
parently, it wes &n unfevorable signel to the Chinese; for
1t might lead the Unlted States to support Indis in the dis-
pute.

On November 12, 1959, Secretary Herter held a news con-
ference in which he said thst Nelru would discuss with
President Eisenhower the border dispute with China when he
arrived st New Delhi in December.4' Secretery Herter was
agked who was right In the dispute and he answered thst

LThe United Ststes) has not taken sides . . . the

border hes been for maeny years 111 defined . . . par-

ticulsrly from the point of view of the North-Western
area [Ladakh end Askei Chin)} with respect to the

2Wyigit of President Eisenhower Proposed Statement,”
Depsrtment of State Bulletin, Vol. XLI, No. 1045-1070 (Ju-
ly 6 - December 28, 1959), 742.

SKongke L& border incident is the third and the lsst
border incident of 1959; the position 1s in Ledakh; see the
maps in appendix.

4"sgceretary Herter's News Conference," Depsrtment of
State Bulletin, Vol. XLI, No. 1045-1070 (July 6 - December 28,
1559), 762, ,




108

definitive bgrder thet could rightly be clsimed by
either slde.

He 8lgo snswered thut he did not know if the Unlted States
had ever backed the McMshon Line. But he added:

Ve naturally presume that the claims mede by the Indians

sre entirely velid cle ims, but from the point of objec-

tive reading we hsve no baslis to go on. We have only

the word of & friend.®

Such was the Americen sttitude towerds the Sino-Indian
border before 1960. After Elsenhower's visit to Indis during
which he expressed sympathy for the Indlans,'7 there wes an
obvious policy change towards the Chins-Indie border dispute.
It becsme sppsrent in the succeeding Kennedy sdministraetion.
It 1s possible thst Eisenhowier hsd been telked into siding
with the Indiens by Nehru. In sny event, the words of Herter
notwithstending, the Kennedy administration asnnounced its
recognition of the McMeshon Line during the dlspute, which re-
sulted in a protest from the Republic of Chins on Taiwan.8
This policy change mey hesve been explained by Secretasry Dean
Rusk in his news conference of December 10, 1962, in which
questions about the Sino-Indliesn border wer were rsised. He

emphasized thet "the centrel issue for us there is not out-

side relationship but the security of Indie as & great Asian

5Ibid., p. 783. 61bta., p. 786.

"M Indo-American Joint Communigque, New Delhi, Decem-
ber 14," Department of State Bulletin (Jenusry 11, 1960),
PpP. 46-52,

8Hessn, China, Indie, Pakistan, p. 373.
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democracy."9 Thus, defence of the democretic political
system of Indle wes & major resson the United Stateé rallied
behind Indle. It may be pertinent to bring in the ides of
americen netlionsl interest as put forward by W. W. Rostow, a

speciel adviser to the President.

It is, therefore, equally the American interest thst
the societies of Eurssis develop @long lines broadly
consistent with the Netion's own 1deology; for under
modern conditions it 1s difficult to envisage the sur-
vival of s democratig American soclety es an islend in
a totalitarlsn sea.

No ettempt will be made here to evsluate the motivations
behind Americen militery aid to Indis, to which Pekistsn, &n

American ally, elso strongly objected. Nevertheless, Nehru

had thls to say:

It is not & mere matter of Indlas's being invaded by
Chins; 1t relses issues of vest iImportance to the world
and Asia. Reslizing this, they [the United States end
the United Kingdom] help us--they feel this involves
many issueslin which they themselves sre intensely

interested.

Khrushchev=Nehru Detente

The growing tenseness of Sino-Indlien relations along
the border sfter the Tibet incident of 1959 drew the Rus~
slans closer to the Indians. For Chou's reply to Nehru's

letter of March 22 on September 8, 1953, strongly stated

IMsecretary Rusk's News Conference," December 10 De-
psrtment of State Bulletin (December 31, 1962), p. I,000.

IOW. W. Rostow, The United States in the World Arens
(New York, 1960), p. 544.

1l7ime (November 16, 1962), p. 16.
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thset China would not recognize the McMahon Line because it
was "a complicated question left over by history," and thet
it was 8 British imperislist sggression sgainst China.12
This ides reminded the Russisns of its thousend-mile-long
border with Chins, which wss slso the product of Czarist ime
periel expansion. It therefore appeared that the Russo-
Indian interests were simllar vis-&-vis Chins.

During the Middle Esstern Crisis in the summer of 1958,
Khrushchev proposed on July 19 a five-power summit conference
to be held in Genevs to prevent the crisls from degenersting
into & world wsr.+° This conference should be ettended by
the leaders from these nstions: the United States, the
United Kingdom, the Soviet Union, France, and India. China
was greatly displeased. Mao thought Khrushchev had made &
great misteke. In order to comfort Mao, Khrushchev and his
perty went to Peking towards the end of July. He and his
party (which included Marshsl Mslinovsky, Deputy Prime
Minister Kuznetsov, and Ponomarev, member of the Central
Committee of the Soviet Communist Party) steyed in Peking
for four desys from July 31 to August 3, 1958.14 Later,
Xhrushchev had to drop the propossl. <*his was not all, how-

ever. The seme yesar, according to documents of the Chinese

12Hasan, China, India, Pekisten, p. 1lo4.

137he New York Times, July 20, 1958, pp. 1, &.

14y, P. Dutt, Chins snd the World (New York, 1966),
p. 70 (the informetion is obtained from Jen-Min Jih-Pso,
People's Daily, August 4, 1958).

-
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Communist Party, Khrushchev sought to bring Chins under
Soviet militery control. "These unressonable demands were
rightly snd firmly rejected by the Chinese Government." 12
Khrushchev then begasn to reach en entente with the
United States. After the Camp Dsvid visit to the United
States in 1959, Khrushchev immedietely ceme to Peking to re-
port what had developed between the U. S. S. R. gnd the
United States. Along with him he brought the idee of & "two
China Policy" and urged Mao not to test the stability of the
cepitalist system.
This would be wrong: the people would not understend
and would never support those who would think of acting
in this way. . . . No, we hsve no need for wer et all.
If the people do not want it, even such & noble and pro=-
gressivelgystem as socilalism cannot be Imposed by force
of arms.
This was meant to wern Chins not to have sn independent
foreign policy, though 1t might be the same ss Soviet policy
prior to Canp Devid. To this Mao strongly objected. This
second visit by Khrushchev to Chine immediately after his
talks with Elsenhower should be noted seriously, becsause

President Eisenhower paid & flive~dsy visit to Indis shortly

after the Camp Devid meeting. Shortly after Elsenhower's

15The Origin snd Development of the Differences Be-
tween the Leadership of the CPSU &nd ourselve s--Comment on
the Open Letter ol the Central Committee of the CPSU (1)
September 6, 196s, text in full in Document 10 of W. L.
Griffith, The o1 no-Soviet Rift (Cembridge, 1964), p. 399,

16Dutt, op. cit., p. 84 (cited from Peking Review,
No. 44 (August 25, 1959), pp. 7=10.
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visit, Indies received another notable of equal power and
pregtige. ZXhrushchev ceme to Indis on February 17, 1960,
two months before Nehru and Chou met in New Delhi. FKhrush-
chev's presence in Indls was & warning to Chou "not to test
the stebllity of the capitalist system,” but to yleld to
India's demend for the saske of peace.17 Throughout the
Sino-Indien border dlspute, despite the fact thst Chine and
the U. S« Se. R. were slllies, the lengusge of the U. S. S. Re
appesred to be neutral.18 But their actions, from the
Chinese point of view, asppeared to be in support of Indis.
This Soviet policy greetly angered Mao snd Chou. There were
also reports of Russian troops violeting the border of Chins.
This wes kept a secret by the Chinese Government &t thet
time.

There followed a Russisn endorsement of the Indisn
stand in the dispute. At the seme time the Soviet Union

not only refused to give Soviet assistence for Chine in its

1'7Concex'ning this Khrushchev visit to Indis, some
writers, such as V. P. Dutt, Chine and the World, s&nd
J. Rowland, A History of bino-Indian Relations, had just the
opposite view and interprets tion; see pp. 206-207 &nd pp.
138~139, respectively. They ssid Khrushchev's presence in
India was to put pressure on Nehru to accept Chou's notion
of holding tslks between Nehru snd Chou, snd thest Xhrushchev
was Iimpatient to see the Indlan-Chinese dispute settled.
This writer feels that if they hed csrefully read the infor-
mation they would not heve mede such an observation.

184asan, China, India, Pakistsn, pp. 285-290.
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atomic energy development, but also withdrew all the Russian
technicsl esssistance a2nd personnel then working in Chins end
tore up the Sino-Soviet sgreement reuched only two yeers
before. Thls put Chine's nationsl reconstruction in great
jeOpardy. Moreover, Khrushchev pushed Mao to psy back the
Koreasn War Loan. On the other hsnd, he begen to redirect
ald to Indls. On July 350, 1959, & preliminary Soviet com-
mitment to & new development credit of about $378 million
was extended to Indis. Russis still kept this promise even
though Indla ousted the Communlst Government in the state of
Xersla the following day.l9
All of these facts point to s Russo-Americen policy
chenge. The then Senator John F. Kennedy reported thet
since 1949, the economic and industrial development of Chins
until 1959 was three to four times fester thsn that of India.
He urged aid to Indila 1mmediately.20 Becsuse of this great
success, the Chinese government lsunched its Grest Leap For-
ward Progrem with grezt smbition. Unfortunately, parts of
the Progrem depended upon Soviet sssistance. But Russia
failed to carry out its promised asssistance to Mao. Mao
spoke of Soviet behsvior towards Chine as "a bourgeols woman

jealous of China's growing strength."21 On December 15,

1%4inton, op. cit., p. 450.

20John F. Xennedy, "The Dollar Gap," Indis and the
United States, edited and with an introduction by S. S.
Harrison (New York, 1961), pp. 63-564.

2lypime (November 30, 1962), p. 28.
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1961, L. I. Brezhnev, Presldent of the U. S. 5. R., arrived
in India. Following his visit, Indis received messive Sovi-
et economic and militsry eid, including MIG 21 sirplenes to
be made for Indis asnd a MIG 21 factory to be built for India
on its soil. The Soviet position towsrds India's dispute
with China is obvious.

This wes not sll. The Soviet Union begen to put pres-
sure on the Sino-Soviet border to remind the Chinese that
they still had the Russiens to consider.?? TFor as long sas
China's border problems were not settled with Indis, the
Soviet Union would be safer while the Chinese were busy with
the Indiens. It 1s logical that the Chinese would hesitste
to make enemles on two fronts. It hes been ssld previously
thet in 1960 there were reports of frontier clashes with the
Russliens which were caused by movements of nomadlc herdsmen
to and fro across the Sinkiang frontier. But the Chinese
remeined quiet. Agein 1In the spring of 1962, a substential
number of dissidents in Slinkisng, mainly Kazakhs, fled
across the border into the Sovliet Unlon. The Chinese
Government then cleimed that 1t was subversive activity by
the Rusgsians which incited these incidents.25 This was fol=-

lowed by the closing of Soviet Consulates in Sinkisng at

22Griffith, op. cit., p. 15. (More informetion may be
obtained from Document 10, pp. 389-420; Brian Crozier,
"Chinae's Soviet Border Problem," Forum Service, August 24,
1963.) .

251vid., p. 21.
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Urumchl and Kuldjs in July, 1962.24 However, the Chinese
Government did not mexe it known to the world until March 8,
1963. Apperently, they were heuvily engsged with the Indl-
ans on both the kesst and West sectors, where the Indlans
were reported to have received support from the Russlans.

China's Internal Problems snd the
Taiwan Strelt Crisis

In 1958, the People 's Republic of China sterted its am-
bitious progrem of the "Grest Leap Forward." Unfortunately,
by 1960, it wes eslmost in total collepse, pertly becsuse of
natural celamities--floods and droughts in various parts of
Ching--and pertly the result of the withdrawsl of the Rus-
sien technical assistance and personnel. When they withdrew,
they took slong their machinery and tore up or burned the
schemes of the projects. In 1961, the sltuation becsame
worse still as & result of an uneven distribution of precipl-
tation. Consequently, s food shortage was reported for the
first time since the Communist ascendence to power in 1949,
It culminsted in the spring of 1362 when hundreds and thou-
sends of Chinese in Kwongtung province crossed the Hong Kong
and Macao borders 1in the hope of obtsining relief. Chinese
oversess were encoursged to send food percels to relatives

on the mainlend. For this economic difficulty, Wu says:

24Hint0n, op. cit., p. 324, citing Deniel Tretisk,
"Peking's Policy Towards Sinkiang: Trouble on the 'New
"Frontier,'" Current Scene, II, No. 24 (Hong Kong,
November 15, 1963), 1l.
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hs the communique of the 10th plenary session of the

eighth Central Committee of the Chinese Communl st Party

has confessed, the Peiping Regime has been beset by in-
ternsl difficulties. Diplomsticslly, it finds itself
isoluted. With most basic construction programs sus-
pended, most factorlies closed, goods in short supply
end a fourth consecutive year of bad crops, Mao Tse-

Tung had no elternstive except economic retrest. Given

such an lnternsl crisis, Red China 1is 1n230 position to

lsunch 8 large-scale war st this moment.

