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The Crux of the Boundary Question

A NEW anti-Chinese campaign has been whipped up by certain
quarters in India to serve their ullerior aims. Groundless
charges are made about China’s “invasion™ of Indian territory.
Vile slanders are hurled against our people and government.
Imperialism is gleefully trying to make things worse and fish in
troubled walers.

What is the truth of the matter? We believe the documents
and data in the following pages will enable our readers to fully
understand the issues involved and the rights and wrongs of the
case.

The Sino-Indian boundary question is a complicated issue
that has come down to us from the past. It is a by-product of
the aggressive policy of British imperialism. The approximately
2,000-kilometre boundary between the two countries has never
been formally delimited. China’s stand on this question has been
made perfectly clear by Premier Chou En-lai in his letier to
Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru of India. The Chinese Gov-
ernment has consistently held that an overall settlement of the
boundary question should be sought by both sides taking into
account the historical background and existing actualities and
adhering to the five principles of peaceful coexistence, through
friendly negotiations conducted in a well-prepared way step by
step.  Pending this, as a provisional measure, the two sides should
maintain the long-existing status quo of the border, and not seek
to change it by unilateral action, even less by force; as to some of
the disputes, provisional agreements concerning individual places
could be reached through negotiations to ensure the tranquillity
of the border areas and uphold the friendship of the two countries.
This stand is as fair as it is clear. In strict compliance with the
order of the Chinese Government, Chinese frontier guards in
Tibet have never stepped onto Indian territory, not even across
the so-called McMahon Line which China has never recognized.

The Indian side, however, seeks to impose on China a
unilaterally defined boundary which it inherited from British
imperialism. That boundary would hack away vast areas from
Chinese territory. Certain quarters in India are exploiting the
situation to undermine Sino-Indian friendship and make India
jettison its policy of peace and neutrality. The great joy which
the imperialist press and spokesmen have displayed in this matter
makes it crystal clear that they think it plays into their hands.

China has exercised much restraint in handling this deplor-
able situation, hoping to bring about a reasonable settlement of
the question through friendly negotiations. But this restraint
seems to have been taken for a sign of weakness. Nothing could
be more unfortunate than a misreading of the sentiments of
the new China. The days when the Chinese people could be
bossed around are gone for ever. The Chinese people, who have
stood up after long years of struggle, will never commit aggression
against any nation. Nor will they allow anyone to invade their
country.

China has looked upon its southwestern border as a border
of peace and friendship and maintained that all disputes between
herself and India should be resolved through peaceful consulta-
tions. Tt is hoped that the Indian Government will value Sino-
Indian friendship equally with us and seek an overall settlement
to the boundary question through friendly negotiations on the
basis of the five principles of peaceful coexistence.



Round the Week

NPC Standing Committee
Holds Session

The Standing Commi.iee of
National People’s Congress met in a
three-day enlarged session in Peking
(September 11-13) to discuss the Sino-
Indian boundary question. In addition
to the Standing Committee members, the
session was attended by Vice-Premiers
and other members of the State Coun-
cil, the President of the Supreme Peo-
ple’s Court, the Chiel Procurator of the
Supreme People’s Procuracy, and mem-
bers of the National Committee of the
Chinese People’s Political Consultative
Conference.

the

On its opening day the session heard
a report by Premier Chou En-lai (see
p. 13) and then went into discussion.
During the three days many members
spoke on the question. Vice-Premier
and Foreign Minister Chen Yi addressed
the Committee at ils concluding session
and further explained the policy of the
Chinese Government on the Sino-Indian
boundary issue (see p. 14).

Chu Teh, the Standing Committee's
chairman, declared that the Standing
Committec of the National People's Con-
gress unanimously endorses the govern-
ment's policy which gives full expres-
sion to the firm resolve of the Chinese
people to safeguard China's territorial
sovereignty and to their sincere desire
for a peaceful settlement of the Sino-
Indian boundary question.

Chu Teh voiced the hope that Prime
Minister Nehru and the Indian Govern-
ment would value the friendship between
China and India and put an end to the
anti-Chinese clamours which aim at dis-
rupting Sino-Indian {riendship and the
five principles of peaceful coexistence.
Basing ourselves on the five principles
and conducting peaceful negoliations.
Chu Teh said, the boundary dispules
between the two countries can cer-
tainly be settled satisfactorily.

A resolution on the Sino-Indian
boundary question was adopted at the
closing session (see opposite page).
Following is a résumé of some of the
speeches.

Li Chi-shen, Chairman of the Revolu-
tionary Committee of the Kuomintang,
declared that Prime Minister Nehru had

gone a bit too far. The *McMahon
Line” which the Indian Government
clings to was the product of British

aggression against the Tibel region of
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China and has never been recognized by
any Central Government of China. It
therefore does not have a leg to stand
on in law. “Now, however, the Indian
Government wants us formally to rec-
ognize a situation spawned by British
aggression against the Tibet region of
China,” Li Chi-shen said. “This is ex-
tremely absurd.”

I.i Chi-shen pointed out that the tense
situation on the Chinese-Indian border,
coming on the heels of the abortive re-
bellion in Tibet, was the handiwork of
the Indians. It was regrettable that
Prime Minister Nehru should have made
statements  on  Sino-Indian  relations
which could only pain friends who had
friendship between China and India at
heart and win applause from the reac-
tionaries bent on disrupting the bonds
of [riendship and creating tension
between the two countries. He voiced
hope that the Indian Government would
not fall into the snare laid by the im-
perialists and that it would adopt a wise
attitude and settle the boundary question
through peaceful negotiation on the
basis of the five principles of peaceful
coexistence.

Shen Chun-ju, Chairman of the China
Democratic League, sounded a note of
warning. If the tension on the Chinese-
Indian border was allowed to develop
and imperialism and its agents in India
get away with their schemes, he said.
India would be the first to suffer.

There are people in India, he pointed
out, who have never ceased trying to sow
dissension and undermine the friendship
between China and India, and who have
set their hearts on dragging India into
the quagmire of military blocs. Their
aim is to create tension in Asia and turn
India into a military base for imperi-
alism. How can Prime Minister Nehru
who advocates a policy of non-alignment
take no nolice of this and allow these
ectivities to continue, Shen Chun-ju
asked.

Huang Yen-pei, Chairman of the China
Democratic National Construction As-
sociation, said he was much surprised
that Prime Minister Nehru should have
affirmed in the Indian Parliament that
the “McMahon Line” constituted the
boundary between China and India. One
of the septuagenarian leaders of the dem-
ocralic parties, Huang Yen-pei recalled

the days just before World War I when
his political career first began. The
Chinese Government at that time. he
said, never had the siightest intention of
accepting the McMahon Line. Not only
did China never recognize it, bui even
the British acting governor of Assam,
northeast India, of twenty years ago
admitted that there was no such thing
as the so-called McMahon Line (see his
letter to The Times of London, Septem-
ber 2, 1959, in which Henry Twynam
himself said: “. .. the Mc¢Mahon Line,
which sought to secure the main crest of
the Himalayas as the frontier, does not
exist, and has never existed.”) “And
yet the Indian Government wants China
to accept this boundary which has no
legal foundation whatsocever. This is un-
worthy of a nation which itself had been
the victim of imperialist aggression for
many years,” Huang Yen-pei said.

Kuo Mo-jo, President of the Chinese
Academy of Sciences, said that it was
surprising to find Mr. Nechru defending
the British imperialists and slandering
us as “Chinese imperialism.” The noled
poet-historian said that the history of the
past hundred years of aggression against
China by British and other imperialists

long left a deep impression on his
generation ever since their childhood
days.

The people of India are truly friendly
to the Chinese people. Kuo Mo-jo said
that when they call out the slogan
“Hindi Chini Bhai Bhai!” (Indian and
Chinese people are brothers!), they do so
from the bottom of their hearts, quite
unlike the anti-Chinese elements who
howl “Hindi Chini bye bye!” He said
with some emphasis that it is high time
for the handful of rabid, anti-Chinese
elements to come to their senses, The
people of China sincerely hope that the
people of India will resolutely range
themselves against the intrigues of im-
perialism and its agenis and urge upon
their government to play its part in safe-
guarding Sino-Indian friendship and the
cause of peace.

Liu Ning-I, President of the All-China
Federation of Trade Unions, voiced the
indignation of the Chinese workers when
he denounced the Indian encroachments
on Chinese territory and the new anti-
Chinese wave whipped up by certain
quarters in India. If in the days when
China was weak the people of China
could still bring themselves to reject this
so-called McMahon Line, how could any-
one expect the People’s Government of
New China to accept this line which had
no validity in law, he asked.

The Chinese
pressed  the
Government
ol the [live

trade union leader
hope that the Indian
would return to the path
principles of peaceful co-

ex-
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existence, take action (o withdraw the
Indian troops and administrative per-
sonnel who had intruded into the Chinese
border, restore the long-established
status quo of the border and ease the
tension there.

Chen Shu-tung, Chairman of the All-
China Federation of Industry and Com-
merce, found it regrettable that Prime
Minister Nehru who champions the five
principles ol pcaceful coexistence should
in the past month or so have connived
al the activities of certain Indian circles
who were out to destroy the friendship
between China and India. e thought
that the Indian Prime Minister should
be  alive lo the serious consequences
arising Irom the anti-Chinese campaign
let loose by the right-wing political
parties in India and beware of the
schemings of the imperialists to pit India
against China.

Chen Chi-yu, Chairman of the China
Chih Kung Tang, said the recent hooli-
ganism of Indian demonstrators in front
of the Chinese Embassy and Consulates
in India and their slanderous utterances
against the leaders of the Chinese
Government cannot bul arouse great
anger among the Chinese people. He
said the series of provocative actions by

the Indian Government on the border
between China and India and the ac-
cusations made by Prime Minister Nehru
on the Sino-Indian boundary question
were not in the interests of Sino-Indian
friendship since they were the sort of
measures taken against a hostile country
and not a friendly neighbouring country.
They could only please imperialism and
harm the people of the two countries.

Tsai Chang, President of the National
Women's Federation of China, declared
that Chinese women were greatly in-
furiated by the wild slanders and pro-
vocations of the anti-Chinese elements
in India. She said that both China and
India had shaken off the yoke of im-
perialism not long ago. The Chinese
people, she added, were determined to
safeguard their sacred frontiers and
uphold Sino-Indian friendship. She ex-
pressed the hope that the people of India
would prevent the handful of imperial-
ists and those with ulterior motives
from wrecking this friendship.

Shirob Jaltso, Chairman of the Chi-
nese Buddhist Association, said that he
was studying Buddhism in Lhasa when
the so-called Simla Conference was held.
A Tibetan representative who attended
the conference told him that the British

representative was strongly opposed by
the representalive of the Chinese Central
Government of that time and could say
nothing in defence of his position at the
conference which ended in disagree-
ment.

Shirob Jaltso stressed that the British
imperialists had tried to impose the so-
called McMahon Line on the Chinese
people through secret dealings behind the
back of the representative of the Chinese
Central Government. He knew from ex-
perience that not only the working
people in Tibet, but many of the upper
class people in the local government also
opposed the McMahon Line. They con-
sidered it a base deal of the British im-
perialists.