Politically there was dissension among top party mem-
bers, and the opposition was still there even though Peng
Te-Hual and Husng Ke-Cheng hed been purged. In order to
remedy 1ts shaky control, the party elected Lu Ting-i, Kang
Sheng and Lo Jui-Ching as secretaries of the Central Secre-
tariat late 1n 1961.

Militarily, eccording to Wu's description, there was
still s lack of modern equipment despite an sll-out effort
to improve it. Yhis situstion included the nsvy and the air
force. Moreover, as a result of the purge of Peng Te-Husi
(the defense minister) and Ten Cheng, and Huang Ke-Cheng,
the loyalty and morale of the People's Liberstion srmy was
questionsble, Thus, Wu asserted:

Under such conditions and knowing that it 1s difficult

to send supplies to such & distant area as Tibet, the

Chinese Communists neturally are unwilling to lasunch s

large-scale war sgainst Indis. . . .26

On the other hsnd, swere that the Communists were en-

countering difficulties, the Government in Tsiwan was

250y, "Background and Perspective of the Peiping-New
Delhi Conflict," pp. 11-12.

261bid., p. 13.
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reported to have prepsred for an attack on the moinland.
The New Year's messsge to the Chinese People for 1962 by
President Chlang Kel-Shek revealed the preparstions. It was
followed by statements made by high-ranking Netionalist
officials suggested an imminent "counter-sttacic on the mein-
land." Specisl envoys were sent to persuade the United
States Government to modify the Sino-americsn Defense Tresaty
of 1954 and to convince the Kennedy asdministration thst it
was time to eliminate NMso's Regime. On May 1, & speclsl new
tax called "Netional Mobilizstion Tax" was imposed, and the
militsry wes told to be ready.27

But the Kennedy sdmlinlstretion did not accept the Na-
tionalist arguments. On the contrary, e number of high
American officiels, including Averell Harrimen and Allen
Dulles, visited Teiwan in the early months of 1962.28  Pre-
sumably, they were sent to sdvise the Nationalists to glve
up their plan. &t the seme time, 8 new Americen smbassador,
Admirsel Alan G. Kirk, wes appolinted to the Republic of China
with the same purpose--to sdvise the Natlonslists not to at=-
tack the meinlend.2? There were rumors on the 1slund thuat
this new American smbesssdor, an Admirel in the Second Wworld

War, was ilnstructed that if the Nationalists happened to

27Tnroughout 8ll these events, the writer was studylng
in Teiwan. As he recalls it, everybody seemed very excited
for vsrious ressons.

28The New York TMimes, March 15, 1962, p. 16.

29The New York Times, May 5, 1962, p. 1l.
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bypaess or neglect the Sino-Americun Defense Treaty (accord-
ing to some authorities in internstional lsw, the principle

of Rebus sic stantibus would permit the Nationslists to go

aheasd without violeting the Sino-imerican Defense Treaty or
international practice because they hed consulted the other
party concerning the change of the situstions) and unilater-
8lly release its milltery to sttack the msinland, he would
command the Seventh Fleet to intercept the sdvance end even
attack the Nstionslists before they could stteck the Com-
munists on the mainlend.®0

The People's Republic heavily reinforced its troops
opposite Taiwan in June.:51 On June 23, People's Chins g~
sued a ststement sccusing the Netionelist government "of
preparing, with the support and encouragement of United
States imperiallism, for & large-scale military adventure, an
invesion of the coastal sreas of the msinland" end wasrning

these enemies that they would be crushed if they attempted

éOThis rumor was related to us--a class of sophomore
students of the Depertment of Diplomscy, Natlonel Chengchi
University--by Professor Cheng Jun-Yue, Oxford University
Ph. D. 8nd ambassador to Psnema and various important posts
in the Unlted Nstions. He was lecturing the course of In-
ternational Politics; and concerning the principle of Rebus
sic stantibus, plesse refer to Pasun, oOp. cit., pp. 72-74,
and Starke, op. cit., pp. 354-557. It seid: "According to
this doctrine & Treaty may become null end void in case
there 18 8 fundamental change in the state of facts which
existed et the time the treaty wss concluded., . . .'

SlFrank Robertson, "Refugees snd Troop Moves--A Report
from Hong Xong," The China Quarterly, No. 11 (July-September,
1962), 1}4-115.
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the invesion.®? On the same dey, the Communist Chinese and
smerican esmbassadors met at Wersaw to discuss the crisis.
Ambassador John M. Cabot denied that the United Ststes had
given any support to President Chiang Xai-Shek.99 President
Kennedy confirmed this by stressing the defensive character
of the americen commitments to the Republic of China.34
Then, on July 2, Khrushchev snnounced the U. S. S. R.'s
support of the People's Republic of China and sssured the
world of Communist solidarity in the fece of the cepitelist
challenge.ss Because of this unfavoreble response, the
Nationalists were undecided, and the Teiwan Streit Crisis

gradually sbated.

China's Diplomatic Moves and Agreements
After his April, 1960, conference with Nehru, Chou pre-
pared for the worst. This preparation may be seen in Chou's
effort to negotiste with neighboring countries. On the one
hand, he was trying to demonstraete China's reesonebleness in
desling with its neighbors even though they were much weeker.
On the other, Chou was trying to secure the other frontiers

so thet these countries wuld not be involved or be incited

. cit., p. 272 (New China News Agency dis-
96Z7.

52Hinton, op
patch, June 23, 1

53The New York Times, June 27, 1962, p. 1.

54Tbid., June 28, 1962, p. 1.

551p1d., July 3, 1962, p. 1.
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by unpredictsble rezsons to join the Indians should the

worst border confrontation happen to come.

With Burme. Looking &t esrlier history, a preliminery

border agreement hed been signed by Ne Win when he went to
Peking in Jenusry, 1960, It was the ssme tentetive sgreement
reached in 1956 except that People's Chins promised to cede
Nem Wan Assigned Trect to Burma in exchenge for some appsrent-
ly unimportant tribsl territories further to the South, and
the Northern end of the frontler was to include the esstern
approaches to the Diphy Pass within China, not Burme. Simul-
taneously, 8 treaty of friendship wass signed pledging mutual
non-aggression end refusal to pasrticipate in any ellience di-
rected sgainst Chine or Burma. When Chou returned home after
the conference with Nehru st Delhi, he ordered & survey of /
the Sino~Burman border in July, 1960.9® Then U Nu went to
Peking in October to sign the finel boundsry Tresaty which

was the same as the prelimlnary one. In 1961, U Nu end Ne

Win both vislted Peking for the purpose of celebrating the
completion of the demsrcstion process.67 The Government on
Taiwan promptly ettacked this behsvior of People's Chine as
"sell-out of traditionsl Chinese territory." This attitude
of the Nationalists wss reflected in almost‘all the editori-

als of the newspepers on the Island end slso in Hong Kong.

56H1nton, op. clt., p. 515,

$71btd., p. 316 (New Chine News Agency dispstch,
April 17, 1961).
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Concerning the Sino-Burmese boundsry asgreement, the
Indiens raised & point of concern to them. A note was glven
to Peking on December 30, 1960, saying that:

Although Article 5 of the Tresty does not specify the
exact location of the Western extremlty of the Sino-
Burmese boundary, in the map attached to the tresty ghe
boundary is shown as ending et the Diphy L'ke Pass.®

It stressed that Indis would be unsble to recognize it be-
cause with regards to the location of the tri-junction at
the Diphu L'Ke Pass, 1t hes "an sdverse implication on the
territorisl integrity of India."®?
On Februsry 21, 1361, Peking disputed the Indisn note
saying:
No proof of this ssgsertion cen be found elther in the
Treaty itself or in the asttached maps. Diphu Pass is

shown on the attached meps not &s tEﬁ western extremity
of the Silno-Burmese boundary. « . .

With Nepsl. <vhe Sino-Nepelese boundary wus never re-

garded as important. But, in a deteriorating situstion, it
could not be left unheeded. By signing s boundsry treaty
with Nepal, Chine could isolate Indis in the boundasry dis-
pute and at the same time the dissenters in Tibet could find
no refuge in Nepal border aress. |

Before the meeting of Nehru and Chou, the Prime Minis-
ter of Nepal, B. P. Koirsla, went to Peking in Merch, 1360,

and a boundsry agreement was signed which provided s

38Hasan, China, Indis, Pskistsn, p. 201.

%91p1d., p. 202. 4071p14.
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demiliterized zone of twenty kllometers on both sides of the
border.4l But they still argued sbout possession of Mount
Everest, or Jolmo Lungma.42 The Nepaslese said it belonged

to Nepel becesuse the mountein cannot be climbed from the
north. On May 25, 1960, however, two Chinese and one Tibetan
mountsineer successfully reached the summit from the northern
side, which was unprecedented.43 Xing Mahendra of Nepal,
during his state visit to Peking in October, 1961, signed a
finel boundary treaty. But the treaty only had the boundary
"pass through" Mount Jolmo Lungmes or Everest without giving

the exact location of the boundary.44

King Mshendra further
agreed to the construction of u highway linking Lhasa and
Kaetmandu which wes scheduled to be completed by 1966, and
accepted Chinese aid for mauny development projects.

This amity between Nepsl end China was conducted bi-
laterally aend volunterily. To the Nepalese, it would help

lessen their dependence on Indis. But the Indians regerded

it es objectionable.

With Pakistsn. <o the Indlasns, the egreement reached

between Pskisten snd China to discuss the boundary wes

4lpg1, op. cit., p. 93.

42701mo Lungms (Mount Everest) was the nome originally
given by the Ch'ing Emperor, KXiang-sil, when he first went
there.

45pai, op. cit., p. 93; end Hinton, op. cit., p. 21,

et ——

44Ib1d., p. 95; see text in smbekar, op. cit., pp. 209~

————

215.



123

irriteting and unacceptable because they regerded Kashmir as
Indis's. Thus, Chins's willingness to negotlate & boundary
treaty with Pakisten would indirectly endorse Pakistan's
stand in Xashmir on its side of the cease-fire line. For,
except for Xeshmir, there was no border between the two
countries.

Although the U. S. S. R. formally endorsed the Indien
stand on Kashmir in 1955, the Chinese Government hass never
formally committed itself. Jhe Feklstenis never regarded
their boundery with Chine as important becsuse they were
occupied with & territorisl and boundary dispute with Indils
and afghanisten respectively. Thus, the Sino-Pekistani
border was tranqull and undisturbed.

But after the 1959 Sino-Indien border hostilities, the
Pakisten Government felt the boundery question was lmportent
as 8 means of putting pressure on Indis in the hope of
reaching Pakistani-Indiesn emity. Thus, on October 23, Indlia
and Pakisten reasched s final egreement on s long-pending
boundery dispute in East Pekistan. Ayub Xhan, taking the
opportunity, expressed his desire to Nehru for & common de-
fense pact with Indis, so that the entire northern border
would be sufficiently protected.45 Nehru re jected the no-

tion. Pakisten was dlsplesased.

45jasin ahmed, "China's Himelayen Frontiers: Pakis-
tan's Attitude," Internstional affairs, XXX, No. 40,
(London, October, 1962), 481-482.
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A year later, when the Kennedy administretion, unlike
its predecessor, gradually beceme more fevorable to India
end less to Pekistan, Ayub Khan considered it necessary to
reassess his foreign policy.46 On March 3, 1961, therefore,
g note was sent to Chins requesting consideration of & bor-
der agreement. There wes no definite reply until February,
1362, when the Sino~Indien border dispute became once agein
serious sfter a relative silence for two years.

On Mey 3, Peking snnounced that Chins had agreed with
Pekisten to negotiste the border between the two countries.
But it wes only & preliminary talk after sll, becsuse, as

the Peking Review steted:

After the settlement of the dispute over Kashmir be~
tween Pakistan and Indis, the suthorities concerned
shall reopen negotistions with the Chinese Government
regerding the boundary of Rsshmir, so as to sign a
formal Bouzgary Treaty to replace this Provisionel
Agreement.

Indis protested this snnouncement on May 10, 1961.48 This
note gtated the Indien frontier extended from the tri-junc-
tion of the frontiers of Indis, the People's Republic of
China, and Afghanistsn in the west to the tri-junction of
the frontiers of Indla, the People's Republic‘of China, and
Burme in the east. This Indian frontier would deny Bhuten,

Sikkim and Nepells independence, which Indis lster had to

461p1d., p. 482.

4"Hasan, Chine, Indis, Pskistsn, p. $66.

481p1d., p. 388-389 (Indaie's note, Msy 10, 1962).
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clarify. China then replied thet Sino-lPskistuni border ne-
gotiations were necessary as 1t would bring sbout smity snd
understanding between the two countries. They contlnued to

ask the Indilans:

Since the Burmese snd Nepalese Governments can settle
their boundsry questions with Chine in & friendly way
through negotistions and since the Government of Pakis-
ten has 8lso agreed with the Chinese Government to ne-
gotiaste a boundary settlement, why 1sit that the Indisn
Government csnnot negotiste and settle4§ts boundary
guestions with the Chinese Government.

However, it is well to note that the date for the ini-
tial Sino-Pskisten border negotistions coincided with Nehru's
announcement on October 12, 1962, of an impending offensl ve
by the Indian srmy to drive Chinese troops out of the Indlan-

claimed territory.5o

"Edging Forwerd Policy" of India

So fer this chapter has discussed the Chinese situstion
before the 1962 confrontstion; now, let us turn to see what
had heppened on the Indiesn side.

After the unsuccessful negotietions with Chou, the In=-
diens determined to retske their "lost territory."” Nehru
thought thaet being firm was the only way to reach his gosal.
They then strengthened their positions in the NEFA. This

was & process started in late 1959. The Indiens crossed the

49Ibid., p. 401 (Note of the Ministry of Foreign Af-
feirs, Peking, May 31, 1962, pp. 398-402).

5OHinton, op. cit., p. 318 (New China News Agency dis-
petch, Octover 12, T1962). ,
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McMahon Line to the north, where they hsd never before been,
end which hed been under Chinese control. These sreas were

5; When the Indiasns saw

Che Dong, Khinzemene, and Longju.
thet the NEFA was under their full control according to their
own version, they thought thelr most urgent attention should
be pald to the western sector. By 1960, thls section was
completely under Chinese control.

As hes been mentioned, the dlifficult terrsin of the
Akssil Chin and Ladekh region had in the psst closed off any
attempt to penetrete from the south.52 In order to assert
that Aksai Chin wass "treditionally” India‘'s, the Indisns
first of all hed to solve the problem of communicetion. A
rosd hsd eslready begun to be constructed from Xashmir into
Ledekh in February, 1960, snd later in August, 1960.°°
Earlier on July 8, 1959, Indis signed sn agreement with the
British Hawker-Siddeley avlistion Compeny to bulld AVRO trans-
port planes in India .54 Then, in mid-1960, transport sir-
craft and high sltitude helicopters were bought from the

United States.®® 1In the autumn, from October to November,

they brought in from Russls large smounts of similar

5lKao, op. cit., p. 13 (see the sketch mep showing the
positions of these three posts).

528¢e Chapter III.

55The New York Times, Februasry 6, 1960, p. 3.

54W1lcox, op. cit., p. 105.

55The New York Times, June 10 and September 12, 1960,
Pe 1.
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equipment both for eir and surface communication and road
construction.56 This deel included MIG 21 aircraft.57

With all this materiel supporting the "Indian Himalaysn

’

Escelation,” the Indisn troops were sble, beginning in the

spring of 1961, to move into this area, challenging the
Chinese positions. &as the situation began to fsvor the In-
disns, due to their persistent effort, their Prime Minlster
was able to ssy optimisticelly on November 23, 1961, in the
Lok Sabha thet
Progressively the situstion hed been changing from the
militery point of view and we shesll continue to tske
steps to build up these things so thet ultimastely we

mey be in s position to take action gg recover such
territory ss 1s in their possession.

Then on June 29, 1962, Nehru jJjubilantly reported to the Lok
Sebha thsat

Indies had opened some new patrol posts endangering the
Chinese posts, and 1t was lsasrgely due to movements on
our side that the Chinese hed slso to make movements.
It 1s well known in knowledgeeble circles in the world
that the position in this sres had been changing tg our
adventage, sand the Chinese are concerned sbout it. 9

561bid., October 5, 1960, pp. 1, 2; November 15, 1960,
DPe S

577an C. C. Grehem, "The Indo-Soviet Mig Deal and Its
Internstionsl Repercussions,” assisn Survey, Vol. IV, No. 5
(Mey, 1964), pp. 823-83%52. It emphaesized thet this purchsse
was mainly for dealing with Pakisten.

58Nehru Speech of November 28, 1961, in Perlisment
(quoted in Klaus H., Pringsheim, "Chins, Indis, end Their
Himeleysn Border 1961-1965 ," Aslan Survey, Vol. III,
No. 10 (September, 19¢3), 474.

5% enru Speech of June 29, 1962, in Parlisment (quoted
in Cheng Hsin-Hei, Op. cit., p. 188).
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By the sutumn of 1962, the Indisns had bullt, mostly in the
form of gll-weather barracks, forty-three outposts in this
territory, which they hsve never sdvanced into before 1960.60
Nehru then declared that these Indian outposts were three
times as many as the Chinese outposts. They were bullt
roughly one hundred miles sway from and psrsllel to the
first Chinese Kighwey (Aksel Chin Rosd), but within the
vicinity of the more sdvanced second modern Chinese highway
and very near to the Kongka Pass.0l

These provocatlive ascts of the Indisns brought protests
from Peking. The Indlsns mede counter protests, claiming
that Chinese troops intruded into Indiasn territories.
Throughout these arguments, the Indisns continued their sac=-
tivities. Nehru said thet so long as the Chinese did not
vacate the Aksai Chin, there would be no peace on this fron-
tier. He elso instructed the Indisn troops thet "Where we
want to fight, we fight; the posts fight and others fight."62
In order to pressure the Chinese to pull beck from this

srea, Nehru declared: "How do we get that sggression va-

caeted? By diplomstic mesns, by verious mesns, and ultimately,

80Hinton, op. clt., p. 294.

61lThe New York Times, July 25, 13962, p. 6.

62Nehru Speech of December 5, 1961 in Parlisment (Prime
Mini ster on Sino-Indien Relstions, Vol. 1l: Indian Parlie-
ments: Part II, New Delhi: Ministry of External Affairs,
1963, p. 59). Quoted in Hinton, op. c¢it., p. 295.
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if you like, by war."63% These statements were made soon
after‘Nehru's return from the United Stetes and Japan.

Up to this point there was no Chinese reaction. Mershal
Chen Yi, in Geneve in 1961 while attending the Lsos Confer-
ence, met Krishne Menon privstely. During thelr converss-
tion, he still "regarded the conflict as a purely localized
one which would not break out into open ware . . M6d 1)
fact, hed the Indisns envissged sny Chlnese réaction to
their scts, they would herdly have dispatched en infantry
brigede to the Congo in March-April, 1961, or conducted tne
operation sgainst Goe 1in December of the same yesr. In
fact, the operstion egsinst Goa would be indirectly interpre-
ted es an Indisn ettempt to demonstrate to her neighboring
countries the effectiveness of the Indian troops.

It mey also be important to point out thet on March 4,
1961, the first Indlan slrcrsft carrier, INS Vikresnt, began
to serve in the Indien Navy in Belfast, Northern Irelend.®®
Then on June 24 of the ssme year the H. F.-24, an Indlan
designed supersonic flighter, made its malden flight, but ex-

perienced difficulties in exceeding the speed of sound.66

59Nehru Speech of December 6, 1961 (Ibid., p. 47);
Ibid., p. 295. —

64"14 ght on Ladskh," Economist (July 28, 1962), p. 344.

65gavic, op. cit., p. 122; and Wilcox, op. cit., p.
106 .

661bid., pp. 110-112, 135-140; asna Ibid., p. 106.
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The Indisns continued, however, to probe forwerd, end by
esrly 1962, the Akssl Chin wes in confusion, for both the
Chinese and the Indians were present there, However, there
wes no serious fighting becsuse Chou ordered a stop to srmed
patrols unilaterally at the end of 1959, as suggested by
Nehru in their correspondence. The Indisns, however, did
not reciprocste. By taking such chences, the Indians were
able to esteblish forty-three outposts in Aksal Chin. A
report In the Economist said:
The core of the matter is thut this spring . « . India's
defense forces were in & position to do their job and
are doing it. A msssive loglstlc complex has been
bullt up based on Srinsger asnd the air base at Chandi-
garb in the Punjab. Forward posts have been dug in are
fortified and supplied by alr drop and helicopters.
Behind them hundreds of mliles of Jeepable roads are now
building snd slresdy built, notably from Leh %o Chusul
and from Chusul to Dam Chok.
At the frongv it 1s the Chinese who are on the
defensive. « « o
By April, the Indians outflanked a Chinese post near the
Kerakorem Psss and continued to come close to a long estab-
lished Chinese post on the Chip Chap River; then they estab-
lished a few posts about one mile apart. On the other end
of Ladagh, the Indians established other posts in Spanggur
Leke and on the Chang Chenmo River. They 8ll sre very close
to the Chinese posts. Nehru described the situation as "s

geme of military chess" with each side maneuvering for posi-

tion.68 In many cases, Nehru declared, Indian troops had

67"14ght on Ladekh," op. cit., p. 344.

o

681p1d.,
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gone behind Chinese positions; for instance, in the Gslwan
Valley incident. This was an attempt by the Indians to cut
off Chinese communicstions. By June 29, Nehru reported to
the Lok Sebhe thet the milltsry initistive was in their
hends and that new Indlen posts were outflankihg and endanger-
ing Chinese posts.69

This provocative behavior of the Indians was reported
to have been ordered by Xrishne Menon, the Indien Defense

" Minister, as an answer to election criticism thet he was

"soft" towards the Chinese.’Q

Chinese Reaction
In response to the actions of the Indians, Chins re-
acted. In the second nalf of April, 1962, Chins announced
thet 1t had ordered its "frontier guerds to resume border
patrols in the Sector from Ksrskorsm Pass to Kongks P.eass,”'?l
and warned that if the Indlans continued such hostile ac-
tivities, the Chinese Government would be compelled to con=-

sider resuming border pe trols aslong the entire Sino-Indian

boundary. India replied that the protest was unacceptable

69K.avic, op. cit., p. 171. A mep published in Peking
Review on July 20, 1962 (No. 29, p. 15), showed fifteen
Indian “"strongpoints" purportedly set up since the spring.
It was subsequently charged in the same source (November 2,
1962, No. 44, p. 23) thet Indis had set up forty-three
"aggressive strongpoints" in Ledekh between May, 1961, and
October, 19262.

70Foreign Report (September 20, 1962), p. 6.

7lHinton, op. cit., p. 296 (quoted from Indiesn White
Peper VI, p. 39).
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and repested its demand of Chinese withdrawal snd added:

The Government of Indis 1s prepared, in the interest of

a peaceful settlement, to permit, pending negotiations

and settlement of the boundary question, the contlnued

use § the Aksal Chin rosd for Chinese civilian traf-
fic.

Although the Chinese rejected this Indlan propossl in
their reply on June 2, they said thst they were satisfied
with the status quo slong the border and expressed & desire
to have an overall settlement through negotiastion.

One may ask why 1t was that Chins was still so insctive
snd the Indisns so venturesome? The answers to these ques-
tions would certainly have to take into account the facts
brought out in previous pages, that China was involved in @
serious quarrel with Russis, that she had reasson to fesr s
Nationalist-American attack on the meinland from Taiwen, and
that both Russia and the United States were glving diplomatic
amd meterlal support to the Indisns in their dispute with
China. When the Sino-Soviet rirft ceme into the open later
on, Peking made public i1ts conviction thet the Indisn-Hima=-

layen escalation had been encouraged by the Russians. 9

)721bid., p. 297 (quoted from Indian note of Mey 14,
1962).

73"The Truth sbout How the Leaders of the CPSU Have
Allied Themselves with Indis sgsinst China," People's Dsily,
November 2, 1963, and Peking Review, VI, 45 (November 8§,
1963), 18-27; end "The Origin end Development of the Dif=
ferences between Lesdership of the CPSU and Ourselves. . . ."
in Griffith, op. cit., Document 10, p. 410.
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Then, on July 2, The People's Daily warned that "1t is

st11ll not too late for Indis to rein in on the brink of the
precipice."74 In order to warn the Indiens from moving sany
further, Chinese troops began to surround en Indien outpost
on the next day, July 10, but with an outlet for the Indians
to escape. The asttempt wes not successful as a werning; the
Indisn troops continued to move forwerd, and Chines continued
to protest.’® Finally, on July 21, Chinese troops returned
fire on sn Indisn patrol for the first time since 1959.76

By August 4, Chins protested thast Indian troops hed
violated the McMahon Line, ssying thst the Indisns had
crossed the Line which they had never penetrated previously.
Sti1ll, they insisted thst negotiations should be held a8t
once, saying: "If only the Indian side stop edvancing into
Chinese territory, & relsxation oflthe border situstion will

w77

be effected at once. This was to no purpose. On

August 15 and 14, Nehru addressed the Lok Ssbha:

Ve heve concentrated on increasing our strength, mili-
tary strength, strength in communicetions, roads, et
cetera., We have a special border-roads committee which
hes done very well--I do not know how exactly-- thou-
sands of miles in very difficult terrsin. We built up
our air supply position by getting sircraft--big

74Pringsheim, op. cit., p. 482 (quoted from People's
Dailg ) .

75The New York Times, July 25, 1962, p. 3.

76Hinton, op. cit., p. 297 (informstion from Indlan
White Pasper, p. 92. The CPR accused the Indisns of firing
first Indian White Paper VII, p. 1 ).

VVIbid., p. 298 (information from Indian White Paper,
pp. 14-187.
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sircraft--from vurious countries; we have got some

helicopters too, but in the main 1t consisted of big

trensport eircreft. There were some from the United

States and some from the Soviet Union. . . . We im-

proved our military slitustion, our supply situation,

got our troops in vserious aress there with forward

posts. If they Llthe Chinese] have got nine posts, wg

have got twenty-two or twenty-three or twenty-four.7
Since the situstion was such, he ssked for & free hand to
desal with the situastion.