Sheikh Nur Mohammed Ta Pu-sheng,
Vice-Chairman of the China Islamic As-
sociation, said that China and India
which had suffered much at the hands
of imperialism should find a reasonable
and fair settlement of the boundary
question through friendly negotiation
based on the five principles of peaceful
coexistence.  He said India should not
use pressure fo impose ils one-sided
claims on China. It would never suc-
ceed in forcing the liberated Chinese
people to accept anything illegal and one-
sided.

Resolution of the NPC Standing Committee

The following resolution was adopted by the Stand-

ing Committee of the National People's Congress on
September 13. — Ed.

N September 13, 1959, the Eighth Session of the

Standing Committee of the Second National People's
Congress unanimously endorsed Premier Chou En-lai’s
report on the Sino-Indian boundary question and fully
approved the stand, attitude and policy adopted by the
government in dealing with the Sino-Indian boundary
question,

The Chinese Government has consistently held that
an overall settlement of the Sino-Indian boundary ques-
tion should be sought by both sides. taking into account
the historical background and existing actualities and
adhering to the five principles, by means of friendlv
negotiations conducted in a well-prepared way and step
by step. Pending this, as a provisional measure, the two
sides should maintain the long-existing status quo, and
not seek to change it by unilateral action, still less by
force: as to some of the disputes. provisional agreements
concerning individual places could be reached through
negotiations to ensure the tranquillity of the border areas
and uphold the friendship of the two countries. This
stand and policy represent the strong will of the people
throughout the country to defend the sacred territory of
their motherland and their sincere desire to preserve
Sino-Indian friendship.

The Standing Committee of the National People’s
Congress expresses regret at the recent series of intru-
sions by Indian troops into Chinese territory and the
anti-Chinese campaign whipped up by some right-wing
politicians in India and expresses the hope that the
Indian side will swiftly withdraw from the places into
which it has intruded, stop the anti-Chinese agitation and
start friendly negotiations with China for a peaceful
settlement of the boundary question,

The imperialist forces of the West and their agents in
India are trving to take advantage of the Sino-Indian
border incidents to disrupt the great friendship between
China and India and change India's foreign policy of
peace and neutrality. The Chinese people fervently hope
that the Indian people will frustrate their vicious
schemes. so that the common interests of the peoples of
India, China and the other countries of Asia may be
safeguarded.

China and India have friendly relations of long dura-
tion and are the initiators of the five principles nf peace-
ful coexistence; they share common interests and respon-
sibilities in safeguarding peace in the world. especially
in Asia. We believe that through the friendly efforts of
their governments and peoples, the two countries will
certainly be able to attain a reasonable solution of their
differences on the boundary question in accordance with
the five principles of peaceful coexistence and their desire
for mutual friendship, thus defeating the schemes of their
common enemies and consolidating their great friendship.

September 15, 1959




Premier Chou En-lai’s Letter to
Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru

Following is the full text of Premier Chou En-lai's letter, dated
September 8, to Prime Minister Nehru of India, expressing China's stand
on the question of the Sino-Indian border and on the situation at the

border.

It is a reply to Prime Minister Nehru's letter of March 22, which

was included in the White Paper submitted by him to the Indian Parlia-

ment on September 7.— Ed.

Peking, September 8, 1959

His Excellency Mr. Jawaharlal Nehru,
Prime Minister of the Republic of India,
New Delhi

Dear Mr. Prime Minister,

I have carefully read Your Excellency’s letter dated
March 22, 1959. 1 find [rom your letter that there is a
fundamental dilference between the positions of our two
governments on the Sino-Indian boundary question. This
has made me somewhat surprised and also made it neces-
sary for me to take a longer period of time to consider
how to reply to your letter.

The Sino-Indian boundary question is a complicated
question left over by history. In tackling this question,
one cannot but, first of all, take into account the his-
torical background of British aggression on China when
India was under British rule. From the early days,
Britain harboured aggressive ambition towards China's
Tibet region. It continuously instigated Tibet to separate
from China, in an attempt to put under its control a
nominally independent Tibet. When this design failed,
it applied all sorts of pressures on China, intending to
make Tibet a British sphere of influence while allowing
China to maintain so-called suzerainty over Tibet. In
the meantime, using India as its base, Britain conducted
extensive territorial expansion into China’s Tibet region,
and even the Sinkiang region. All this constitutes the
fundamental recason for the long-term disputes over and
non-settlement of the Sino-Indian boundary question.

China and India are both countries which were long
subjected to imperialist aggression. This common ex-
perience should have naturally caused China and India
to hold an identical view of the above-said his-
torical background and fo adopt an attitude of mutual
sympathy, mutual understanding and fairness and reason-
ableness in dealing with the boundary question. The
Chinese Government originally thought the Indian Gov-
ernment would take such an attitude. Unexpectedly to the
Chinese Government, however, the Indian Government
demanded that the Chinese Government give formal
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recognition to the conditions created by the application of
the British policy of aggression against China's Tibet
region as the foundation for the settlement of the Sino-
Indian boundary question. What is more serious. the
Indian Government has applied all sorts of pressures on
the Chinese Government. not even serupling the use of
force, to support this demand. At this the Chinese Govern-
ment cannot but feel a deep regret.

The Chinese Government has consistently held that
an over-all settlement of the boundary question should
be sought by both sides taking into account the historical
background and existing actualities and adhering to the
live principles, through [riendly negotiations conducted
in a well-prepared way step by step. Pending this. as
a provisional measure, the two sides should maintain
the long-existing status quo of the border, and not seck
to change it by unilateral action, even less by force; as
to some of tha disputes, provisional agreements concern-
ing isolated places could be rcached through negotiations
to ensure the tranquillity of the border areas and uphold
the friendship of the two countries. This is exactly the
basic idea expressed in my January 23, 1959 letter to you.
The Chinese Government still considers this to be the
way that should be followed by our two countries in set-
tling the boundary question. Judging from Your Excel-
lency’s letter of March 22, 1959, it seems you are not
completely against this principle.

I would like now to further explain the position of
the Chinese Government in connection with the ques-
tions raised in Your Excellency’s letter and in conjunction
with the recent situation along the Sino-Indian border.

L In my letter to Your Excellency dated January
23, 1959, I pointed out that the Sino-Indian boundary
has never been formally delimited. In your letter of
March 22, 1959, Your Excellency expressed disagreement
to this, and tried encrgetically to prove that most parts
of the Sino-Indian boundary had the sanction of specific
international agreements between the past government
of India and Central Government of China. In order to
prove that the Sino-Indian boundary has never been
formally delimited, I would like to furnish the following
facts:
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(One) Concerning the boundary separating China’s Sin-
kiang and Tibet regions from Ladakh

In 1842. a peace treaty was indeed concluded between
the local authorities of China’s Tibet and the Kashmir
authorities. However, the then Chinese Central Govern-
ment did not send anybody to participate in the conclusion
cf this treaty, nor did it ralify the treaty afterwards.
Moreover, this treaty only mentioned in general terms that
Ladakh and Tibet would each abide by its borders, and
did not make any specific provisions or explanations re-
garding the location of this section of the boundary. It
is clear that this treaty cannot be used to prove that this
section of the boundary has been formally delimited by
the two sides, even less can it be used as the foundation
to ask the Chinese Government to accept the unilateral
claim of tha Indian Government regarding this section
of the boundary. As to the Chinese Government official’s
statcement made in 1847 to the British representative that
this section of the boundary was clear, it can only show
that tho then Chinese Government had its own clear view
regarding this section of the boundary and cannot be taken
as a proof that the boundary between the two sides had
already been formally delimited. As a matter of fact,
down to 1899, the British Government still proposed to
formally delimit this section of the boundary with the
Chinese Government. but the Chinese Government did
not agree. Your Excellency also said on August 28 this
year in India’s Lok Sabha: “This was the boundary of the
old Kashmir state with Tibet and Chinese Turkestan.
Nobody had marked it.” It can thus be scen that this sec-
tion of the boundary has never been delimited. Between
China and Ladakh. however, there does exist a customary
line derived from historical traditions, and Chinese maps
have always drawn the boundary between China and La-
dakh in accordance with this line. The marking of this
section of the boundary on the map of Punjab, Western
Himalaya and Adjoining Parts of Tibet compiled by the
British John Walker by order of the Court of Directors of
the East India Company (which was attached to the Brit-
ish Major Alexander Cunningham’s book Ladakh pub-
lished in 1854) corresponded fairly close to the Chinese
maps. Later British and Indian maps included large
tracts of Chinese territory into Ladakh. This was without
any legal grounds, nor in conformity with the actual situa-
tion of administration by each side all the time.

(Two) Concerning the section of the boundary between
the Ari area of China’s Tibet and India

It can be seen from your letter that you also agree
that this section of the boundary has not been formally
delimited by the two countries. Not only so, there have
in fact been historical disputes between the two sides over
the right to many places in this area. For example, the
arca of Sang and Tsungsha, southwest of Tsaparang Dzong
in Tibet, which had always belonged to China, was thirty
to forty years back gradually invaded and occupied by
the British. The local authorities of China’s Tibet took
up the matter several times with Britain, without any
results. It has thus become an outstanding issue left
over by history.

(Three) Concerning the Sino-Indian boundary east of
Bhutan

The Indian Government insists that this section of
the boundary has long been clearly delimited, citing as its
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grounds that the so-called McMahon Line was jointly
delineated by the representatives of the Chinese Govern-
ment, the Tibet local authorities and the British Govern-
ment at the 1913-1914 Simla Conference, As I have repeat-
edly made clear to Your Excellency, the Simla Conference
was an important step taken by Britain in its design to
detach Tibet from China. At the conference were dis-
cussed the so-called boundary between outer and inner
Tibet and that between Tibet and the rest of China. Con-
trary to what was said in your letter, the so-called Mc-
Mahon Line was never discussed at the Simla Conference,
but was determined by the British representative and the
representative of the Tibet local authorities behind the
back of the represcntative of the Chinese Ceniral Gov-
ernment through an exchange of secret notes at Delhi on
March 24, 1914, that is, prior to the signing of the Simla
Treaty. This line was later marked on the map attached
to the Simla Treaty as part of the boundary between Tibet
and the rest of China. The so-called McMahon Line was
a product of the British policy of aggression against the
Tibet region of China and has never been recognized by
any Chinese Central Government and is therefore decidedly
illegal. As to the Simla Trealy, it was not formally
signed by the representative of the then Chinese Central
Government, and this is explicitly noted in the treaty.
For quite a long time after the exchange of sccret notes
between Britain and the Tibet local authorities, Britain
dared not make public the related documents, nor change
the traditional way of drawing this section of the boundary
on maps. This illegal line aroused the great indigna-
tion of the Chinese people. The Tibet local authorities
themselves later also expressed their dissatisfaction with
this line, and, following the independence of India in
1947, cabled Your Excellency asking India {o return all
the tarritory of the Tibet region of China south of this
illegal line. This piece of territory corresponds in size to
Chekiang Province of China and is as big as 90,000
square kilometres. Mr. Prime Minister, how could China
agree to accepl under coercion such an illegal line which
would have it relinquish its rights and disgrace itself by
selling out its territory —and such a large piece of terri-
tory at that? The delineation of the Sino-Indian boundary
east of Bhutan in all traditional Chinese maps is a true
reflection of the actual situation of the traditional boundary
before the appearance of the so-called McMahon Line.
Both the map of Tibet and Adjacent Countries published
by the Indian Survey in 1917 and the map attached to the
1929 edition of the Encyclopaedia Britannica drew this
section of the boundary in the same way as the Chinese
maps. And it was only in the period around the peaceful
liberation of China’s Tibet region in 1951 that Indian troops
advanced con a large scale into the arca south of the so-
called McMahon Line. Therefore, the assertion that this
section of the boundary has long been clearly delimited
is obviously untenable,

In Your Excellency's letter. you also referred to the
boundary between China and Sikkim. Like the boundary
between China and Bhutan, this question does not fall
within the scope of our present discussion. I would like,
however, to take this opportunity to make clear once again
that China is willing to live together in friendship with
Sikkim and Bhutan, without committing aggression against
cach other, and has always respected the proper relations
between them and India.