Then on August 22, the Indisns ssld thst no negotla-
tions would be held until after the border in Ledskh was
restored to the status quo, theat 1s, the complete withdrawal
of Chinese posts from the alignment defined by India.79

In reply to this, the Chinese Government proposed sgein
thet each side withdrsw twenty kilometers (12.5 mliles) and
start negotiations on October 15 in Peking and then in New
Delhi alternstely with no preconditions.so"

On September 9, the Indien note asgreed to the proposed
date and place for negotistion but reitersted Indis's stand
that the discusslons should have the prescribed object of
"defining measures to restore the status quo in the western

Sector.”

78Chang, op. clt., p. 189 (quoted from Nehru's Speech).

79Hinton, op. cit., p. 298 (Indian Note of August 22,
1962); see Indian White Paper VII, pp. 36-37.

80Hasan, Chine, India, Pakisten, pe. 251.
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On September 20, the Chlnese announced resumed pstrol-
ing elong the entire border. And on October 3, & Chinese
note repeated thut both sides should speedily start the
talks without reising sny objection to the discussion of any
guestion thut either side might see fit to bring up.81

On October 5, Krishns Menon, Indian Defense Minlster,
eannounced thet Lieutenent Genersl B. M. Kesul was the com-
mander-in-chief of 8 new border command in the Northeast
Frontier sgency. Two days laeter, on October 7, the Indien
Government rejected the Chinese proposal and unilsterally
called off the meetings which were scheduled to begin on
Qctober 15 at Peking.82

On October 12, the Indien Prime Minister asnnounced
that "instructions hed been issued to the troops to throw
the Chinese out of our territory."s3 The news medis of the
world were this time taken by surprise and regerded Nehru's

words as being in the nsture of an "ultimstum" (Manchester

Guardien) or "a formsl declsration of War" (New York Herald

Tribune).
However, China was still patient enough to call upon
Nehru on the next dsy, October 13, "to pull back from the

brink of the precipice" as she was sbsolutely unwilling "to .

8lChang, op. cit., p. 189.
82Hasan, China, India, Pskisten, p. 252.

85Ibid., p. 204.
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crogs swords with India." But on the next dsy, October 14,
the appeal to Indle was solemn and firm. It ssid in The

People's Daily that:

We want et 8ll costs to avold exchanging fire with
you. « o« « Let us sektle the dispute by peaceful
means. . . « Ulve up your wsgyressive plens and do not
Interpret our peaceful offers ass u sign of weakgzss.

e ¢« +» Do not emberk on & futile venture. . . .

But Xrishne Menon publicly declsred, "We will fight to the

lest man, to the last gun." On this same day, The People's

Deily snnounced thet "o massive invesion of Chinese territo-
ry by Indien troops 1ln the Bastern Sector of the Sino-Indisn
boundary seems imminent" end exhorted the People's Libera-
tion Army to be ready.

On October 15, Nehru called on his people for discipline
and sscrifice very much like Churchill's famous speech of
"blood, tears, and sweat.” On October 16, the Indisn Defense
Minister instructed ordnance factories to start meximum
production even if it meant three shifts on & round-the-
clock schedule.

On October 17, Chine began chsrging Indis with repeated
violations of China's air space and invited Indis to shoot
down sny Chinese planes 1I they flew over Indisn territory.

Finally, Indias begen large scale hostilities slong the

entire border esarly in the morning on October 20, 1962, and

84%arol, op. cit., p. 401 (quoted from Jenmin Jih Pso,
People's DailyT?
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the People's Liberastion Army wss reported to have suffered

heavy losses.85

On the basls of these facts Genersl Maxwell Teylor told
the House Appropriations Commlttee on Februsry 14, 1963,

that 1t was India which actually started this militsry opera-

tion.86

85Ghang, Op. cit., pp. 190-1 (Chang stated he was in-
debted to Felix Greene, to The Far East Reporter, snd to
the Monthly Review of January, 1963, for meking these facts
avaeilsble to him); Hssan, China, India, Pskistan, pp. 251-
2b2; Kerol, Ibid., pp. 402-403.

86Department of Defense Appropriastions for 1964.
Hesrings Be ore & Sub-Committee of the Committee on Appropris-
tions, Houce Ol Representatives, 88th Congress, First cession
(Washington, 1963), ppe. 9-10.




CHAPTER VIII

THE OCTOBER HIMALAYAN CONFRONTATION AND
THE COLUMBO POWERS MEDIATION

After a long silence from the sutumn of 1959, the Chl-
nese Army spoke on October 20, 1962. The counter-offensive
wes & coordinated one on all frontiers. On the same day,
the Chinese Government dispatched & protest to Indis accus-
ing Indian troops of having fired first beginning very esrly
in the morning, end that "the Chinese frontier guards were
compelled to strike beck in self-defense." This preliminery
warning attack lested only four deys snd when compered with
the November counter-offensive, it was minor. UFor it only
drove the Indiens bsasck to the south of the McMshon Line and
took the Tewang srea. But on the Western sector, the Indisns
were driven out of the territory which Chins claimed. On
the fourth dsy, October 24, 1962, Premier Chou made a stete=-
ment to Indis as well as to the world describing what had
happened since autumn, 1959, and expressing China's regret:

Thaet Chine and Indis should cross swords on account of

the boundary question 1s something the Chinese Govern- .

ment snd people are unwilling to see, it 1s also what

the peace-loving countries and people of the whole
world ere unwilling to see.

He then put forward three proposals:
(1) Both perties offirm that the Sino-Indisn boundary

must be settled peacefully through negotiestions. Pend-
ing & peaceful settlement, the Chinese Government hopes

138
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that the Indisn Government will sgree thut both parties
respect the line of sctual control between the two
sides along the entire Sino-Indian border, end the
Armed Forces of each side withdraw 20 kilometres from
this line and disengsge.

(2) Provided that the Indien Government sgrees to the
above proposal, the Chinese Government is willing
through consultstion between the two parties, to with-
draw its frontier guards in the eastern sector of the
border to the north of the line of actual control; st
the ssme time, btoth Chins and Indls undertake not to
cross the line of actual control, l.e. the traditionsl
customary line, in the middle and western sectors of
the border.

(4) The Chinese Government considers thut, in order to
seek 8 friendly settlement of the Sino-Indien boundsry
question, talks should be held once sgeln by the Prime
Ministers of Chine end Indies. &At & time considered to
be sppropriste by both pasrties, the Chinese Government
would welcome the Indiesn Prime Minister to Peiting; 1if
this should be inconvenient to the Indian Government,
the Chinese Premier would be resdy to go to Delhl for
talks.

The Chinese Government appeals to the Indlan Government
for & positive response to the sbove three proposals.
The Chinese Government eppeels to the Governments of
Asisn and Africen countries for an effort to bring about
the materialization of these three proposals. The
Chinese Government asppeals to all the peaceful-loving
countries and people to do thelr part in promoting Sino-
Indien_friendship, Asisn-African solidarity and world
peace.

This announcement might be interpreted as the hope on
the part of the Chinese Government that & minor defeat of the
Indisns would deter them from advencing sny further into the
western sector. So esrly s propossl also gsve time for the
Indian Government to restrein itself from pushing the conflict
into & war; et the same time, it might be a race-saving device

for the Indians.

1Hasan, Chine, India, Puklsten, pp. 211-212.
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On the next dey, the propossl was endorsed by U. S. S R.
in ’ravde, whlch called 1t constructive. Implicitly, the
Russisans called upon the Indiesn Communists to support the
Chinese stend or at least to restrein their Government.?

On October 27 Nehru replied but did not reject the
proposals nor accept them. He raised & question as to the
line of actual control® Yo him, the line of actual control
should be the one prior to September 8, 1362. Yhus, indi-
rectly, he advenced a conditlion for the telks. The first
essentisl was that the Chinese forces slong the Indian-China
border should go back at legst to where they were prior to
September 8, 1962.4 On the same dsy, Nehru wrote a letter
to the Heasds of Governments cleiming "Chinese Aggression”" on

India.5

21 the Interests of the Peoples, in the Name of
Universal Peace," Pravda, October 25, 1962 (reprinted in
full in People's Daily, October 26, 1962); Griffith, op. cit,
p. 59; 1t stated: "JThe initisl Soviet reaction, on QOctober
25, in the midst of the Cuban crisis, was mildly pro-Chi-
nese; but by carefully avolding offending Delhi too much, it
disappointed the Indians and angered the Chinese. After the
Cuban crisis the second Soviet editorial on November 5 took
an even less pro-Chinese position; in spite of some indirect
criticism of the super-nationslism of the Indian Communists,
1t marked Moscow's return to the 1959 'neutral' position.
Moscow also contlnued to make friendly gestures toward Indls,
including, after much hesitation, sending four Mig fighter
planes."

Simbeker, op. cit., p. 181l.
4ibid., p. 182.

5Ibid., pp. 185-186; Hasan, Chins, Indis, Paklistan,
pp. 234-257.
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This reply may have been an effort by Indie to gein
time for preparation both for defensive and offensive pur-
poses. On October 25, two days before the note was sent,

a stste of emergency was signed by the President snd pro-
>claimed on the following day.5 On this day, October 26,

New Delhi sent &n urgent request for military supplies to
London and Washington. An immedlate response was received
from these two Governments. On October 29, two Roysl Air
Force Britsnnies srrived, and the Cirst American sid for the
purpose arrived on November 1.7 Moreover, Nehru rejected
the advice of Bertrand Russell to accept the present Chinese
terms "in the interest of world peace."8 It seems proper to
note that Nehru had often given the same kind of advice to
the West. Nehru's argument was that "the Red terms would
imply a major loss of Indian territory."g

Taking advantage of the restreint of the Chinese sfter
the October 24 proposal, the Indians began to fight back
under Kaul's command. Their ection was reported to be suc-
cessful, but very costly.

Chou did not let Nehru gein time, however. He next

seat Nehru snother letter on November 4 in which he

6Hasen, Chine, Indls, Peskisten, p. 214, clting extracts
from @ stetement of the Prime Minlster of India, J. Nehru,
on the India-Chine Border Situstlon, November 8, 1962.

701 me (November $0, 1962}, pp. 23-28.
87ime (November 16, 1362), p. 16.

9p1a.
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reiterated the Three Point Pronossls of 20 Kilometers withe
drewsl by the armed forces. The le tter stated clearly why
China could not accept the Indisn version of the Line of
Actuel Control of September 8, 1962. It said:

So far es the eusstern sector is concerned, I believe

the Indien Government must be in possession of the 1914
original mep of the so-caslled Mclshon Line. According
to the original mep, the western end of the so-called
licehon Line clesrly starts from 27°44.6' N. Yet, the
In%ien Government srbitrarily ssid that it started from
277 48" N. end, on this pretext, it not only refused to
wilthdrew the Indlen troops from the Kechilang River

erea north of the Line, but made asctive dispositions
for s messive military sttack, attempting to clesr the
ares of Chinese frontier guerds defending i1it. Such was
the position in the eastern sector of the Sino-Indian
boundery prior to 8 September 1962, How csn the

Chinese Government agree to revert to such g position?
hs for the western sector, the hkssi Chin ares hss
always been under China's jurisdiction. It was through
this area that back in 1950 the Chinese People's Libera-
tion Army entered the Ari district of Tibet from Sinklang.
hgain, 1t was through this srees that, from 1956 to 1957,
the Chinese Government constructed the Sinkiang-Tibet
Highway involving gigentic engineering work. Yet the
Indlan Government srbitrarily seid that it wes not until
1957 that the Chinese side came to this asres and, on
this pretext, unlleterslly sltered the state of the
boundary in the western sector by force from 1961 on-
wards, occupled large tracts of Chlnese territory east
of the 19569 line of actusl control and set up over 40
milltary strongpoints. Such wes the position in the
western sector of the Sino-Indisn boundary prior to

8 September 1962. How can thi Chinese Government sgree
to revert to such a8 position? O

To Chou bn-lal, the temporsry frontier should therefore
malnly be the traditionsl customery line existing between
the two countries before 1960. The letter expressed & desilre

to telk at once.

-~

10Hasan, China, Indis, Pakistsn, pp. 304-305.
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On November 14, Nehru wrote to Chou rejecting the pro-
posal of October 24.11 The only slternatives le £t for China
under Nehru's policy were to yleld to the Indlan demend in
the neme of seeking peace (which would be & dishonorsble one),
or to stend firm for sn honorable negotisted peace by showing
the Indisns they could not mske China yield through force.
The second alternative was the only one gcceptable to the
Chinese. Thus, on November 16 Chinese forces took Weslong.
end lsunched other offensives at verious points. On Novem-
ber 18, they took the town of Bomdila, By this time the
border of the rich state of Assam, from which Indis derives
one-third of her forelgn exchenge snd most of her petroleum,
was within an hour's distence of the Chinese forces--ghout

thirty miles.l‘2

Msny Indiens, both civil servants and ordi-
nary people, sbandoned their homes and fled down the river
Brashmeputrs to Bengsl. And et the other end of the border,
the western sector, the Indiens fled to Kashmir. On the one
hand, Chou showed Chinas's determination to hold whst China
felt was rightfully hers; on the other hand, he worked to
find pesce for the two countries. before this second
counter~offensive, on November 15 after having received

Nehru's rejection of the October 24 proposal, Chou bn-Lsi

wrote & long letter to the Afro-Asian Government Heads

11ibid., pp. 506-a 0.

1271me (November 30, 1962), pp. 23-28.
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telling of the crilsis and inviting them to persusde Nehru to
come to the conference table.13
On the next dsy, November 19, Nehru sent an urgent end
specific request for imericen fighting alr support, and to
England for more military aid. Wsshington, this time, h&d
not answered the Indian request when the Chinese announced
their unilatersl cease-—fire.14
According to e report from Time, the Chinese force en-
gaged in thls border wsr numbered 100,000 men cormmended by
General Chang Kuo-Hus, s vetersn of the Communist Party snd

15 The Indisn

Communist wers, including the Lorean war.
forces were 8 little fewer than 100,000 asnd were commsnded
by Generel B. M. Keul, & veteran of the Burms Front in the
Second World War and the commender of the Xashmir warfare
egainst Pakistan. &after the first defeat in October, Krish-
na lMenon wes compelled to resign due to unfavorable public
opinion. The new Defense Minister, Y. B. Chevan, came from

16

Bombay end was experienced in warfare. Throughout this

confrontation until November 21, 1962, Chine had not lost s

15Hasan, China, Indie, Pskisten, pp. 237-260.

l4yichael Edwerdes, "Illusion and Reallty in Indis's
foretgn Policy," Internstional Affairs, X LI (London,
Jenuery, 1965), 52. The request was fifteen bomber
squadrons to sttack the sdvencing Chinese troops.

1571 me (November 30, 1962), pp. 25-26.
181p14.
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single prisoner of war but hed teken three thousand Indisn

prisoners. By the spring of 1963, they were released.L”’

During this border wer, the Government of Indie spon=-

sored an an ti-Chinese cempaign in all the mejor citles of

Indis. A Netionalist on Taiwan had this to say:

ihe overseas Chinese 1ln Indla, even those nstursalized as
Indien citizens, have been denled governmentsl protec-
tion of their freedom end safety. The Indlens ergued:
"If this means brutality on the part of the Indisns, the
Chinese Communists have been more brutal. You Chinese
hed better cell the Communists to task.” [The Indien
Government] wrongly sasid thet the "government and people
of @ nation sre necessarily in the same boat. As Indle
becomes & country hostile to Red China, all Chinese hsave
neturslly become Indis's enemies.”

A reasonable people can feel only great regret at
such en ebnormal, unlawful behsvior on the psrt of the
Indian Government. Indie's nationsl fsther, Mshatma
Gandhi, devoted his lirfetime to the sesrch of truth. In
recent years, Indls hgs been advocating peace &nd non-
violence. Now its maltreutment of innocent Chinese,
some thing not to be expected from s civilized government,
has depsrted seriously from that tredition. . . . The
Indian Government end people should reconside{ their at-
titude and deplore the wrongs they heve done. 8

On November 21, the People's Republic of Chine made s

statement which not only repeasted the October 24 three-point

propossls, but also snnounced s unllstersl ceasse-fire effec-

tive "from 00:;00 hours" the following day.19 The ststement

also announced withdrawesl beginning December 1, 1962, behind

positions which existed between Chins and Indis on November 7,

17¢hristisn Science Monitor (June 17, 1963), p. 17.

18Wu, "Background end Perspective of the Peiping-New

Delhi Conflict,"p. 16.

19Hasan, China, India, Pskistan, p. 211.
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1959.2%0 4nd 1t declsred thst

Should the sbove eventuslities [L.g. i1f the Indians

begen to reoccupy western sector or north of the

McMahon Line] occur, China reserves the right to strike

back in self-defense and the Indian Government will be

held completely responsiblezfor all the grave conse-
quences sarising there from.
It concluded with 8 cell to the friendly Afro-Asian countries
to mediate the conflict.

The Chinese Government kept its word. On November 22
all fighting stopped. On December 1, 1962, the Chinese
troops moved back to where they seid they would go.°¢ On
the dey when the Chinese forces were withdrswing, Nehru
again received & letter from Premler Chou bn-Lsl reiterating
thet both countries had gn urgent tesk of terminating the
border conflict; and the only mesns was to seperaste the

armed forces of the two pasrties, end create a proper stmos-

phere so es to settle the boundary differences through

20Rreaders should be reminded that this line which Chine
holds as actusl control 1s that thle was the line held by
the two countries before thelr relations began to deteriorste.
In other words, it was the line the two countries held before
significent border disputes started. It wes the line the
two countries held while they were 1in good terms of friend-
ship. To put 1t more clearly, it wass the line help by the
Chinese Government as a temporsry line (short of any formel
delinmitetion of boundary line) pending for negotiation for a
formal finsl settlement. It wes the line held by the Chi-
nese Government before the Indians begsn their "creeping
forward" policy end the building of the new Indisn border
posts smong and behind the Chinese positions north of the |
McMehon Line and east of the line of actuasl control in the
saskal Chin and Ladaskh eress in the Western sector.

2lHasan, China, Indla, Pskistsn, p. 213.

22The New York Times, December 15, 1962, p. 2
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negotistion end added thet the Chinese Government, "in tak-
ing its decision on the cease-fire and present withdrawsl
had glven full conslderation to the decency, dignity, and
self-respect of the two countries. "2% India, however,

still rejected it.

The Columbo Powers Mediation

Undoubtedly, this Sino-Indlan conflict was an importsnt
internastional issue. Within less than & month sfter Chou's
letter wes sent ssking afro-iaslan leaders to mediate the con-
flict for the interest of regional snd world peace, many heeds
of state orfered verious proposesls end mediestion. They in-
cluded the United hArsb Republic, Ghana, Tengenylke, end Indo-
nesia. On December 10, 1962, the Government of Ceylon
organized a Conference at Columbo of six Afro-Asisn nations
(Burme, Ceylon, Cembodia, Ghsna, Indonesis, and the United
\rab Republic) to discuss how to mediste the Himslaysn Con-
15‘ror11:eﬂ:i.or1.24 India was greatly distressed ss she found
only the U. A. R. took & pro-Indian stand in the conference.

25 It did nov

After the conference, a communique was issued.
descrlbe the Chinese sctions us aggression nor endorse the

Indien demsnd for & return to the line of September 8, 1962--

23Hasan, Chins, Indie, Paklisten, p. $16.

247ne New York Times (December 14, 1962), p. 3.
25

Hesan, China, Indias, Psklsten, p. 260.
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the line or sctusl control in Indis's version.26 The pro-
posels of the Columbo Conference were delivered to Indie and
China on December 15, 1962. They were released on Jsnuary 19,
1964, strter the Columbo delegstion hed vigited both Chins
and Indie to explein them to the two governments. The pro-
posals were ags follows:

1. The Conference considers that the existing de facto
cease~Tire period is 8 good sturting point for s peace=
ful settlement of the Indian-vhinese conflict.

2. (a.) With regasrd to the VWestern sector, the Con-
ference would like to maxge an appesl to the Chinese
Government to carry out their 20 kilometres withdrswal
of their military posts as hus been proposed in the
letter of Prime Minister Chou Ln-Lai to Prime Minlister
Nehru 21 November and 28 November 1962.

(b.) The Conference would meke an appesl to the
Indien Government to keep their existing military posi-
tion.

(c.) Pending a final solution of the border dis-
pute, the area vecated by the Chinese militsry with-
drawal will be a demilitarized zone to be sdminlstered
by civillan posts of both sides to be agreed upon, withe
out prejudice to the rights of the previous presence of
both Indis and Chine in thst area.

5. With regurd to the eastern sector, the Conference
considers that the line of actusl control in the areas
recognized by both the Governments could serve as &

26Mhis September 8, 1962, line of actual control the
Indlans strive to msintein differs much from the November 7,
1959, of the line of sgctusl control. lMost importuntly, this
September 8, 1962, wss crested by the Indians beginning in
1960 by creeping rorward and bullding Indlan military out-
J0sts one after snother under repested Chinese protests.
Thus, this September 8 line was made by the Indlsns across
thelr own line of actusl control of November 7, 1959. In
other words, this 1s the line orf Indisn aggression snd which
they insisted to mailntain; end this fruit of encroachment
was obtalned from 1960 to September 8, 1962. It 1s adviseble
to compere this footnote with number 20 of this chapter.
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cease~{ire line to their respective positions. Remain-

ing aress in this sector casn be settled in theilr future

discussions.

4. YWith regard to the problems of the middle sector,

the Conference suggests that they will be solved by

peaceful means, without resorting to force.

5. The Conference believes that these proposals, which

could help In consolidating the cease-fire, once imple-

mented, should pave the way for discussion between
representatives of both parties for the purpose of
solving problems entasiled in the cease-fire position.

6. The Conference would like to mske 1t cleur that a

positive response for the proposed appeal will not

prejudice the position of either of the two Governments
as regards %ts conception of the final slignment of the
boundaries.<?

The wording of the proposals amounts to & vague compro-
mise outlining the conditions for cesse-fire and the speedy
holding of:negotiations. A careful reading, however, would
suggest the following interpretetions. It urged the Chinese
Government to withdraw its troops twenty kilometers. In
fect the Chinese troops were doing this even without the
Columbo proposal. On the other hand, they urged the Indians
to remsin where they were; in other words, they did not have
to withdraw twenty kilometers from the line of actusl con-
trol becsuse they were already behind the previous line of
control ufter they were defested bv the Chinese troops.
Therefore, the plcture appesrs that both the Chinese and
the Indien had withdrawn, the former voluntarily whereas the
latter was due to their defest in the fighting. Thus there

existed a belt of no man's land on either side of the line

27Hasan, China, Indias, Paklstan, pp. 261-262.
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of actual control of November 7, 1959. This belt wss to be
sdministered by non-military personnel of both sides, esch
exercising their suthority up to the line of sctive control.
But this line is not & final delimitation of the boundary of
the two countries. The sbove interpretation may be applied
to both the Western and Bastern sectors, with the latter
somewhat smblguous.

after the Proposal was dlispstched to China and India, @
Columbo powers' delegation went to the two countries respec-
tively for explenstion of its contents. From Jesnusry 1 to 9,
the powers were represented by the Ceylonese Premlier, Made-
molselle Baendaransike, who visiftfed the People's Republic of
China in order to explein the proposals and to secure the
Chinese Government's escceptance. She was assisted by
Subendrio, Deputy First Minister and Foreign Minister of
Indonesis. Following thelr talks, & joint communique said
that "The Chinese Government gave 8 positive response to the
Proposals of the Columbo conference."25 But it slso agreed
thet "the Columbo propossls should not be published for the

time being."??

Further,

The rescctions of the Government of Chins to the pro-
posals would also not be made public before the Prime
Minister of Ceylon discusses the cConference proposals
with the Prime Minlster of Indis and until the results
of the talks in Peking and New Delh% are communiceated
to a8ll six psrticlpasting countries. 0

281p14d., p. 264. 2979id., p. 265.
501pi4.
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This positive response on the part of the Chinese Government

was qualified by a telegrem sent by Mademoiselle Bandsransaike
to Nehru telling him of Chou's attitude towsrd the propossal.

It seid:

In response to my [Mme. Bandarsnaike) telegrem of 14 Jenu-
ary, I have received to day & reply from Prime Minlster
chou bn-Lsl., Prime Minister Chou kn-Lai has reitersated
his earlier scceptance in principle of proposals of
Columbo Conference &s & preliminary basis for the meet-
ing of Indisn and Chinese Officials to discuss the
stabllization of cesse~rire und disengegemggt and to
promote Sino~Indian boundary negotiations.v

sfter their mission to Peking, Mademoiselle Bandsranslike
and her collesgues srrived in India, and had & four-dsy visit
from Janusry 10-14.9% The Indian Government reqguested the
Columbo power delegutes to clarify their proposals before
they could sccept them even in principle. The clsarifications
given Indis on January 13, 1965, read:

Western Sector

(I) The withdrawal of Chinese forces proposed by the
Columbo Conference will be 20 kilometres ss proposed by
Prime Minister Chou En-Lal to Prime Minister Nehru 1in
the statement of the Chinese Government dated 21 Novem-
ber and in Prime Minister Chou En-Lsl's letter of
28 November 1962, 1.e., from the line of actusal control
between the two sides as of 7 November 1959, ass defined
in maps III and V clrculated by the Government of Chins.

(II) The existing military posts which the forces of
the Government of Indis will keep to will be on snd up
to the line indicated in (I) above.

(ILL) The demilitsrised zone of 20 kilometres created
by Chinese militsary withdrawsls will be edministered by
civilian posts of both sides. ¥Yhis is & substuntive
part of the Columbo Conference propossls. It is &s to
the location, the number of posts and thelr composition
that there haes to be an sgreement between the two
Governments of Indla and Chins.