It can be seen from the above that the way the Sino-
Indian boundary has always been drawn in maps pub-
lished in China is not without grounds and that at first
British and Indian maps also drew the Sino-Indian bound-
ary roughly in the same way as the Chinese maps. As a
matter of fact, it was not Chinese maps, but British and
Indian maps that later unilaterally altered the way the
Sino-Indian boundary was drawn. Nevertheless, since
China and India have not delimited their mutual boundary
through friendly negotiations and joint surveys, China
has not asked India to revise its maps. In 1954, I explained
to Your Excellency for the same reason that it would
be inappropriate for the Chinese Government to revise the
old map right now. Some people in India, however. are
raising a big uproar about the maps published in China,
attempting to create a pressure of public opinion to force
China to accept India’s unilateral claims concerning the
Sino-Indian boundary. Needless to say, this is neither
wise nor worthy.

1I. As stated above, the Chinese Government has all
along adhered to a clear-cut policy on the Sino-Indian
border question: On the one hand. it affirms the fact that
the entire Sino-Indian boundary has not becn delimited,
while on the other, it also faces reality, and, taking speci-
ally into consideration the friendly relationship between
China and India, actively seeks for a settlement fair and
reasonable to both sides, and never tries unilaterally to
change the long-existing state of the border between the
two countries pending the settlement of the boundary
question,

Regarding the eastern section of the Sino-Indian
boundary, as I have stated above. the Chinese Govern-
ment absolutely does not recognize the so-called Mec-
Mahon Line, but Chinese troops have never crossed that
line. This is for the sake of maintaining amity along the
border to facilitate negotiations and settlement of the
boundary question, and in no way implies that the Chi-
nese Government has recognized that line. In view of
the fact that my former explanation of this point to Your
Excellency is obviously misunderstood in Your Excellency's
latest two letters to me, I have deemed it necessary once
again to make the above explanation clearly.

Regarding the western section of the Sino-Indian
boundary, China has strictly abided by the traditional
customary line, and, with regard to Indian troops’ repeated
intrusions into or occupation of Chinese territory, the
Chinese Government, acting always in a friendly manner,
has dealt with each case in a way befitting it. For exam-
ple, regarding the invasion of Wu-Je by Indian troops and
administrativg personnel, the Chinese Government has
tried its best to seek a settlement with the Indian Govern-
ment through negotiations and to avoid a clash. Regard-
ing the Indian troops who invaded the southwestern part
of China’s Sinkiang and the area of Lake Pangong in the
Tibet region of China, the Chinese frontier guards, after
disarming them according to international practice, adopted
an altitude of reasoning, asking them to leave Chinese
territory and returning to them their arms. Regarding the
Indian troops’ successive invasion and occupation of the
areas of Shipki Pass, Parigas, Sang, Tsungsha, Puling-
Sumdo, Chuva, Chuje, Sangcha and Lapthal, the Chinese
Government, after discovering these happenings, invariably
conducted thorough and detailed investigations rather than
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laying charges against the Indian Government immediately
and temperamentally. These measures prove that the
Chinese Government is exerting its greatest effort to
uphold Sino-Indian friendship.

Despite the above-mentioned border incidents caused
wholly by the trespassing of Indian troops, until the
beginning of this year, the atmosphere along the Sino-
Indian border had on the whole been fairly good. The
fact that no armed clash had ever occurred along the two
thousand or so kilometres of the Sino-Indian boundary,
which is wholly undelimited, is in itself a powerful proof
that, given a friendly and reasonable attitude on both
sides, amily can be maintained in the border arcas and
tension ruled out pending the delimitation of the boundary
between the two countries.

III. Since the outbreak of the rebellion in Tibet,
however, the border situation has become increasingly tense
owing to reasons for which the Chinese side cannot be
held responsible. Immediately after the fleeing ol large
numbers of Tibetan rebels into India, Indian troops started
pressing forward steadily across the eastern section of the
Sino-Indian boundary. Changing unilaterally the long-
existing state of the border between the two countries,
they not only overstepped the so-called McMahon Line
as indicated in the map attached to the secret notes ex-
changed between Britain and the Tibet local authorities,
but also exceeded the boundary drawn on current Indian
maps which is alleged to represent the so-called MeMahon
Line, but which in many places actually cuts even deeper
into Chinese territory than the McMahon Line. Indian
troops invaded and occupied Longju, intruded into Yasher,
and are still in occupation of Shatze, Khinzemane and
Tamaden — all of which are Chinese territory — shield-
ing armad Tibetan rebel bandits in this area. Indian air-
craft have also time and again violated China’s territorial
air near the Sino-Indian border. What is especially re-
grettable is that, not long ago, the Indian troops unlawful-
ly occupying Longju launched armed attacks on the Chi-
nese frontier guards stationing at Migyitun, leaving no
room for the Chinese frontier guards but fire back in
self-defence. This was the first instance of armed clash
along the Sino-Indian border. It can be secn [rom the
above that the tense situation recently arising on the Sino-
Indian border was all caused by trespassing and provoca-
tions by Indian troops, and that for this the Indian side
should be held fully responsible. Neavertheless, the In-
dian Government has directed all sorts of groundless
charges against the Chinese Government. clamouring that
China has committed aggression against India and de-
scribing the Chinese frontier guards’ act of self-defence in
the Migyitun area as armed provocation. Many political
figures and propaganda organs in India have seized the
occasion to make a great deal of anti-Chinese utterances,
soma even openly advocating provocative actions of an
even larger scale such as bombarding Chinese territory.
Thus, a second anti-Chinese campaign has been launched
in India in six months’ time. The fact that India does not
recognize the undelimited state of the Sino-Indian bound-
ary and steps up bringing pressure to bear on China mili-
tarily, diplomatically and through public opinion cannot
but make one suspect that it is the attempt of India to
impose upon China its one-sided claims on the boundary
question. It must be pointed out that this attempt will
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never succeed, and such action cannot possibly yield any
results other than impairing the friendship of the two
countries, further complicating the boundary question and
making it more difficult to settle.

IV. The [riendly relations between China and India
are based on the five principles of peaceful coexistence. The
Chincse Government has consistently held that all dif-
ferences between our two countries must and certainly
can be resolved through peaceful consultations and should
not be allowed to affect the friendly relationship between
the two countries. China looks upon its southwestern
border as a border of peace and friemdship. I can assure
Your Excellency that it is merely for the purpose of pre-
venling remnant armed Tibetan rebels from crossing the
border back and forth to carry out harassing activities that
the Chinese Government has in recent months dispatched
guard units to be stationed in the southeastern part of
the Tibet region of China. This is obviously in the in-
terests of ensuring theg tranquillity of the border and will
in no way constitute a threat to India. Your Excellency
is one of the initiators of the five principles and has made
significant contributions to the consolidation and develop-
ment of Sino-Indian friendship and constantly stressed
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the importance of this friendship. This has deeply im-
pressed the Chinese Government and people. I have
therefore given Your Excellency a systematic explanation
of the whole picture of the Sino-Indian boundary. I
hope that Your Excellency and the Indian Government
will, in accordance with the Chinese Government's re-
quest, immediately adopt measures to withdraw the tres-
passing Indian troops and administrative personnel and
restore the long-existing state of the boundary between
the two countries. Through this, the temporary tension
on the Sino-Indian border would be eased at once and the
dark clouds hanging over the relations between our two
countries would be speedily dispelled, setting at ease our
friends who are concerned for Sino-Indian friendly rela-
tions and dealing a blow to those who are sowing discord
in the Sino-Indian relations and creating tension.

With cordial regards,

(Signed)
CHOU EN-LAI

Premier of the State Council of the
People’s Republic of China

The Truth of the Matter

Following is a translation of the editorial published
by “Renmin Ribao™ on September 12, 1959, under the title
of “The Truth About the Sino-Indian Boundary Question.”
Subheads are ours.— Ed.

ITH the release of the letter sent on September 8 by

Premier Chou En-lai to the Indian Prime Minister
Jawaharlal Nehru, the truth about the Sino-Indian
boundary question and the tension along that boundary
is now fully known to all. Recently, there have indeed
occurred a number of regrettable incidents on the Sino-
Indian border, incidents that have no precedent in the
past ten years; Indian troops have repeatedly and at a
number of places intruded into or occupied Chinese ter-
ritory. Some of these areas remain even today under
occupation by Indian troops. What is particularly serious
is the fact that a detachment of the Indian armed forces
which had intruded into Longju in the Migyitun area on
Chinese territory, engaged in provocative actions against
Chinese frontier guards and opened fire on them on
August 25. In sclf-defence, the Chinese frontier guards
were obliged to fire back. This is a case of an armed
clash. We cannot but deeply regret these incidents in-
volving repeated inlrusions into and the occupation of
Chinese territory by India. To safeguard China’s ter-
ritorial sovereignty and to preserve Sino-Indian friend-
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ship, the Chinese Government has protested more than
once to the Indian side through diplomatic channels and
demanded that the Indian side immediately put an end
to such acts of intrusion, and withdraw from all Chinese
territory which it has illegally occupied. However, we
have not so far received a satisfactory reply from the
Indian side. In spite of this, China, for the sake of friend-
ship, has not made any propaganda fanfare about these
incidents; it has shown great restraint and patience and
looked forward to the Indian side changing its unfriendly
attitude.