Slrbid., p. 277. $21bid., p. 265.
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Eastern Sectonr

The Indien {orces can, in accordence with the Columbo
Conference proposals, more right up to the south of the
line of actual control, i.e., the McMahon Line, except
for the two areas on which there is difference of
opinion between the Governments of Indiz and China.

The Chinese forces similurly cen move right up to the
north of the McMahon Line except for these two areas.
The two uress rerfered to &s the remsining areas in the
volumbo Conference proposals, arrangements in regerd to
which are to be settled between the Government of India
snd China, sccording to the Columbo Conference proposals,
sre Che Dong or the Thegla ridge aree and the Longju
area, in which cases there 1s & difference of opinion es
to the line of actuasl control between the two Govern-
ments.

Middle Sector

The Columbo Conference desired that the status quo in

this sector should be maintained and neither side

should do anything to disturb the status quo.S:5
From these clarificstions we mey drew the following interpre-
tetions. They envisaged, first, @ Chinese withdreswsl from
the line of actusl control of November 7, 1359, Second,
Indis could retain military posts existing up to November 7,
1953. Third, it envisaged both the Chinese and Indian
Civilian 0fficisls would administer the demilitaurized zone
after the Chinese withdrawal. In other words, it mey be
interpreted thut after the Chinese withdrew from the;r line
of actusl control of November 7, 1959, the demiliterized
zone would be administered by both the Chinese &nd Indlen
civilian personnel. Thus, it cleerly shows that the Indians
could maintain the positions which they held from 1960 untll

September 8, 1962, <fourth, in the Eastern sector, esch side

55Ibid., pp. 266-267.
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could move up to the McMahon Line except the Western end
and Longju, becsuse the location of the McMshon Line ut
these two points was in dispute. With such & favorable
clarification, Nehru replied on Jenuary 26, 1965, to Made-
moiselle Bandarsnsike, saying:

In my letter of 14 Januery snd the Memorandum asttached
to the letter, I indicuted to you the acceptance by the
Government of Indle in principle of the Colombo Con-
ference proposals in the light of the clsrifications
given by you end your cpileagues during our meetings in
Delhi on 12th and 13th.©

Chou En~Lai wrote to the Prime Minister of Ceylon on
Janusry 19, 1963, authorizing her to publish the Columbo
Conference proposals at any time she deemed it sppropriste.
However, the letter not only stressed Chine's desire to hold
talks with the Indisns in spite of the meny differences in
the interpretstion of the Columbo proposals, but also stipu-
lated two points, which were taken by the Indiesns to be
gualifications on their acceptance:

(1l.) In the interest of stabilizing the cegse-fire and
disengeging the troops of the two sides, the Chinese
frontier guerds will withdrew 20 kilometres slong the
entire Sino~-Indian border on China's own initistive in
accordance with the plan snnounced in the statement of
the Chinese Government dated 21 Hovember 19262, the
stipulstion in the proposals of the Conference regurd-
ing the Indlan troops keeping their existing military
position should be equally sppliceble to the entire
wino-Indian border, and not to the western sector slone.
It is the understending of the Chinese Government that
in the eustern sector, Indis will continue to refrain
from sending its troops to re-enter the sress south of
the line of actual control as of 7 November 1359, va-
cated by the Chinese frontier guards, end will send

S41bid., p. 283.
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there only civilian personnel cerrying srms of self-
defense, &s India says it has done up till now.

(2.) Ahfter their continued withdrawal all along the
border to positions 20 kilometres from the line of ac-
tual control of 7 November 1959 in accordance with the
stetement of the Chinese Government, the Chinese fron-
tier guards will be Lar behind their positions 8 OLep-
tember 1962, ‘Yhus no Chinese frontier gusrds will be
staetioned in the Che Dong ereg snd Longju in the eastern
sector, Wu-je in the middle sector snd the areas in the
western sector where India once set up 43 strongpolnts.
Since all these places are on the Chinese side of the
line of actual control as of 7 November 1259, it 1is s
nmatter of course for cChing to set up civilian check=-
posts there. However, with a vliew to responding to the
peace call of the Colombo Conference end promoting
direct negotietions between China snd Indias, Chins is
willing to move another step forward on the road of
reconcilistion by refraining from setting up civilian
check-posts in those places, provided Indien troops or
civilien personnel do not re-enter these pleces.

The above-mentioned two-point interpretation by
the Chinese Government helps to cerry through, in the
proposals of the Colombo Conference, the principle of
being equitsble to Chin& end Indie and the principle of
equel applicaetion to all the sectors of the Sino-Indian
boundsery, and does not in the leest prejudice the posi-
tions held by Chine snd Indls as,gegaras the finsel
alignment of the boundury. . . .9

from the sbove quotustions, the difference between the two
Governments were wide. Dbecause of this difference, Nehru
mede & stuatement after & joint Indian-Ceylon Communicue was
issued on Jenusry 195, 1965.9%  This stetement on January 23,
1965, ten days efter the Joint Communique, gave Nehru's st-
titude toward the Columbo propossls. He seid:

Therefore, to put 1t succinctly, the position before us

is that, firstly we cennot have eny kina of telks, even
preliminary talks, unless we are satisfied that the

59Tbid., pp. 268-269.

S61pid., pp. 265-266.
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condltion we had laild down sbout the 8 September
1962 position being restored, 1s met; secondly, even
if 1t 1s met and even 1 telks tske plsce, they have
to be sbout various prelimindry mstters. ‘Then they
may lead to other metters. On no sccount, &t the
present moment or in these preliminary metters, do
we consider the merlts of the case. They are not
changed. '

VWhen we asked for the restorstion of the 8 Sep-
tember line, that had nothing to do with our,accept-
ing the line as & settlement; of course not.é

This precondition for telks not only took eway China's
fruits of victory, but elso continued to ask Chins to
yileld to Indlesn demends. It therefore wss unacceptable to
Chins and Chou rejected it. Thus the hostile situstion in
the Himelsyan Mountains remasined unresolved. But the In-
dien defeet along the Himelsysn frontiers hasd slready made
India unsble to strike bsck in the foreseeable future.
Nevertheless, the Indisn build-up on this frontier wes much

faster after the confrontetion than was the Chinese.

71vid., p. 279.



CHAPTER IX
CONCLUSION

We now heve come to & summing up. Historically, Indi-
an~-Chinese relations hsve been friendly because of the
Buddhist religion and geographical limitetions. This
friendliness ended when the British became messters of the
Indian peninsule. When after sbout three hundred yeers of
dominstion in that Peninsula, the British left it, Mmndora's
box was opened for the Indien leaders. As legal successor
to the British Raj, the Indisns heve had few uneventful days
since their independence. To some extent their problems sare
self-inflicted. Since independence Indis has followed s
policy of power polltics for expansion of territory and
prestige. As a8 result they have come to have more friends

1 A8 recounted in this

abroad then at their home region.
thesis, their policy Ifinslly brought on trouble with China.z
The British sttempts to open Tibet for trade were un-
successful und they hud to use force eventuully. The
English were not content with their influence in the Hima=

leyas; they wished to control the entire Tibet region of
China. They incited the Tibetans to declare independence

lEekelen, op. cit., p. 199.
5.

2Chang, op. cit., p. 177.

————

156



when the first Chlinese Republic was founded, but without
avail. However, it left trouble for Chins because the
British, to save face after the feilure of the Simle Con-
ference, drew & boundary line on Chlnese terrltory. Since
this line wes draewn by the British delegete, McMahon, behind
the back of the Chinese delegate, the British made no at=
tempt to impose thelr view on Chins until 1938 when China
was inveded by the Japanese. Since then, the British begen
to explore the areas north of the customary line between
Chins end British Asssm. During the process of thelir ex-
ploration, they outflenked maeny Chinese boundery msrks.

VWhen the Indigns became mesters of their own house in
1947, they followed their former ruler's policy of explora=-
tion into this eres which they cslled the North East Fron-
tler Agency. Such explorstion included militsry action to
occupy Tibetan positions such as the Tawang srea. This
action was made when the Chinese srmy wes in the process of
"liberating" Tibet. Despite these Indisn movements elong
the Chinese frontier, however, they still msinteined & friend-
ly relationship with the Chinese Government. For the policy
of the Chinese wea that thelr boundsry with Indis was no=-
where well defined, although there were traditional demarce-
tions. The Chinese expected & finsl delimitsation of the
border line by mesns of negotietion; and they belleved that
through such & process peace between Indie and Ching could

be meinteined.
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The Tibetsn Incident in 1959 had swakened the Chinese
to the Importence of thelr boundery with Indias; therefore,
they begsn to safegusrd the outposts in the border aress.
But the Indisns hed the support of the Russisns snd the
americans. They thus began to become more intransigent,
even when Chou offered Nehru almost the whole aree South of
the McMehon line to the Indiens for s formel and finel de-
limltation of the Sino-Indisn border. When China wss in
simulteneous crises over a possible Naticonalist-American
sttack from Talwen, with serious internal difficulties after
the failure in the Great Leap Forward, snd with problems
stemming from the Sino-Soviet dispute, the Indisns thought
it was time to impose their view on the Chinese. Although
China offered favoreble conditions for holding telks, not
only by means of ceese~fire but also by unileteral withdrewal
of troops, the Indiesns refused to negotiate and insisted on
heving their way, the Columbo propossls notwithstsnding.
Iherefore, the situastion in the Himelsyss appears to be s
diplomatic stelemate, with the effective boundary being
determined for the time being by the position of Chinese
troops after they withdrew from their fartherest penetration.

Many students of international relations and politics
favor sn interest approsch to international issues. It is-
therefore worthwhile to view the Indisn-Chinese confronta=-
tion in terms of national interests of the parties to the

dispute.
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Hinton ssserted that neither side desired to mske s
real wer over the Himslayss.® On the Chinese side, the
difficult terrein end high sltitude vetoed the full-scele
war; this wass glsgo true for the Indians. It is true thst
the Chinese never prepared for s waer in the Himalayas ex-
cept for the purpose of nstional securlty snd defense. Sev-
eral points render welght to this hypothesis. First, the
Chinese did not use their superior eir force; second, they
could have chosen ¢ better time to attack than in the late
October-November months when snows covered most of the Hima-
laysn velleys and paesses. The situstion also vetoed the
mobilization of forces to deliver an s8ll out attack. Mlore-
over the strategic highway net was not yet completed and it
was difficult to srrange loglstics. Owing to these limits-
tions, the Chinese were not interested in e border wasr with
Indis. As for the Indiens, their positions over the Hime-
layes were never better than the Chinese because their out-
posts in the Fastern Sector, at least, were on the lower
level. Their forces were not prepsred for s full-scasle war
in the Himalsyas, and 1t was also & time when snows covered
many of the passes and valleys. But amldst these similari-
ties between the two sldes, there was one dissimilarity.
This was thet Indis msde use of the war to convince the

world end their fellow-Indiens that they were the victim of

SHinton, op. cit., p. 281.
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aggression.4 However, on the other side of the Himalayss,

it was another story. 4ccording to Tyson's book, Nehru: The

Yesrs of Power:

A friend of the writer, who was one of the very few
English buslnessmen allowed to reside in China through-
out this or any other perlod of Communist rule, reports
that the frontier wer aroused remarksbly little genersl
interest and that, considering the scasle of the opera-
tions, the newspspers did not have much to say sbout 1t.

It issdifficult to explein this spperent indifference.

This tends to confirm thet Communist Chins hsd no intention
of meking the border fighting serve internsl purposes. Fronm
this information, it 1s more likely thsat the Indlens planned
the confrontstion. I this is so, what nstionel interests
were the Indien lesders seeking in their "Himaloysn Miscel=
culution,” as it was termed by Hinton?® This is a difficult
question to answer. according to suthorities end informa-
tion that 1s esvallable, Indian interests may have involved
the following: prestige, netionsl unity, economlic and mili-
tary aid from the United States, Unlited XKingdom, and the

Us S¢ S¢ Re, the division of the Indlan Cormmunist Party, s
reduction of the influence of the left wing of the Congress
perty, the resscsertion of Indien influence 1n Tibet, and

control of strateglc pesses in the Himelsyss. However, in

41asan, Chins, Indis, Pekiston, po. 234-237; Nehru
"Changing Indis,” Yorelgn Affalrs, X L I (April, 1963},
453-465.

5Tyson, Nehru: The Yeurs of Power (London, 1966),
p. 1l1l.

SHinton, op. cilt., p. 299.
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order to obtein these interests, the Indian leeders would
have to plen carefully in order to confine the war to e
limited scope. ior the Indim s thought of & confrontstion
that would ceuse the Chinese to give what the Indians de-~
manded, short of ms jor wer. Thus they took the Cuben crisis
s the most opportune moment to start their campeign. This
was a8lso & time when the Chinese Communists hasd grest trou-
bles both internally snd externally. The Indiens therefore
thought the Chinese might not be ready to sttasck them if
they did not attack the Chinese too strongly.

Ever since their independence in 1947, the Indien s had
a8 dream of great Indie. But the fact remains that in Asis
China 1s the lergest state, with & potentiel for world power.
Patterson ssid:

In 1961 Yhina's steel production wss over 13 million

tons compared with India's 4 million tons. China's

cozl production waes 350 million tons compsred with

Indis's 50 million tons. Chlna's sverage food-grsin

growth wes sbout 180 million tons compered with India's

70 million tons. bLven maklng sllowances for the dils-

parity in populetion-~China, over 600 million, @&nd

India, over 400 million--the filgures would seem to

prove conclusively thaet China's Industrisl and sgricul-

tural gate of productlion wes much grester then that of

India.

However, the Indleas believed thst Indis should at lesst be
equal with Chine in power and prestige. Her internstionsl
activities after independence denoted this ambition. <There=-

fore, in order to show the world that Chine was not the

"Patterson, Peking Versus Delhi, p. 282.
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dominent power in Asle, Indis challenged China's hegemony.
Thhs Wilcox asserted thet the confrontstion was for hegemony
in their region,8 eand Hinton deemed thls was more so for
Indis, becsuse of its Kashmir problems with Pskistan.? fup-
thermore, by such s policy Indis might gein greater influence
in the "Third World."

If India could not geln more influence then before by a
policy of "brinkmsnship" with Chins, it might still be bene-
ficisl to them internslly. For Indisn unity hed never been
solidified. Therefore, there waes & need to promote and ac~
celerete the process of national integration. On one occa-
sion, Nehru hed seid: "My profession is to foster the unity
for Indis."10 Thus in order to generate a common feeling of
Indien unity end petriotism, the most effective way would be
to tell the people of the imminent danger which threstened
them. Thus there seemed to be sn indirect gain to Indis from
s "Chinese aggression.”

Even if the Indians caild not be successfully united
under & common destiny es described, the impssse with Chins
st11ll had & purpose for them. The three authors, Fisher,
Rose, and Huttenbsck, said in the preface of their book,

Himalayan Battlegrw nd, thet Chine wes jealous of India's

BTNilCO.X, _(_)_2. Cito, pw 8030

®Hinton, op. cit., p. 281.

10Harrison, The Most Dangerous Decades, p. 8, quoted
from Nationsl Herald, Februsry 10, 1956, p. 1.
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economic development, which "geined world-wide commendation,
and so they started thislcampaign against India. 11 However,
there sre ressons to belleve that the opposite wes slmost the
truth. According to officisl reports, even though there has
been some 1incretse in Indien industrisal output, it was fear
behind the target set for the Second Five Yesr Plen; and as
for the sgricultursl sector, it was slmost & fsl lure. Gener-
ally, the rate of populeation growth had eaten sway all the

12 Therefore, &s a

gains from the slow economlic growth.
whole, India's Second Five-Year Plen wes a failure, if not o
complete one. And there were no resources to implement the
Third Five-Yeer Plan. According to the Indian Finance
Minister's asccount:
Our resources are almost at rock bottom; there is no
scope for running them further down; we have thus to
depend wholly on {greign aid for the financing of our
developing plans.
However, the prospect for large sum of sid from the United
States and other kBuropean countries were not very optimistiec,
mainly because of the Indien militery sction against Gosu.
S50, in order to foster end meintsin the western world inter-
est in New Delhi, the Congress Party administretion had to

make use of & crisis; and since there wes no crisis, they

needed to precipltate one. Thus, Indis could present s csse

1lpisher, Rose, and Huttenback, Himelaysn Bsttleground
(New York, 1963), p. V.

12p, Singh, Indis and the Future of Asis (New York,
1966), pp. 67-73.

1%Cheng, op. cit., p. 194.
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for more aid. On the other hend, New Delhi also wanted to
reinforce 1ts militsry build-up which wes reported to hsve
been neglected by Krishns Menon.14 Time magezine reported
how Nehru explsined military eid to Indis during the con-
frontet ton period:
"Ihe House knows thst the sarms racie t 1s the worst
racket of all. If they know you want something, they
will meke you psy for it through the nose." By waiting
until Chine inveded India, Nehru pointed out, he was
able to get British and U. S. srms "in lsrge numbers"
and "on very special terms."
Nehru was confldent that the Soviet Union would keep falth
on the delivery of NIG girplanes promised before the border
fighting. Indeed, sfter the first few symbollic MIG 21
fighter planes delivered to Indig, the Soviet Unlon stepped

16

up its economic and milltsry &ld. Wilcox thus commented:

Indie found it possible to play & key role in slienst-

ing the U. S. S. Re. from China, by accepting military

equipment from arsensls in Prague es well es Weshing-

ton. Economie s8id hai7been forthcoming in lsrge quanti-

ties from both blocs.

There was yet another factor shaping the confrontstion:
the Congress party's fesr of the popularity of the Indian
Communist Pasrty. Unlike the Congress party, the ruling

party, which was showing signs of disintegrating into rivsl

1491 me (Wovember 9, 1362), pp. 31-$2.
1571 me (November 23, 1962), p. 16.

16yy, "Backgroand snd Perspective or the Peiping-New
Delhi conflict,"” pe. 1; Eekelen, op. cit., p. 181.

1"Wilcox, op. cit., p. 8l.
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fections, the communist Party of Indis was geining strength.
Before the border fighting, i1t wes alresdy the second most
influential perty in India.
Although the Communists hold only twenty-eight seats in
the Indian Parlisment, they ure, nevertheless, the
strongest opposition perty, asnd Mr. Nehru 1is known to
fesr sny further increase in their representstion, es-
peclelly in lurge cities such ss Galcufga end in deli-
cately belanced stetes such as Kerala.
Then there wes the fact thet the Indlaen Communist Perty was
almost comvle tely pro-China. For instsnce, on September 29,
1959, the Central Executive Committee sdopted & resolution
concerning the Sino-Indian border dispute which said:
But these differences can be resolved through friendly
discussions and negotlstion without either side msking
orior acceptance of 1ts own clsims, viz., the Mclahon
Line in one case and the chinese maps in ige other, the
precondition for commencing negotistions.
This resolution, in other words, is almost identical to the
position of Chins expressed'in the correspondence between
Chou and Nehru. ‘urther, concerning the Tibetan Incldent,
the Indian Communists strongly condemned their government

20 Nehru therefore de-

for having supported the revolt.
termined to split the Communist Party into factions. 1In
fact 1t was soon divided into nationslist (pro-Indis) end

internstionslist (pro-Chlns) elements. After the fighting

18Patterson, Peking Versus Delhi, p. 281.

19Eekelen, op. cit., p. 183,

20The New York Times, April 4, 1959, p. 4; April 6,
1959, Poe Lle
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on the frontier broke out, importaent members of the pro-
Uhinese factlion were errested. As more important lesders
were imprisoned, the Communist Party leadership begsn to
condemn Peking's militery action as "aggression" end called
upon all Indians to unlte in defense agsinst such e threat.2l
Thus India's hostile posture toward Communist Chins
could be seen to he effective. It had a further effect of
toppling the growing influence of the Xk ft wing elements of
the Congress Perty. Krishna Menon, as the leader of the
left wing who was known to be the most antl-imerican and
pro-vhinese figure in India, was soon downgraded and ousted
from all politiceal 1mportance.22
The impesse with Chins would also inspire the Tibetan
refugees in Indis snd slong the border to lesn to the Indian
side. Hinton pointed out that China's fesr of subversive
actlion in Tibet under Indian influence was no less then In-
dia's fesr of the Nagss, who turn to China for 81d.2% and
Patterson wrote:
It is no secret that India 1s slready srming Tibetan
guerrillas in anticipation of further fighting on the
borders. But it 1s & futlle gesture unless it is

linked with a practicable and attractive policy. The
same applies to the tough Naga guerrillss, who will

2lpexelen, op. cit., p. 183 (Mukherjee, 4. N., "Sino-

Indien relstions snd the Communists,” pp. 54-57; Dange in

Lok Sabha Debates, Februsry 20, 1961, Vol. I, Col. 898.)
22Tyson, 2_20 Citt, Pe 112.

233inton, op. clt., p. 281.
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inevitably turn to China for args in opposition to
India's stifrf-necked militancy. 4 '

from this point of view, it is one of the dreams of Indis,
like the British snd Russisns, to have T ibet become inde-
pendent of Chins. By arming the Tivetan guerrillss, the
Indians may hope that some day the situation in Tibet may
turn out to the advantage of the Indisns; and Tibet will
finslly become & buffer between China end India. In thet
case, Indis and Southern Asia would be free from the shsdow
of Chine, end Indis would become the dominant country in
the Indisn Ocesan.

So much for the Indian interest In this coanfrontatiome.
Now let us turn to the Chinese interests. These waald in-
clude a desire to control stresteglic passses, to wipe out
subversive activity bsses along the border, to achieve po-
litical &nd mllitery ascendency in the Himslayas, to pre-
serve 1ts prestige ss & great Asisn power, and to impress
upon the U. S. S« Re and the Unlted States that there are
problems which could not be settled without Chinese par-
ticlpation. Other suggestions have been thet Chinas's attaeck
was intended ss en lndirect sdmonition to the Russiesns that
Chinea would reject unequal tresties iImposed by imperisl
countries; as & way to coerce the Indians to the conference

table; snd ss & warning to them not to advance any further.

24Pgtterson, op. clt., p. 291.
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The Central Daily News (Taipeil) said that Chins had no

interest in the control of snow-cspped mountains. They sar-
gued that the Communist Reglime had slready given Burme end
Nepal pleces of Chinese territory in exchange for a border
sgreement.~°® But Hinton sald that this border dispute, to
some extent, was one "over the control of strategic pssses."<S
However, it 1s closer to the truth to say thst the Communist
regime wes taking the opportunity to eliminate any bases
along the border intended for subversive activitlies inside
Tibet. Of course, the control of strategic passes certainly
permits Chins to deny any outsiders sccess to Chinese terri-
tory. But since these pesses to the north of the McMahon
Line were slregdy within Chinese control, they had no need

to fight the Indisens. Aslto the western sector, the Chinese
glso withdrew to the line of sctusl control of November,
1959, It therefore would be more pertinent to say that the
Indiens' intransigence in this border dispute was based on s
desire to control some of the straeteglc passses on the Chinese
slde of the line of November, 1959.°7 If the Indians could
succeed in doling so, it would fecllitate their assistence to

the U'ibetun rebellious elements.

25 Gommunist Chine's Ultimstum to Indis," Centrsl Deily
News, Maps weekly, Chinese edition, XIX (September 20,
1365), 37.

26Hinton, op. cit., p. 281.

271bia.
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The Central Daily News polnted out again that since its

independence, the Nehru administretioa struggled to meintein
the power and prestige left by the British. But the Indisns
were short of resources to support such a struggle. Nehru
therefore had to resort to diplomstic meneuver by playing
the Soviet Union agsinst the Unlted States.®8 o be non-
aligned would facilitate Indlan influence in the two aress
north and south of the Himelayes which the British had had
before.2? But unfortunately for them, the Indisns hed to
desl with e strongly orgenized Communist China. However, as
both the United States snd Us. S. S. R. supported Nehru in
this dispute, the Nehru administration believed it was not
too risky. Therefore, the confrontation in the Himaslayss was
the result of two expsnsionlsts each trying to gain ascenden-
cy.5o However, the difference was that the Indiens were
trying to preserve the fruits of aggression which were ob-
tained from & wegk Chlneg by the British Empire.

There sre evidences that China's border sttack was &
warning to the Russlans that Chilne had the power to defend
its territorial integrity. %he Russians had trled to coerce

vhing into accepting the Indlen demsnds during the dispute,

“84Gommunist China's Ultimetum to Indls," Central Deily
News, p. 37. ;

291ph14d.

S0"Gommunist Chine's Ultimetum to Indla," op. clt.

————
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bv putting pressure on China-Soviet frontiers sfter 1960.51
To defeut the Indisns would be & warning to the Russians
8lso that if they did Invede Chins, they would psy a high
pr'ic:e.;52 Thus, ss we hsve seen, after the Columbo powers
ceme to mediate the confllct, there were, since the spring of
1963, reports of the Chinese army moving sway from the Sino-
Indisen border to the Sino-Soviet frontiers.55 Since then,
Mso and Khrushchev had disputes over the unequal treesties
which Russia had imposed on the Ch'ing Dynasty.34 This may
elso be one of the ressons for the Chinese unilatersl cease-
fire and withdrawal.

Some other writers take the view that it was a manifesta-
tion that Chine would not sccept an unequel treaty.55 To the
Chinese, the McMahon Line was "11llegal," in the sense that
it had never been sccepted by Chins as binding in internstion-
81 lsw. DEven Nehru himself hsd this to say in 1954 regsrding

this Line:

°liinton, op. clb., p. 306.
92p1d., p. 307.

551bid., p. 506; Christian Science Monitor, Februsry 28,
1966.

S4Griffith, Sino-Soviet Relations, 1964-1965, pp. 365-366,
clting Document 16: Interview with Cheirmen Mso Tse-tung by
a Delegetion of the Jspanese Soclolist Perty, July 10, 1964.