The Anti-Chinese Campaign

However, at the same time that China was showing
great restraint and maintaining “silence,” some people in
India, with ulterior motives, immediately seized on these
Sino-Indian border incidents to kick up a great uproar.
The many Indian newspapers and some of the political
figures, who in the spring of this year made use of the
rebellion in China’s Tibet to unleash an anti-Chinese
campaign, have once again gone into action. In the three
days ending August 31 alone, Delhi newspapers published
nearly 30 commentarias attacking China. Unbridled anti-
Chinese “demonstrations” took place in front of the
Chinese Embassy in New Delhi and the Chinese Con-
sulates in Calcutta and Bombay. Rumours were circulated
that China had “invaded” India and “annexed Indian
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territory.” Slanders were uttered that China represented
“Han imperialism” and was “even worse than Western
imperialism.” Some people tried to cook up a sensation
by declaring that it was a case of “an international war
out of the blue” and even suggested the sending of air-
craft to bomb Chinese territory. . . . In a word, this group
of people with ulterior motives are deliberately whipping
up tension between China and India and undermining
Sino-Indian friendship.

We expected that the Indian Government would come
out to clarify this confused situation and curb such activi-
ties which are detrimental to Sino-Indian friendship and
the common interests of the two countries. But up to
the present, these expectations have not met with the
response they should have received. Since last month,
Prime Minister Nehru has spoken on more than ten occa-
sions about questions concerning Sino-Indian relations.
Ha has rightly said that one should not make a fuss about
this. But we could not help feeling very much surprised
when we read some of his remarks. Prime Minister Nehru
has repeatedly stated thal Chinese troops “crossed” the
Sino-Indian border and “encroached upon” Indian ter-
ritory. In his statement in the Rajya Sabha on August
31, he arbitrarily asserted that China had “intruded” into
the Northeast Frontier Agency of India and that “this is
a clear case of aggression.” He even said that China had
also made “threals” against Bhutan and that “some
Bhutanese have heard them.” (On September 1 Prime
Minister Dorji of Bhutan stated that “there has been no
intrusion into our territory by the Chinese.™) It may be
said that it is perhaps due to lack of knowledge of the
situation that led Prime Minister Nehru to make such
improper remarks in reference to Bhutan, but no such
reason can be advanced to justify his remarks on the Sino-
Indian boundary question. Prime Minister Nchru cannot
fail to know the actual conditions existing on the Sino-
Indian border, but some of his remarks do not accord with
the facts. We respect Mr. Nehru, but at any rate, we
cannot but consider that these remarks of his arce not
helpful to clarvification of a confused situation. In fact,
these remarks, apart from aiding and abetting the activi-
ties of those who want to creale tension on the Sino-
Indian border so as to sabotage Sino-Indian friendship
and make the Sino-Indian boundary question more com-
plicated, do not in any way contribute to relaxation of
the situation on the Sino-Indian border and to the safe-
guarding of Sino-Indian friendship.

China’s Clear-cut Stand

The Sino-Indian boundary extends over some 2.000
kilometres but has never been formally delimited. This
Is a complicated question left over by Britain’s pursuance
of a policy of aggression against China during its rule in
India. The basic position of the Chinese Government on
this question was stated explicitly by Premier Chou En-
lai in his letter of September 8 to Prime Ministerr Nehru.
Premier Chou En-lai said that the Chinese Government
could not recognize the state of aflairs created by the
application of the British policy of aggression against
China’s Tibet region as the basis for the settlement of the
Sino-Indian boundary question, as demanded by tha In-
dian Government. The Indian Government has applied
all sorts of pressures, not scrupling even to use force, to

10

support this demand. The Chinese Government could
not but deeply regret this. Premier Chou En-lai said:
“The Chinese Government has consistently held that an
overall settloment of the boundary question should be
sought by both sides taking into account the historical
background and existing actualities and adhering to the
five principles, through friendly negotiations conducted
in a wall-prepared way step by step. Pending this, as a
provisional measure, the two sides should maintain the
long-existing status quo of the border, and not seek to
change it by unilateral action, even less by force; as to
some of the disputes. provisional agreements concerning
isolated places could be reached through negotiations to
ensure the tranquillity of the border arcas and uphold
the Iriendship of the two countries.”

To put it brieflly, the attitude of the Chinese Govern-
ment is: 1. It is willing to seck an overall settlement
of the Sino-Indian boundary question through friendly
negotiations: 2. pending an overall settlement, the two
sides should maintain the long existing status quo of the
border; 3. as to the local disputes that have occurred,
negotiations can be held on provisional measures to solve
them. This is a fair and sensible attituda. We can see
no reason why the Indian side should oppose this attitude
which conforms with the common interests of both China
and India. It is particularly regretiable that after Premier
Chou En-lai reiterated this consistent stand of the Chinese
Government in his letter of September 8, Prime Minister
Nehru, in the Indian Rajya Sabha on Scptember 10, still
made accusations against the Chinese Government which
can only gladden the hearts of the enemies of Sino-Indian
friendship and grieve all those who have this friendship
at heart.

The So-called McMahon Line

Judging from what has happened, the Indian side
adopts a different stand on the Sino-Indian boundary
question. This shows itself particularly on the question
ol the so-called McMahon Line. Prime Minister Nehru
held that the so-called McMahon Line was the Sino-
Indian boundary east of Bhutan and that it was [irm by
treaty, by usage and rights and by geography. He added
that the boundary based on the McMahon Line had “suf-
ficient authority.” However, the whole world knows that
the Indian Government has never denied the fact that the
so-called McMahon Line has never been recognized by
the Chinese Government. In fact, the so-called McMahon
Line was a product of the past policy of British imperialism
of aggression against the Tibet region of China. It was
determined by the British representative, Arthur Henry
McMahon, and the representative of the Tibet local au-
thorities outside the 1913-1914 Simla Conference and be-
hind the back of the Chinese Central Government through
an exchange of secret notes; it is, therefore, illegal. What
is more, even in the map appended to the Simla Treaty
signed by the British representative and the representa-
tive of the Tibet local authorities, this line only indicated
the dividing line between Tibet and the rest of China and
had never been said to represent the boundary line
between China and India.

The Simla Conference did not discuss the Sino-Indian
boundary question. The representative of the Chinese
Central Government who attended the Simla Conference
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did not put his signature to the map. The then Chinese
Central Government did not sign or ratifly the Simla
Trealy, nor have any of the subsequent Central Govern-
mants of China — neither the governments of the northern
warlords or later the government of the Kuomintang —
ever recognized the Simla Treaty. As to the secret notes
concerning the McMahon Line exchanged between Britain
and the Tibet local authorities, they have also never
been recognized by the Chinese Government. Even the
Tibet local authorities later expressed dissatisfaction with
the McMahon Line. Following the achieving of indepen-
dence by India, the local government of Tibet demanded
that India return all the territory of the Tibet region of
China south of this illegal line and the Indian Govern-
ment in its reply expressed the desire to see “a new agree-
ment reached which both sides are willing to accept.”
Thus, it can be seen that this so-callad McMahon Line was
enlirely determined unilaterally by Britain which tried
to impose it on China. Could it be any more obvious
that this line represents the “rights” and *“authority” of
imperialist aggression?

Secondly, if we speak of convention, then, that big area of
land, defined as Indian territory by the so-called McMahon
Line, has long been a part of Chinese, and not Indian,
territory and China on her part has always firmly refused
to recognize this illegal occupation. Furthermore, what
is particularly strange is the so-called principle of deter-
mining, according to geographical features, to which
country a certain place should belong. Prime Minister
Nehru said that the McMahon Line “has the incidental
advantage” of corresponding with “well-defined water-
sheds.” True, there is a watershed, but it is a watershed
within Chinese territory and not in India nor shared by
China and India. Could there possibly be any more un-
tenable argument in the world for the seizure of 90,000
square kilometres of territory from China than by describ-
ing a watershed as the boundary between China and In-
dia, just because thera happens to be a watershed there?

The Map Issue

In fact, none of the arguments advanced to defend
the so-called McMahon Line such as authority, tradition,
rights and geographic advantage and others holds water.
Yet, right here a “map issue” arises. In the Indian papers
and the Indian parliament, there have been certain peo-
ple who allege that the Chinese maps are “wrong.” But,
after all, whose maps include other people’s territory
within their own boundaries? Not China’s! Chinese
maps have always been compiled in accordance with the
traditional Sino-Indian boundary. Since the Sino-Indian
boundary has so far never been officially delimited, and
since the question has neither been reasonably settled
through negotiation, nor defined after survey, how can
the boundary line be revised on the map at will? And
on what grounds too? It is precisely for this reason that
China has not revised its maps which were in circulation
before its liberation, and for the same reason. India has
not been asked to revise the maps which it publishes.
What right has the Indian side to demand that China
revise its current maps according to the maps published
by India? We should remind those who are especially
interested in the map issue that, before 1930, even the
map published in the Encyclopaedia Britannica showed
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the Sino-Indian boundary according to the traditional line
and did not indicate the so-called McMahon Line. The
British imperialists dared not openly draw the so-called
McMahon Line on a map, even more than ten years after
the exchange of the secret notes. Besides, it was only
in 1951, during and after the peaceful liberation of the
Tibet region, that the Indian armed forces began to push
forward on a large scale to the regions south of the so-
called McMahon Line. All this clearly shows: the con-
tention that there was “sufficient authority” for the so-
called McMahon Line is also contrary to the truth.

Facing the Historical Facts

We only give an outline of these facts and do not go
into details, because we simply want to explain that the
Sino-Indian border issue has a complicated historical
background, and that the settlement of this issue depends
on negotiations between the two sides maintaining a
reasonable, conciliatory and amicable attitude, taking into
consideration the historical background and the actual
situation. It seems that Mr. Nehru, in his statement of
September 10, was against the discussion of history: but
what is in question is not ancient history; this concerns
events occurring in recent decades. and an actual outstand-
ing issue created by aggressors of the modern age and
urgently requiring a law/lul settlement between China and
India. We are willing to settle outstanding issues through
peaceful negotiations, but to deny the existence of any
outstanding issue is to deny the need for negotiation. It
is precisely due to the fact that Britain launched aggres-
sion against the Tibet region of China that the Sino-
Indian boundary has never been officially defined, that
the McMahon Line is illegal, that India is now indepen-
dent, China and India have become friendly neighbours
living together in peace, that China values Indian friend-
ship very highly and must treat and in fact freats India,
not as it did the British aggressors, but as a great friendly
neighbour, in short, it is preciscly due to all these factors
that the Sino-Indian boundary has become a complicated
issue. The basic stand of the Chinese Government is that
we should consider the historical background and adopt
at the same time a realistic attitude. How can there be
anything unreasonable in this attitude?

Moreover. although China has never recognized the
McMahon Line, we have never taken any unilateral ac-
tion to alter the long-existing state of the Sino-Indian
border, but advocated that this state should be temporarily
maintained pending an official demarcation of the Sino-
Indian boundary. This principle was in fact accepted by
the Indian Government.

Unfortunately, however, the Indian side has not given
China’s standpoint a serious. objective and fair considera-
tion, and failed to adhere to this principle. Our frontier
guards in Tibet have always strictly followed the direc-
tives of their government: not only have they never en-
tered Indian {erritory, they have not even overstepped the
so-called McMahon Line. But on the Indian side, they
have time and again intruded into Chinese territory, and
even penetrated areas north of the so-called McMahon Line
which they considered to be “a firm line.” Not only that,
they have even intruded into areas north of the boundary
drawn in the maps circulating in India, which in many
places cuts still deeper into Chinese territory than the

11



so-called McMahon Line (for example, Longju in the
Migyitun area of China).