535G, F. Hudson, "The KFrontier of Chine and Assamg
Beckground to the Fighting," The Chines CQuarterly (October-
December, 1962), p. 206; Eekelen, op. cif., p. 188.
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It was in the time of Lord Curzon that the Britishers
in Indis stsrted on an expsnsionist drive snd entered
into some arrangements with countries neilghbouring
Indls. DBut it 1s qulite clesr thut it 1s impossible
today to contlnue any such arrangements crested by
British Imperislisme « o« &
All these maps were prepured by ZBritish imperislists.
Is Dr. Sinha [& member in the Lok Subha who asked Nehru
in the Parlismentary debute on Mav 18, 1954 asbout the
maps relating to Tibet and the McMshon 1ine maps] pro-
posing thut we should follgg these maps prepasred by
British imperislist? « . .
No matter what the regime, China wonuld be reluctant to accept
unequal tresties. The unequal trestlies are vitsl to the
Chinese because they have so many unequal territorisl
tresties which need to be redressed. To accept the McMahon
Line formally would set an example of accepting unequal
tresties. It would surely weaken Chins's position in desling
with the Russians in connection with territorisl issues.
There 1s still enother factor which would explsin the
Chinese ceasse-Tire end withdrawal. This factor lies in the
fact that China, the Middle Kingdom, was built at leest
2,500 years ago upon the philosophy of forgiveness. “Thus
history has shown that though China hes been often attacked,
it remeins one of the oldest countries or civillzations on

earth.57 History hes seen grest empires rise and fall in

56?atterson, op. cit., pp. 235-286, citing HWehru,
Speech in Lok Sabhs on Msy 18, 1954.

S7[n the history of China, 1t shows thst she has been
attecked by s veriety of peoples, such &s the Huns (the
same Huns who ultimately brought the downfall of the Roman
Empire), the To-Ps Tarters of the fifth century, the
“hitens end Jurchens of the Sung Dynasty, the Mongols, the
Manchus, the Western world particularly the Russiasns, the
British, the French, the Germans, and filnally the Jspsanese,
und to the Chinese Communists, the Lmericans ass well.
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Burope snd elsewhere, but the Chinese empire continued until
the twentieth century when it becsme & Republlic snd then s
nation divided. But after all, she 1s stlll very much alive.
vhina's traditional policy in conducting internstionsl rela=-
tions is to forgive. President Chlang Kel-Shek forgave the
Japanese sggression on Chine after World Wer II and demanded
nothing from the Jepanese; instead, he wished the Japanese
to rise agein. +his Sino-Indisn confrontsotion is but e
second manlifestetion in modern Chinese history of the tradi-
tional Chinese policy of forgiveness. Thls policy is an
interest policy for the Chinese. The trsditional policy is
to make no enemy end implent no hatred. Confuclus taught
the Chinese thut "within the four sess all men sre brothers."”
To love our neighbor 1is the best policy. &t the ssme time,
in international politics, to forgive @n enemy nation is to
cut the roots of future war. If the Allles had not punlshed
Germany so harshly &t the Peasce Conference st Paris in 1919,
the Germens might not have started the Second World Wsr,
Therefore, the withdrawsl of the Chinese after their victory
on the border crested for the Chinese themselves a conditim
which might result in a peaceful solution to theilr dispute
with the Indisns. Viewed from this sngle, in the long run
snd in the short run, it 1s in the interest of Chinas and
slso Of India. A4t the ssme time, the cesse~fire and with-
druwal was another menifestution of the Chinese philosophy

that has governed them st least since the time of Confuclus:
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the doctrine of the kesn. Thle philosophy tells the Chinese

where and when to stop. The Greust Lesrning seys:

The point where to rest belng lnown, the object of

pursuit is then determined; &nd, thcet being determined,

& culm unperturbedness mey be asttained to. Yo that

calmness there will succeed a trenquil repose. In

that repose there may be cereful deliberation, and

that deliberation w%él be followed by the sttoinment

of the desired end. ‘ .

Fekelen speculated that one of the Chinese motivetions
in this cease-flre snd withdrswal was to "force the Indlans

n39 gy appears to the writer to

to the conference table.
be unlikely. For the Nehru-Chou meeting in April, 1960,
turned out to be fruitless, snd thst after this, officials
hed held meny conferences and produced & joint report on
the issue; but there wss no result. Now, i the Chinese
were to force the Indians‘to come to the conference tsable
sgein, could the Chinese Government be sure that the two

would reach agreement this time?

Nehru, in his grticle in Foreign Affairs; charged that

the Chinese "aggression" was motivuted by s desire to force
Indle out of the bloc of non-aligned countries.4o But whet
of the consequence 1f Indie was pushed into the Free World
canp? If India becsme sn ally of the United Ststes, what

woinld the Chinese galn in thils policy?

%8Gonfucius, "The Grest Lesrning," The Four Books,
edlted and trenslsted by the Weun Yuen Book Store (Teipeti,
1954), p. 2.

3QEekelen, op. clt., p. 188.

4O¥ehru, "Chenging India," Foreign Affsirs (4pril,
1963), pp. 453-465.,
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There are reasons to suggest that the confrontstion
was the consequence of the United States policy toward
Indisf For there were those who regerded Indis &ss 8 pos=-
sible weight in the bslance of power vis-3-vis China.

Oliver E. Clubb, the lasst United States Consul General in

Peking, remarked:

For the Unlited States, in one sense, the Sino-Indlian
conflict hus been a windfall, Soviet influence in Indis
has been weskened; leftist Indlen Defense Minister
Krishna Menon, until recently a possible successor to
Mr. Nehru, has been toppled from power; and America's
ties with India heve been strengthened ss a result of
prompt american militery assistence. . . . Neutralist
Indis, not pro-western Pakistan or Thailand, clearly
hes become the strategic key to Southern Asls and
porinciple balsnce to vommunlst vhina. . « « It was
egssentisl thet the Unlted States support Indils sgainst
the Chinese.%l

The Well Street Journeél wrote: "The edminlstration is de-

fending its request for a boost 1n economic esslstance to
India on grounds that Indis is & bulwerk sgeinst Red Chinese
encroachments in the Fer East."42 Sene tor John J. Sparkman,
Acting Chairman of the Senate Foreign Rele tions Committee,
spesking on television on June 9, 1962, said:

We know right now that Indie is pressing very hard

a gainst Communict China on her northern boundsry line

end her Northesst Frontler. . . . I feel we ought not

to be discouraging Indle at the very time she is mov-

ing in the direc&%on we have been wanting her to move
for & long time.

41011ver K. Clubb, "War in the Himslayes," Nationsl
Observer (November 12, 1962), p. 4.

420nang, op. cit., p. 195, citing The Viall Street
Journsl, July 9, 1962.

451b1d., pp. 195-196.
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Further, Defense Minister Krishna Menon seid during the
election csmpsign in the fall of 1961 that "the United
Stetes has been pushing us to go to war with China 44

If this is so, it has been g questionsble policy. The
balasnce of power policy has failed to ensure pesce in
Europe, end 1s therefore s dublous support for peace in Asia.
Because of United Stutes snd Russien support in the Sino-
Indien border dispute, Nehru devisted from his policy of
anti-coloniglism and enti-imperislism in the case of Gos
at least, and adopted & double standerd in the Himalaysn
border disputes with China.*5 On the one hand, the Indisn
Government proclaimed & pollcy of anti-colonislism snd anti-
imperialism. On the other hend, India strove to hold the
fruits of British expsnsion. <“herefore, to some extent the
United States and the U. S. S. R. have to besr a degree of
responsibility Cor the Sino-Indian confrontation.

In conclusion, it 1s likely thet some Americens belleve
that & strong Communist China would be & threst to Americen
interests in Asie. This, however, 1s 8 misconception. The
late Senator Robert F. Kennedy pointed out in his book, To

Seek A Newer VWorld, that "We must reelize that every exten-

sion of Chinese influence does not mensce us."%4® Hans J.

4471p1d., p. 169.

45The New York Times, Jasnusry 2, 1lJ62, p. 28.

48Robert F. Kennedy, To Seeik A Newer World (New York,
1968), p. 160. ‘
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lMorgenthau remsrked Iin his discussion of national interest
the t

The nationsl interest of & nation which 1s conscious
not only of its own interests but 2lso of that of other
netions must be defined in terms compatible with the
latter. In 8 multinational world this i1s & requirement
of politicel morslity; in a2n age of tota% war 1t 1is
glso one of the condltions for survivel.47

This thesis will conclude with the edvice gilven by the
Chinese sage Mencious to & King of the state of Leang:

The King said, "Venereble sir, since you have not
counted it fer to come here, 8 distance of & thousand
11, may I presume that you &re llkewlse provided with
counsels to profit my kingdom?"

Mencius replied, "Why must Your Masjesty use that word
"profit' ? What I em 'likewise" provided with, are
counsels to benevolence asnd righteousness, and these
are my topics.

If Your Majesty say, 'What is to be done to profit my
kingdom?' the great ofrficers will say, 'What is to be
done to profit our familles?' esnd the inferior officers
and the common people will say, 'What is to be done to
profit our persons?' Superlors and inferlors will try
to snatch thils profit the one from the other, and the
kingdom will be endangered. In the Kingdom of ten
thousend cheriots, the murderer of his sovereign shsll
be the chief of a family of @ thousand chariots. In a
kingdom of & thousand chariots, the murderer of his
prince shall be the chief of a family of & hundred
cheriots. 7o have & thousand in ten thousand, snd e
hundred in @& thousand, cannot be sald not to be a large
allotment, but if righteousness be put last, and profit
be out first, they will not be satisfied with snatching
all.

There never has been & man trained to benevolence who
neglected his purents. There never hszs been & man
trained to righteousness who made his sgovereign an after
considerstion.

474ans J. Morgenthou, "another 'Grest Debate': The
Netional Interest of the United States,” Contemporiry Theory
in Internutionel Reletions, ed. by Stanley Holrfmann (Engle-
wood CIiffs, New Jersey, 1960), p. 78.
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Let Your Majesty slso say, 'Benevolence snd righteous-
ness, and these shall be the only themes.' Why must
you use thst word--'profit'?"

48Mencius, "The Works of Menclus," pp. 1-3.
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APPENDIX

Sources of Maps

Map Showing Indlen Geograsphlical Relations with Nelghbor-
ing Countries, Integrated States, and Disputed Aress
with Chins. Source: T. Walter Wallbank, Indie in the
New Era, Chicsgo, Scott, Foresman and Company, 1951,

Pp. 60, 146,

Map Showing British Indie end Its Native States about
1940. Source: T. Walter Wallbank, Indie in the New

Era, Chlicago, Scott, Foresmsn and Company, 1951, p. 146.

The Western and Middle Sectors. Sources: Sketch Map
of the Sino~Indian Boundsry in Document of the Sino-
Indisn Boundsry Question, 1960, p. 72; The Sino-lndien
Boundary WQuestion, Peking, 1962, enlarged edltion, as
seen in Wilcox, op. cit., pp. 122-125,

The Eastern Sector. Sources: Same 8s number 3 sbove.

Ske tch Map showing Location of Che Dong esnd 1914 McMehon
Line as Different from the 1960 Indien-Neo-McMshon Line.
Source: Sketch Map from Kao, op. cit., p. 13.

The Indo-Chinese Conflict 1962: Western Sector.
Sources: Complled from officisl Indisn and Chinese Maps
as seen in Kavic, op. clt., Appendix: Maps; the Map in
"Light on Lsdakh," p. 34Z.

The Indo-Chinese Conflict 1962: FEastern Sector.

Sources: Compiled from Officlel Indisn snd Chinese Maps
as seen in Kavic, op. cit., Appendix: Maps.
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INDIA ABOUT 1940

. KASHMIR(;}

T
PeNi N

' Burma.

Brith. India.

Native States

o

The Mountbatten Plan veitevated the Poiicy on the. Indian States
expressed in the Profosais of the Casinet. Mission of May 1746 . The.
British Government. teoik the view at that time that the former

overlovdShiP ov Paramountcy a9 it was called., exercised by the.

Bvitich Cooun ovev Me Natie States wauld [2rse once Britain ceded

hev authovity and wld net be tvansferved ts any new Bavernment.
Intheory, at least, each Native State had thyvee Choiceo - it
Coutd Jom with Fakictan, entey the TIndian Wion, ov ~ven

nain
unattached from either and endeavey tg go {L alone.” pjss
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THE EASTERN SECTOR
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Sketch Mep showing Tastern Sector
of the 9051L¢one : Che Dong and
Longju, as in the north of the
liclahon Line
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Location of Western extremity of " Mclahon Line " on
original 1914 map (27¢ 44.6'N., 9I1939.7'E. approx.).
A

Location of Western extremity of " MclMahon Iine " on 1959
Indian Map(27946'N., 91939.6'E. approximately).

@ :
Location of Western extremity of " Mcliahon ILine " provided
by Indian side on June 27, 1960, at meeting of Chinese and
Indian officials ( this is about 1% miles south of the lela
Pass) .

o . . .
Location of Western extremity of " Mcllahon Iine " provided
by Indian side on July 13, 196C, at meeting of officials of
the two countries ( 27948'V., 91940' B. approximately).
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S.TeD. = Subansiri frontier District
S1.F.D. = $Silang Frontier District
L.F.D. = Lohit Frontier District
T.F.D. = Tirap Frontier District

Legend B

Indian Chinese
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Line of actual control, Novemnber 1359 A s o
Line of actual control, September 88,1962 Lo
Indian View
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