The Chinese people never encroach upon other people,
but we oppose resolutely any encroachment upon our-
selves; the Chinese people never occupy an inch of other
people’s territory, but we resolutely oppose any occupa-
tion of our territory. In view of the fact that the Indian
side has sought to alter the long-existing status quo of
the Sino-Indian border line by armed force and pressure
of public opinion and diplomatic pressure, we have reason
to suspect that India intends to impose the so-called
McMahon Line and other unreasonable boundaries on
China. If this is so, they have completely miscalculated.
How can it be imagined that the People’s Government of
New China can be forced to accept this illegal and uni-
laterally decided boundary line? And how can such in-
tentions and actions benefit Sino-Indian friendship or the
prestige of the Indian Government which is one of the
initiators of the five principles of peaceful coexistence?

We hold that no matter how great the disparity be-
tween the Chinese and Indian views on the border ques-
tion, there should never have occurred such incidents as
the present intrusions and occupation of China’s territory
by Indian troops. Why is il that a series of incidents has
suddenly broken out along a border which had been in a
peaceful state for the past ten vears? Isn't this something
that patriots throughout India should ponder over? Prime
Minister Nchru said that the Sino-Indian border incidents
were “minor incidents.” Indeed, on the Chinese side we
have never wished to sce the issue enlarged. but rather
that these “minor incidents” should be resolved through
consultations by both sides.

Ulterior Motives

However, we cannot but notice that there are some
people in India who are stirring up trouble, and are bent
upon enlarging the issue. Not only do they want to un-
dermine friendly relations between China and India; they
harbour even more sinister ulterior motives. Indian right-
wing politicians, who want an alliance with the imperial-
ist aggressive forces and are against the democratic, pro-
gressive forces both inside and outside the country, are
at this present moment doing everything they can to
sabotage their government’s peaceful neutral policy; they
are scheming to oust those who uphold this foreign policy
which conforms to India’s national interests, in order to
lead India onto the path of joining military blocs. This
is already an open secret.

Meanwhile, Western imperialism is jumping at this
opportunity to sow dissension and fish in troubled waters.
They do not hide their pleasure over the anti-Chinese cam-
paign whipped up by some Indians. In the eyes of these
people, what certain Indians are presently doing is pre-
cisely what they themselves cannot do but which they
have long desired. For reasons best known to themselves.
they have asserted: “Nehru has at last been overtaken by
the Nemesis of his neutralist attitude.” The U.S. World-
Telegram and Sun said very frankly that if India was con-
vinced “of this fact of modern political life (to abandon
its neutrality), the whole free world may benefit.” All
far-sighted Indians understand that the present peaceful
neutral policy of the Indian authorities conforms to the
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interests of India and its people. Up {o recent times,
Prime Minister Nehru also stated that the five principles
were still the principles of India’s foreign policy. But
the current unpleasant events between China and India
have already created opportunities for imperialism and its
agents in India. This merits the greatest vigilance on
the part of the Indian Government and pcople. A resolu-
tion of the mass rally for “Indian-China Friendship Day”
held in Calcutta on May 28 pointed out that “any effort
to create tension between India and China will only serve
imperialist interests.” This truth cannot be more obvious
than it is at present.

Both China and India have suffered for a long time in
the past from imperialist oppression and rule. They have
now gained independence and initiated together the five
principles of peaceful coexistence. China has all along
pursued a policy of friendship towards India, and has
always wished that the Sino-Indian border should be
for ever tranquil, so that it would become a truly peaceful
and friendly border. We would like to tell all our Indian
friends once again that China and India not only are not
enemies but will never become enemies. China has never
threatened, encroached upon or interfered in India, nor
will it ever do so. Those who threaten, encroach upon
or interfere in India are cxactly those who are working by
hook or by crook to exploit the Sino-Indian border in-
cidents for their own ends, alter India’s foreign policy and
undermine Asian peace. They are the common enemies
of the peoples of China and India. It is very obvious that
China is unwilling to see these people achieve their pur-
pose. The responsibility for the current unpleasant events
along the Sino-Indian border is definitely not China's.
Had there not been ulterior motives on the part of some
people in India, these incidents would never have been
blown up to such proportions as they are now. Of course
it is still not too late now to settle these questions.

Peaceful Negotiation

Prime Minister Nehru has said that the Sino-Indian
border incidents should be settled through peaceful nego-
tiations. He said: "“This idea of settling things by com-
pulsion and force is all wrong.” He also declared that in
the long run, it was of importance for these two powers,
whatever their internal structure and policies, to remain
friends. He reiterated that India would “work for friend-
ship with China.” These words by Prime Minister Nehru
undoubtedly reflect the common wishes of the broad

masses of the Indian people and are valued and welcomed
by the Chinese people.

Premier Chou En-lai’s September 8 letter to Prime
Minister Nehru has put forward reasonable ways for the
solution of the present tension created by India along
the Sino-Indian border and for the secttlement of the
Sino-Indian border question through friendly consulta-
tion. We believe that with the five principles of peaceful
coexistence and the aspiration for mutual friendship,
reasonable solutions can definitely be found for any dis-
putes between China and India. Those who, with ulterior
motives, seize the opportunity to whip up a new anti-
Chinese campaign, are bound to fail finally. Our sincere
hope is that the ship of Sino-Indian friendship will once
more weather the storm and pursue a steady course on
the ocean of peace.
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At the NPC Standing Committee

Premier Chou En-lai’s Report

JREMIER Chou En-lai made a report on the Sino-Indian

boundary question at an enlarged session of the
Standing Commitlee of the Second National People’s Con-
gress held on September 11 in Peking.  In addition to
dealing with the historical background and the present
actual situation regarding this question. he devoted spe-
cial altention to defining the stand, attitude and policy
ol the Chinese Government on the question and asked the
Standing Committee to deliberate on them.

The reeent tension on the Sino-Indian boundary ques-
tion, Premier Chou En-lai said, had been entirely and
deliberately ereated by some Indians who. with ulterior
motives, had made use of some boundary disputes to
launch a new anti-Chinese campaign, make vicious
altacks on China and slander China as having committed
“aggression” against India. It was regrettable that the
Indian Government, too. had made groundless charges
against China and brought pressure to bear on her —
military, diplomatie, and through public opinion —in an
attempt to impose upon China its unilateral claims on the
boundary question. For the sake of Sino-Indian friend-
ship. the Premier continued. China had in the past few
months consistently exercised the greatest restraint and
patience. This, however, had not met with the response it
deserved from official Indian circles. Consequently, there
was no alternative but to bring the Sino-Indian boundary
question before the Standing Committec of the National
People’s Congress and make an open reply o the unfriendly
attacks from Indian quarters.

N HIS report, Premier Chou reiterated the stand. attitude
and policy of the Chinese Government on the
Sino-Indian boundary question set forth in his letter of
September 8 to the Indian Prime Minister Nehru. He said
that the Chinese Government had all along held that an
overall settlement of the boundary question should be
sought by both sides through friendly negotiations con-
ducted in a well-prepared way step by step, taking into

account the historical background and the present
actual situation and in conformity with the five
principles. Pending this, as a provisional measure.

the two sides should maintain the status quo on the
border which has existed for a long time, and not
seek 1o change it by unilateral action, much less by
force; as to some of the disputes, provisional agreements
concerning individual places could be reached through
negotiations to ensure the tranquillity of the border areas
and uphold the [riendship between the two countrics. He
was confident, the Premier said, that the Standing Com-
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mitlee of the National People’s Congress would endorse
the stand and policy adopted by the government on the
Sino-Indian boundary question.

JREMIER Chou En-lai spoke at length on the historieal
background and the present actual situation with re-

gard to the Sino-Indian boundary question. He pointed out
that the Sino-Indian boundary question was a complicated
issuc inherited from history. The boundary line between
the two countries, which is about two thousand kilo-
metres long, had never been formally delimited, nor had
negoliations or survey ever been carried out for an overall
settlement of the boundary queéliun. Therefore there was
no reason whatsoever to demand that the Chinese Gov-
ernment accept the Indian Government's unilateral claims
concerning the Sino-Indian boundary. The so-called Me-
Mahon Line was a product of British imperialist aggression
against Tibet. It had never been recognized by any Central

Government of China and thus had absolutely no validity
in law.

Premier Chou En-lai pointed out that even if the
boundary between China and India were not delimited,
China and India could still coexist quite well in peace, as
long as both countries maintained the long-existing status
quo of the border. This was borne out by events in the
past ten years. During this period, there had indeed been
intrusions into or occupation of Chinese territory by Indian
troops and administrative personnel on the western section
of the Sino-Indian boundary. But thanks to the [riendly
attitude consistently taken by the Chinese Government in
dealing with these incidents, they did not produce tension
in the relations between China and India. Recently. how-
ever, on the eastern section of the boundary between China
and India. though the border incidents stemmed entirely
from the fact that Indian troops had intruded into and
occupied Chinese territory even north of the so-called
McMahon Line, the Indian side had raised a wild elamour
and created tension in the relations between China and
India. Why was this? the Chinese Premier asked. Tt was
clear. he said, that subsequent to the rebellion in Tibet,
some people in India once more deliberately wanted to
create tension between China and India and disrupt Chi-
nese-Indian friendship, and that the Indian Government
was also endeavouring to seize this opportunity to bring
pressure to bear upon the Chinese Government, compel
China to accept India’s unilateral claim on the border ques-
tion and revise the map in accordance with India’s will.
Premier Chou En-lai emphatically pointed out that this at-
tempt to impose one’s will on others would never succeed.
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The Chinese Government never imposed its will on others.
Moreover, for the sake of maintaining Chinese-Indian
friendship and upholding the five principles, it resolutely
opposed such conduct.

China and India are two big Asian countries with a
total population of more than 1.000 million people, Pre-
micr Chou En-lai said, and they have common interests
and responsibilities in safeguarding world peace, especially

peace in Asia. Long and traditional friendly relations had
always existed between the two countries which were the
initiators of the five principles of peaceful coexistence.
The differences. even some disputes, belween the two
countries on the boundary question should be resolved
through friendly negotiations for a just and reasonable
settlement, and not by measures that might lead to clashes,
Premicr Chou concluded.

Vice-Premier Chen Yi’s Speech

Following are excerpts from the speech by Vice-Premier and F oreign
Minister Chen Yi at the enlarged session of the Standing Committee of the
Second National People’s Congress on September 13, — Ed.

PREMIEH Chou En-lai. in his reply of September 8 to

Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru, set forth most
clearly the stand, attitude and policy adopted by the gov-
crnment of our country regarding the Sino-Indian boun-
dary question. We cannot help feeling extiremely sur-
prised, however, that Prime Minister Nehru should have
said that Premier Chou En-lai’s reply has added to the
gravity of the situation. I deem it necessary to make a
further explanation of the policy of the Chinese Govern-
ment to clear the air.

The fact that the Sino-Indian boundary in its entirety
has not been delimited must be affirmed first of all. Pre-
mier Chou En-lai pointed this fact out to Prime Minister
Nehru as carly as 1954 when he visited China. But Prime
Minister Nehru has maintained that there is no boun-
dary question between China and India. In fact. down to
March 22 of this year, in his letter to Premier Chou En-lai,
Prime Minister Nehru still persisted in this point of view.
Now India has made the charge that China kept its view
regarding the entire boundary a secret and only brought
it up later and therefore was not playing straight and
fair. This charge is obviously unfounded. It seems that
the Indian Government is now no longer able to insist that
the Sino-Indian boundary has long been delimited in its
entirety. Nevertheless, the Indian Government has so far
still failed to proceed from the fact that the Sino-Indian
boundary in its entirety has not been delimited and to in-
dicate, like the Chinese Government, the desire to strive

for an overall settlement of the boundary question through
friendly negotiations.

HE Sino-Indian boundary question is inherited from

history, and New China cannot be blamed for this. It is
cxtremely complicated because of the historical back-
ground of British aggression against China. On the other
hand, since China and India have freed themselves from
imperialist  domination and become independent  and
mutually friendly countries, favourable conditions have

14

been created for the settlement of the Sino-Indian boun-
dary question.  Consequently, the Chinese Government has
consistently held that an overall settlement of the boun-
dary question should be sought by both sides through
negotiations, taking into account the historical background
and existing conditions and adopting a reasonable, con-
ciliatory and friendly attitude. But the Indian side has
not only been unwilling to take into account the historical
background of British aggression against China, but even
attempted to impose upon New China the illegal McMahon
Line which British imperialism, in the past, never suc-
ceeded in forcing the Chinese Government to accept. Does
this show that India has a full understanding and full
appreciation of the Chinese revolution? Does this show
that India has given the slightest consideration to the sense
of national pride and sclf-respect of the Chinese people?

INCE the Sino-Indian boundary question is a complicated
one, its overall settlement requires time and ade-
quate preparations in advance. The Chinese Government,
while actively seeking a solution fair and reasonable to
both sides, has adopted a realistic attitude and stands for
the maintenance by both sides of the long-existing status
quo of the boundary. This shows that China has fully
taken into consideration the fact that India has attained
independence, and that China attaches the greatest im-
portance to friendly relations between China and India
and has fully applied the five principles of peaceful co-
existence in its relations with India. China has never
recognized and will never recognize the illegal McMahon
Line. But for the sake of maintaining the long-existing
status quo of the border between the two countries pending
an overall settlement of the question, Chinese troops have
never crossed that line. Premier Chou En-lai made this
point quite clear to Prime Minister Nehru at the end of
1956. We regret that Prime Minister Nehru should have
interpreted Premier Chou En-lai’'s words as meaning that
China recognized or was prepared to recognize the Me-
Mahon Line, and accordingly has charged that China has
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now changed its attitude towards the McMahon Line. giv-
ing rise to a feeling of lack of mutual trust. We think
that a feeling of mutual trust must come from correct
mutual understanding. Without an attitude of mutual
sympathy and correct mutual understanding, it would
be very difficult to speak about a feeling of trust.

HE Chinesc Government holds that. in addition to main-
taining the long-existing status quo of the border
between the two countries, in connection with some of
the border disputes China and India could also reach provi-
sional agreements concerning individual places through
negotiations. It must be pointed out that this proposition of
the Chinese Government is designed to facilitate an overall
settlement of the boundary question in the future and to en-
sure the tranquillity of the border areas and uphold Sino-
Indian friendship. On September 10 the Indian Government
sent us a note through the Indian Embassy in China. Copies
of this note have been distributed among the members of
the Standing Committee. In it the Indian Government
expressed its readiness to settle through discussions with
the Chinese Government the disputes between the two
sides over three places in the eastern sector of the Sino-
Indian border, but asked that Chinese troops be withdrawn
from Longju. The Chinese Government will reply to this
note shortly. Here, I consider it necessary to point out
once again that as regards the western sector of the Sino-
Indian border, China has always abided strictly by the
traditional, customary line; and as regards the castern
sector, Chinese troops have never crossed the so-called
McMahon Line. Along the entire boundary, disputes have
arisen solely because of trespassing into, and occupation
of, Chinese territory by Indian troops and administrative
personnel. As Premier Chou En-lai pointed out in his
letter of reply to Prime Minister Nehru. in the western
sector of the Sino-Indian border Indian troops have crossed
the traditional, customary line, and continue to occupy
the areas of Shipki Pass, Parigas, Sang, Tsungsha, Puling-
Sumdo. Chuva, Chuje, Sangcha and Lapthal, while Indian
administrative personnel have invaded and occupied Wu-
Je; in the eastern sector of the Sino-Indian border, Indian
troops have crossed the so-called McMahon Line, and
even went beyond the line marked on current Indian maps
which cuts even deeper into Chinese territory than the
McMahon Line, and are now encroaching on Shatze,
Khinzemane and Tamaden. As for Longju, which was for
a time invaded and occupied by Indian troops and in which
Chinese troops are now stationed, actual investigation we
conducted has confirmed that it is definitely north of the
McMahon Line. The question at present, therefore, is that
Indian troops and administrative personnel should with-
draw from Chinese terrvitory, while there is no question of
Chinese troops withdrawing from any place. Neverthe-
less, the Chinese Government is still willing, in keeping
with its consistent stand, to settle the disputes over the
above-mentioned places through negotiations with the
Indian Government.

In view of this, no fair-minded person can fail to
acknowledge that China's stand is entirely proper and
reasonable. Prime Minister Nehru, however, alleged that
China has not played fair with India on the boundary
question, but attempted to coerce India. It is very dif-
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ficult for us to see on what basis Prime Ministcr Nehru
said this. On the contrary. how can the attempt to im-
pose on China the product of the British imperialist policy
of aggression, seizure of Chinese terrilory by force and
the whipping up of a frantic anti-Chinese campaign. be
described as fair play towards China and not coercion
against China? As a maller of fact. activilies unfriendly
to China have been going on in India for more than six
months since the oulbreak of the rebellion in Tibet. Here
I would like to point out in particular that although the
Indian Government repeatedly stated that it has only
granted asylum in India to the Dalai Lama and the Tibetan
rebels and does not admit the existence in India of a
Tibetan government led by the Dalai Lama, nor allow the
Dalai Lama and the Tibetan rebels to engage in political
activities against China, nor favour their submission of the
so-called Tibet question to the United Nations, yet, at the
instigation of the Tibetan rebels, the Dalai Lama has all
along been engaged in political activities against China
and has submilted the so-called Tibet question to the
United Nations in the name of the so-called government of
Tibet, thus exceeding by far what is permissible under the
international practice of asylum. Prime Minister Nehru
said that the Indian Government always tried to steer
a middle course. As a matter of fact, to put it more
frankly, the Indian Government has always used two-faced
tactics. It is indeed extraordinary to employ such tacties
towards a friendly country.

We have always regarded India as a [riendly country.,
Of course, cven between friendly countries differences and
dizputes are not always avoidable.  But. as we see it, the
Sino-Indian disputes of the past six months are, from a
long-range point of view, merely an episode in the course
ol the thousands of years of [riendship between our two
countries. But considering the issue by itsell, the disputes
involved are all matters of principle. They must be scttled
in a fair and reasonable way. Only this would be in the
inlerests of the friendly coexistence of the two countrics.
We are convinced that as long as the two sides prize their
[riendship and adhere to the five principles of peaceful
coexistence, all differences between China and India can
be resolved through negotiations. In the Rajya Sabha on
Scptember 10, Prime Minister Nehru also said that he
would always try to find a way for the peaceful settlement
of the Sino-Indian boundary question. The Chinese Gov-
ernment welcomes this attitude of Prime Minister Nehru.

HE contributions Prime Minister Nehru has made to

peace in Asia and the world are acknowledged by all. At
a press conference held on September 11. Prime Minister
Ncehru dealt with the question of Laos. He berated the
Security Council’s appointment of a commission on Lacs
as a measure completely bypassing the Geneva agreements.
He said that it would be a dangerous thing lo abolish the
procedures laid down by the Geneva agreements. e
stressed that any real success in the solution of the Lao-
tian question was likely to result only by agreement of the
parties concerned. This attitude of Prime Minister Nehru
and the Indian Government on the Laotian question de-
serves the warm support of the Chinese Government and
all those who uphold the Geneva agreements and peace in
Asia.
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SKETCH MAP: SINO-INI
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1. Fifteen Indian soldiers intruded here in September 1958 and were sent back.
2. Six Indian soldiers intruded here in July 1959 and were sent back.

3. Indian troops repeatedly intruded here; now despite a mutual provisional agree-
ment to refrain from stationing troops here, Indian “civilian personnel” con-
tinue to intrude.



AN BOUNDARY QUESTION
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1. Indian troops which occupied Longju attacked Chinese frontier guards stationed
at Migyitun on August 25, 1959 and this resulted in an armed clash. Afterwards,
the Indian troops withdrew from Longju.

5. Indian troops intruded here.
6. 7. 8. 9. 10. Occupied by Indian iroops.
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Data and History

Boundary Background

HE Sino-Indian boundary in its entirety — extending

over some 2,000 kilometres — has not been delimited.
This boundary question is a complicated one, inherited from
history. It is a product of the aggressive policy of the
British imperialists.  When Britain ruled over India, it
harboured aggressive designs on China’s Tibet region and
did everything in ils power to crcate an “independent”
or “semi-independent” status for Tibet so as to put Tibet
under British control. At the same time, using India as
its base, Britain carried out extensive territorial expansion
into China’s Tibet region, and even the Sinkiang region.
Britain repeatedly altered the maps, causing an ever
greater disparity between the maps published in China
and those published in Britain and India as regards the
drawing of the Sino-Indian boundary.

After India achieved independence, the Indian Gov-
crnmenl persisted in inheriting the boundary line unilater-
ally announced by Britain, insisted on the one-sided
revision on Indian maps of the traditional drawing of the
Sino-Indian boundary and tried to impose this on China.
This unrcasonable attitude of the Indian Government has
nol only made it impossible to settle the Sino-Indian
boundary question, but has also led to many new disputes
and impaired the friendly relations between China and
India.

In the following the Sino-Indian boundary is sub-
divided into three sections, from west to cast and the his-
torical background and existing problems are clarified:

1. Concerning the boundary between China's Sin-
kiang and Tibet regions and India’s Ladakh. This sec-
tion of the boundary has never in history been formally
delimited. The Chinese maps have always drawn this
seetion of the boundary in accordance with the traditional,
customary line which actually exists and this is in con-
formity with the sphere of China’s jurisdiction at all times.
The way this section of the boundary is drawn in cur-
rent Indian maps cuts into Chinese territory to a depth
of about 38.000 square kilometres. India claims this area
to be Indian territory. Butl neither British nor Indian
Jurisdiction has cver extended to these places, either in
the past or at present. The Indian Government insists
that this boundary is drawn on Indian maps in accordance
with a treaty concluded between Tibet and Kashmir in
1842, and that it was conlirmed by the Chinese Govern-
ment in 1847. But this is extremely far-fetched. Follow-
ing an armed clash between the two sides, the local au-
thorities of China’s Tibet and the Kashmir authorities
signed a peace treaty in 1842. But this treaty only men-
tioned in general terms that each of the two sides would
keep to its boundary, and did not make any specific pro-
visions or indications regarding the location of this see-
tion of the boundary. In his reply of 1847 to the request
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of the British representative in Canton to delimit this
section of the boundary, Kiying, Viceroy of Kwanglung
and Kwangsi. mercly said that delimitation was unneces-
sary since there was a traditional boundary. The reply
didn’lt mention any boundary treaty, nor did it agree to
any boundary proposal by the British side. It is thus
clear that the claim that this section of the boundary had
been fixed by treatly is entirely groundless. Prime Min-
ister Nehru of India had to admit recently: “This was
the boundary of the old Kashmir state with Tibet and
Chinese Turkestan. Nobody had marked it.”

The marking of this section of the boundary on Indian
maps, it may be noted. is quite different from that on
many maps published in Britain in earlier periods (for
instance, the map of Punjab, Western Himalaya and Ad-
joining Parts of Tibet compiled in 1854 by the Briton
John Walker by order of the Court of Directors of the
East India Company). The marking on those British maps
is closer to that on the Chinese maps than the present
Indian maps. Therefore, the boundary India has inher-
iled is simply that fabricated by Britain in later periods
for the purpose of territorial expansion. Britain's boundary
claims have no legal grounds, nor do they conform to the
aclual situation of the boundary at all times.

In order to occupy the Chinese territory which India
has unilaterally assumed to be its own, the Indian Gov-
cernment has in recent years repeatedly dispatched armed
personnel to illegally intrude into Chinese territory and
carried out reconnaissance and surveying activities. Two
groups of Indian troops-——the first consisting of 15 per-
sons and the second of six persons — were arrested and
made (o leave Chinese territory by Chinese [rontier
guards in Tahungliutan in the southwestern part of Sin-
kiang and the area of Lake Pangong in Tibet in Septem-
ber 1958 and July 1959 respeetively. After these incidents,
the Indian side alleged to the contrary that China had
illegally occupied Indian territory and protested to China
alleging that China’s Sinkiang-Tibet Highway was built
in India’s tervitory. China flatly refuted this protest and
warned that Indian troops must not make further invasions.

2. Concerning the section of the boundary between
the Ari area of China’s Tibet and India’s Punjab and Uttar
Pradesh states. This section of the boundary also has
not been formally delimited. The Indian Government has
admitted this fact. But there is a customary line to
follow. The marking of this section of the boundary on
Chinese maps has always conformed with this customary
line. But the marking of this section of the boundary
on current maps published in India is at variance with
Chinese maps. to different degrees, in many places. There
have been historical disputes between the two sides over
the right to many places in this area. For example, the
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arca of Sang and Tsungsha. southwest of Tsaparang Dzong
in Tibet, which always belonged to China, was invaded
and occupied by the British-Indian side 30 to 40 years
ago. The local authorities of Tibet had taken the matter
up with Britain several times, but no results were achiceved.
It thus became an outstanding issue.  After the peacelul
liberation of Tibet, Indian (roops successively invaded
and occupied the following places within Chinese territory:
Zarigas, Chuva, Chuje, Shipki Pass, Puling-Sumdo. Sang-
cha and Lapthal. To date, they have not withdrawn
[rom those places. From 1954 on, Indian troops lwice
irtruded into Wu-Je and met Chinese troops face to face.
Wu-Je is also Chinese territory and has always been under
Chinese jurisdiction. To avoid clashes, the two sides
reached a provisional agreement not to station troops
there so as to facilitate a settlement through negotiations.
But nothing has yet come of the negotiations, owing to
obstruction by the Indian side. The Indian side continued
to send intruding “civil personnel” to Wu-Je in 1958 and
1959, In order to saleguard Sino-Indian [riendship. China
has exercised the greatest restraint and has not hitherto
disclosed these events concerning India’s invasion and oc-
cupation of Chinese territory.

3. Concerning the Sino-Indian boundary cast of
Bhutan. This section of the boundary, too, has not been
formally delimited, but there is a customary line to follow.
In Chinese maps, this section of the boundary is marked
along the southern foothills of the Himalayas. The area
north of that boundary had always been under the juris-
diction of the Tibet local government. This marking is
in complete conformity with the traditional boundary of
the two countrics. The maps published in Britain and
India thirty years ago generally adopted the same mark-
ing. Later, the maps published in Britain and India took
the ridge of the Himalayas as the boundary and included
in Indian territory some 90,000 square kilometres of Chi-
nese territory, equivalent in size to China’s Chcekiang
Province.

The Indian Government insists that this section of
the boundary has long been formally and clearly delimited
by treaty. It cited as its authority that at the conference
held in Simla, India, in 1913-1914, the representatives
of three sides — the Chinese Government, the Tibet local
authorities and the British Government — jointly deline-
ated this section of the boundary, i.c. the so-called Mec-
Mahon Line (named after a British delegate). This Indian
assertion is completely contrary to the facts. As a matter
of fact, the Simla Conference was masterminded by Britain
in an attempt to force China to recognize a semi-
independent status for Tibet, to include large tracts of
territory from the interier of China in Tibet and to
strengthen Britain’s privileged position in Tibet. When
Britain saw that the Simla Conference was not all smooth
sailing, it held back and did not submit for discussion at
the conference another British scheme, that is, to delimit
the Indian-Tibet boundary. The other two sides at the
conference also did not make any mention of the question
of the Indian-Tibetan boundary. The so-called McMahon
Line was determined outside the Simla Conference by the
representative of the British Government and the repre-
sentalive of the Tibet local authorities behind the back
of the representative of the Chinese Central Government,
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through an exchange of secret notes at Delhi in March
1914, that is, three months prior to the signing of the
Simla Treaty. This exchange of notes was obviously
illegal and invalid. The text of the Simla Treaty made
no mention at all of the question of the Indian-Tibetan
boundary, either. It was only in the map attached to the
trealy that this so-called McMahon Line was surreptitiously
marked as a part of the boundary between Tibet and the
rest of China. Even on the basis of this marking. this
line can in no way be taken as constituting the boundary
between China’s Tibet region and India. Moreover, the
Simla Treaty was not signed by the representative of
the Chinese Government. The Chinese Central Govern-
ment of that time and all other subsequent Central Gov-
crnments  have  consistently  vefused to  recognize  it.
Therefore this treaty is also illegal and invalid. Precisely
for these reasons, even more than ten years later. Dritain
still hadn’t dared make public the above-mentioned seeret
notes and the full text of the Simla Treaty. They also
had not dared mark British and Indian maps according
to the McMahon Line. For example, the marking of this
scction of the boundary on the map of Tibet and Adjacent
Countries published by the Indian Survey in 1917 and
the map attached to volume 24 of the fourteenth edition
of Encyclopaedia Britannica, published in 1929, still cor-
responded to the Chinese maps. The territory south of
the McMahon Line which has always belonged to China
was in the main under the control of China’s Tibet local
government until 1940 after which British troops began
to occupy certain points there. The McMahon Line
naturally aroused great indignation among the Chinese
people. The Tibet local government too publicly
expressed strong dissatisfaction with it later. Before
India’s independence in 1947 and afterwards, the Tibet
local authorities negotiated several times with the British
and Indian sides and cabled Prime Minister Nehru, de-
manding the return of the entire territory south of the
McMahon Line which has always belonged to China's
Tibet region. The Indian Government in its reply at that
time proposed to “maintain relations between both sides
on the existing basis, until new agreement was reached
which both sides arc willing to accept.” This indicated
that the Indian Government did not at that time exclude
the possibility of reaching new agreement.

After the founding of the People’s Republic of China,
especially around the period of the peaceful liberation of
China’s Tibet region in 1951, Indian troops pushed for-
ward extensively south of the so-called McMahon Line.
The Chinese Government later explained to the Indian
Government that China did not recognize the McMahon
Line, but for the sake of Sino-Indian friendship and the
maintenance of amity in the border area, Chinese troops
would not cross this line so as to facilitate -a reasonable
settlement of the border question through negotiations
later. Because of China’s friendly attitude this border
arca has been [ree of incidents, by and large, in the past
few years. But after the rebellion in Tibet this year,
large numbers of Tibetan rebels crossed this line into
India and the Indian troops continued to press northwards.
They not only went beyond the so-called McMahon Line
indicated on the map attached to the above-mentioned
secret notes but also exceeded the boundary drawn on
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current Indian maps. (This boundary is alleged to rep-
resent the so-called McMahon Line. but in many places
it actually cuts even deeper into Chinese territory than
the McMahon Line) Indian troops invaded and occupied
Longju and intruded into Yasher and they are still occupy-
ing Shatze, Khinzemane and Tamaden, north of the two
lines. Indian troops also carried out provocations against
the guard units dispatched by the Chinese Government
to the north of the so-called McMahon Line and stationed
there to prevent remnant armed Tibetan rebel bandits from
going back and forth across the border to carry out
harassing activitics.

On August 25, 1959, the Indian troops which had
intruded into Longju launched unprovoked armed attacks
on the Chinese units stationed in Migyitun, crealing the
first instance of an armed clash along the entire Sino-
Indian border. On August 26, the Indian troops there
again opened fire on the Chinese troops who did not
answer back. Knowing that they were in the wrong, the
Indian troops retreated south of the McMahon Line.

Recently  the Indian Government, along with its
military pressure on the border arca, has repeatedly ox-

Bulgarian National Day

erted pressure on China. diplomatically and through public
opinion, with regard to the border question, in an attempt
to impose upon China the illegal boundary between China
and India which the Indian Government inherited [rom
British imperialism. Exploiting the border question. the
Indian Government, parliament and so-called public
opinion as well as certain political figures raised a huc
and cry, slandering China as having launched aggression
against India, defaming China as imperialist, and whip-
ping up a new anti-China campaign in India. The im-
perialists are also taking advantage of the situation to
fan the Mames and to try their best to disrupt Sino-Indian
relations. To clavify who is in the right, who in the
wrong. and where responsibility lics, Premier Chou En-
lai, on behall of the Chinese Government. sent a letter to
Prime Minister Nehru on September 8. 1959 (sce p. 6
of this issue), setting forth systematically the real situation
as regards the Sino-Indian border and China's consistent
stand for and views on the safeguarding of Sino-Indian
friendship and a just and reasonable settlement of the
Sino-Indian border question.

(Hsinhua News Agency, September 10)

Peking Greets Sofia

by OUR CORRESPONDENT

CIIINA‘S capital last week celebrated the 15th anniver-
sary of the socialist revolution in Bulgaria (September
9). The festivities were highlighted by a grand reception
given by Bulgarian Ambassador Peter Panchevsky and
attended by Premier Chou En-lai, Vice-Premier Chen Yi
and other Chinese leaders. This was preceded by a mass
celebration rally of more than 1.000 Pecking citizens
representing all walks of life held on September 8.

Vice-Premier Chen Yi voiced China’s warm fraternal
feclings for Bulgaria, the third member of the socialist
camp that celebrated its 15th anniversary this year (the
other two were Poland and Rumania). Noting that Bulgaria
has grown into a prosperous socialist land in the past fifteen
years, the Vice-Premier declared: “We jubilantly hail the
outstanding achievements of the Bulgarian people and
wish them new and greater victories as they strive to
speed up their socialist construction.” Vice-Premier Chen
Yi stressed that further cofforts will be made to develop
the indestructible friendship between China and Bulgaria
and their co-operation in all ficlds. Ambassador Pan-
chevsky. on his part, warmly greeted the Chinese people
for their big leap forward in the course of transforming
their motherland into a powerful socialist country.

There were many other activities to observe the
Bulgarian anniversary. An exhibition of Bulgaria's so-
cialist achievements in the past fifteen years was opened
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in Pecking earlier last week and  drew enthusiastic
crowds. A ceremony marked the first showing of the
Bulgarian documentary film on the Seventh Congress of
the Bulgarian Communist Party and a feature film. Yovcha
Golemanov. The students of a Peking middle school had
a gala gathering with members of the Bulgarian Embassy.
For days on end, the press and radio gave extended
coverage to news from Bulgaria and special reports on
various aspects of Bulgarian life,

Socialist Gains

It was an occasion for reviewing the vast progress of
the Bulgarian People’s Republic possible only under the
socialist system. Pre-liberation Bulgaria was a backward
agricultural country. It had to import industrial products
ranging from locomotives to sewing needles. The Bulgarian
peasants used wooden ploughs to till the land. But today
Bulgaria’s industry produces as much every month and a
hall as was produced in the whole year of 1939. The
country boasts many newly-built ferrous and non-ferrous
metallurgical enterprises, machine-building and chemical
industrial plants, big reservoirs and power stations. The
socialist transformation of agriculture was practically
completed in 1958 and there were then 30.000 tractors work-
ing on the farmlands. Marked improvements have been
made in the people's livelihood.  Suffice it to note that
there are 54 college students out of every 1,000 Bulgarian
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citizens; that the entire population of less than 8 million
is entitled to free medical care and paid maternity leaves
have been extended from 90 to 120 days. Bulgaria, in short,
is already an advanced, socialist industrial-agricultural
country. Fifteen years ago, such neighbouring countries
as Greece and Turkey stood at about the same economic
level as Bulgaria; now they have been left far behind.

The Seventh Congress of the Bulgarian Communist
Party held in 1958 ushered in a new stage in the country’s
development — the period of completing socialist construc-
tion and preparing for the gradual transition to com-
munism. The Party called on the Bulgarian people to fulfil
the Third Five-Year Plan in three or four years and set
forth an inspiring long-range development programme
extending to 1965. All this has fired the imagination of
the Bulgarian people and led to enthusiastic mass action
to speed up the country’s construction. The winter of 1958
in Bulgaria was no longer the traditional slack season; one
out of every eight Bulgarians joined in cutting irrigation
canals and opening up waste land!

Growing Friendship

The celebration of the Bulgarian anniversary in China
was also an occasion for reviewing the growth of friendly
relations between the two countries —a rapid growth that
is possible only between members of the socialist camp.
The two countries have supported each other in the strug-
gle for peace and against imperialism and have helped
each other in socialist construction. The exchange of visits
between Communist Party, government and parliamentary
delegations has deepened the understanding and strength-
ened the bonds of friendship between the two countries.
Many agreements and specific plans for co-operation in
the ficld of trade, culture, science and technology, broad-
casling and television, post and telecommunications, etc.,
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have been concluded and implemented. The volume of
Sino-Bulgarian trade in 1959 will be 2.8 times as much as
that of 1952. Cultural delegations or individual envoys
were exchanged between the two countries on more than
150 occasions in the period from 1952 to April this year.
Many exhibitions have been held. More than 70 Bulgarian
books have been translated and published in China and
about the same number of Chinese books in Bulgaria. Over
the past few years, Bulgarian films have been shown in
China to audiences exceeding 30 million people. All this
gives an idea of the growth in understanding and friend-
ship between the two peoples, so widely apart geo-
graphically, who had little actual contact with each other
in pre-liberation days.

Greeting the Bulgarian National Day, Chinese leaders
and public opinion stressed the important role of the
Bulgarian Communist Party in leading the Bulgarian pco-
ple from victory to victory. The Party has also made un-
remitting efforts to cement the solidarity of the socialist
camp headed by the Soviet Union and of the international
communist movement. It has waged a determined struggle
against modern revisionism and in defence of the purity
of Marxism-Leninism, and has made valuable contributions
to the international communist movement.

The Bulgarian people’s efforts to consolidate peace,
particularly in the Balkans, were also acclaimed. The
Bulgarian Government stands for turning the Balkans
into a zone free of nuclear and rocket weapons and for
the convening of a meeting of the heads of Balkan states.
Recently it proposed to the Greek Government the con-
clusion of a non-aggression pact between the two coun-
tries which is a timely and significant step for peace.

The Peking celebrations were a demonstration of the
profound comradeship between the Chinese and Bulgarian
peoples. They also served to deepen it.

Machine Building in China

by CHU CHI-LIN

“Peking Review” has prepared a series of special articles surveying
the developments in various fields during the past decade on the occasion
of the tenth anniversary of the birth of the People’s Republic. Following

are the first two. — Ed.

HEN you walked into a factory in pre-liberation

China, the few old-fashioned machines you saw
flashed the labels of foreign manufacturers: Metropolitan
Vickers of Britain, M.ANN. of Germany, Mitsubishi of
Japan, South Bend, Cincinnati, and other U.S. cities. The
modern factories in China today provide a striking con-
trast. The greater part of the machines and equipment
bear Chinese trade marks—heavy machinery from Shen-
yang and Taiyuan, big power generators from Harbin and
Shanghai, new machine tools from Tsinan, Kunming,
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Shenyang, Shanghai and other cities, textile machinery
from Yutze in Shansi Province, cte.—all made after libera-
tion. These machines tell their own story: In the decade
since liberation, China has built up her modern engineer-
ing industry literally from scratch.

Machine building has grown tremendously since libera-
tion. Total output value in 1958 was 42.6 times the 1949
figure. This represents an average annual rate of increase
of 51.7 per cent. The increases in the output of the major
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products such as A.C. generators, engines and metal-cutting
machine tools between 1949 and 1958 were 139-fold, nearly
200-fold and 31.6-fold respectively.  In 1949, machine
building constituted only 6.8 per cent of total industrial
production. The proportion rose to 20 per cent in 1958.

Even more important is the qualitative change in the
industry. The few dilapidated engineering plants and
shops that existed in old China were concentrated
in the northeast and the coastal areas, especially
Shanghai. They were really repair shops. The most they
could do was to assemble machines from imported parts
(c.g. a few farm machines from parts by International
Harvester, a U.S. firm) or make a few small machines,
such as pumps, small diesel engines and olectric motors.
There was practically no manufacturing worthy of the
name, not to speak of a machine-building system.

Today China has an engineering industry spread out
over many parts of the country. Having established a
dozen new branches that were non-existent in old China,
the engineering industry is beginning to produce heavy,
large, precision machines and products of modern
technology, such as heavy blooming mills, power-generat-
ing equipment, jig-boring machines. precision meters,
clectronic computers and aeroplanes. It is meeting a con-
siderable part of the growing domestic needs for machinery
and equipment, laying the foundations for the moderniza-

tion of industry, agricullure, transport and communica-
tions.

All-round Development

The development of the engineering industry since
liberation shows how industry has grown in New China.
All the big modern plants, each employing thousands or
tens of thousands of employces, were built since libera-
tion. All the larger travelling cranes and complete sets
of equipment were installed since liberation. The over-
whelming majority of the millions of workers, hundreds
of thousands of technicians and tens of thousands of

TOTAL OUTPUT VALUE OF
MACHINE-BUILDING INDUSTRY 1958

(1949 -100)

4,260

engineers were trained after liberation. The many in-
stitutes of designing. technology and scientific research in
the country were all founded since liberation. The special
colleges and specialized secondary schools of engineering
in all parts of the country were established since libera-
tion. In a word, all the integral parts of a modern en-
gineering industry with all its different branches. were
built since liberation.

Heavy Equipment. Take the heavy cquipment industry
which turns out metallurgical. mining and hoisting
machinery and cquipment for the chemical industry, for
instance. Tt is only a few years old. But it has already
turned out such equipment as a 1.200 mm. sheet mill with
an annual capacity of from 30.000 to 50.000 tons: a 750 550
mm. blooming mill which weighs 1.530 tons. extends 160
metres and has a capacity of 400.000 tons of blooms a
year. More than 40 sets of rolling mills were produced this
year, as of August 20, to keep pace with the fast growing
steel-making industry. A huge 1.150 mm. blooming mill
weighing more than 4.000 tons is being completed. The
installation of a giant 1.513-cubic-metre blast furnace is
nearing completion.

The first 2.500-ton free-forging hydraulic press, a key
item of equipment for heavy machine building, made by
the Shenyang Heavy Machinery Works, is now on the job
in a Shanghai factory. Four-ton / metre counter blow
hammers are now in serial production and the manufac-
ture of a 25-ton / metre counter blow hammer will soon
be completed. Iligh pressure gas compressors with a capac-
ity of 14,000 cubic metres per hour and oxygen-making
cquipment with a capacity of 3,350 cubic metres per hour
are in serial production. China is equipping her heavy
industry effectively with home produced machines.

Power-Generating Equipment. There were a few hydro-
electric and thermal power plants in old China. But not
a single piece of sizable equipment was Chinese made.
The biggest equipment made by the largest power equip-
ment plants at their zenith of development in old China
were generators up to 200 kw. and transformers up to 2,000
kva. Today, high-temperature, high-pressure 25.000-kw.
turbo-generator units are being produced in quantity. A
50,000-kw. turbo-generator unit is being completed. The
first 72,500-kw. water turbine generator unit made in
Harbin for the big Hsinan River hydro-clectric power
plant now under construction in Chekiang Province has
already arrived at the construction site and will soon be
installed. Steam boilers with an evaporating capacity of
up to 280 tons per hour and transformers with a capacity
of up to 60,000 kva. have been manufactured. Power
transmission and distributing equipment. essential elements
and parts of similar capacity have been successfully
manufactured. A modern power-generating equipment
industry is now firmly rooted in China.

Transport Machines. Motor vehicles made in many coun-
tries traversed the roads of old China, but not a single
one was made in China. In 1956, New China built her
first modern motor works in Changchun with Soviet help.
It is a modern giant equipped with powerful presses,
highly efficient multi-spindle drilling machines and an
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