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NOTE OF THE MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS
OF THE PEOPLE’'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA TO
THE INDIAN EMBASSY IN CHINA

Pcking, December 26, 1959

Embassy of the Republic of India in China,

Peking.

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Re-
public of China presents ils compliments to the Embassy
of the Republic of India in China and has the honour to
make the [ollowing observations on the Sino-Indian
boundary question, which the Embassy is requested to
transmit {o the Indian Government:

On September 8, 1959, Premier Chou En-lai wrote to
Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru, giving an overall ac-
count of the historical background and the present actual
situation of the Sino-Indian boundary question and the
stand and policy of the Chinese Government. Afterwards,
Premier Chou En-lai and the Chinese Government received
Prime Minister Nehru's letter of September 26 and the In-
dian Ministry of External Affairs’ note of November 4.
In the said letter and note, the Indian Government indicat-
ed that it could not agree to Premier Chou En-lai’s ac-
count of the facts regarding the boundary.

The Chinese Government is desirous at all times of
maintaining friendship with the Indian Government and
people, and, on the boundary question. of holding discus-
sions with the Indian Government calmly and amicably
and with an attitude which is fair both to itself and to
others so as to seek a rapprochement of the views of the
two sides. In view of the fact that the Sino-Indian bound-
ary question is rather complex and that it would be ex-
tremely difficult to bring about a settlement through the
exchange of letters, the Chinese Government has always
maintained that face-to-face talks should be held speedily
between the representatives ol the Governments, first of
all between the Prime Ministers of the two countries, so
as more effectively to exchange views and reach agree-
ment. But since the talks between the two Prime Minis-
ters are yet to be decided on through consultations be-
tween the two sides, and the Indian Government has
moreover complained that the Chinese Government has
given no reply to the parts of the above-mentioned letter
and note concerning facts about the boundary, the Minis-
try of Foreign Affairs of China is instructed to make
further observations on the major questions concerning
the facts about the boundary, with reference to Premier
Chou En-lai’s letter of September 8, Prime Minister

Nehru's letter ol September 26 and the note of the Indian
Ministry of External Affairs of November 4.

China and India are two peace-loving, big countries
with a long history of mutual friendship and with many
great common tasks both at present and in the future.
Friendship between China and India is in the interests not
only of the two peoples, but also of world peace, partic-
ularly of peace in Asia. The Chinese Government is
therefore very reluctant to engage in arguments with the
Indian Government over the boundary question. Unfor-
tunately, the Sino-Indian boundary has never been de-
limited, Britain left behind in this respect a heritage of
certain disputes, and moreover the Indian Government
has made a series of unacceptable charges against China,
thereby rendering these arguments unavoidable. Because
the Indian Government has put forth a mass of detailed
data on the boundary question, the Chinese Government
feels sorry that, though trying its best to be brief, it
cannot but refer in this reply to various details so as to
clarily the true picture of the historical situation and the
views of the two sides.

For convenience’ sake, in the following paragraphs
the section of the boundary between China’s Sinkiang and
Tibet on the one hand and Ladakh on the other will be
lermed the western sector, the section of the boundary
from the southeastern end of the western sector to the
converging point of China, India and Nepal the middle sec-

tor, and the section of the boundary east of Bhulan the
eastern sector.

Question One: Has the Sino-Indian Boundary
Been Formally Delimited?

The reason for the present existence of certain dis-
pules over the Sino-Indian boundary is that the two coun-
tries have never formally delimited this boundary and
that there is a divergence of views belween the two coun-
tries regarding the boundary. According to the Indian
maps, the boundary line in the western sector cuts deep
into Chinese territory, including an area of over 33,000
square kilometres in India; the boundary line in the middle
sector is relatively close to the delineation on the Chinese
maps, but still a number of areas which have always be-
longed to China are included in India; and in the eastern
sector, the whole boundary line is pushed northward,
including in India an area of 90,000 square kilometres
which originally belonged to China. The Chinese CGov-
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ernment, therefore, considers it necessary to conduct
friendly negotiations to bring about a reasonable settle-
ment. The Indian Government, however, holds that the
greater part of the Sino-Indian boundary line as shown
on current Indian maps is defined by international agree-
ments and therefore sees no reason to hold overall bound-
ary negotiations. Thus, the negotiations themselves have
run up against difficulties and there is the danger of the
boundary disputes remaining deadlocked for a long time.
The Chinese Government considers that to say that the
greater part of the Sino-Indian boundary has been formally
delimited by international agreements is totally incon-
sistent with the facts. The Chinese Government wishes
to make the following explanations:

(1) Concerning the western sector. The Indian Gov-
ernment holds that the boundary line it claims was fixed
by a treaty concluded between the authorities of the Tibet
Region of China and the Kashmir authorities in 1842.

But firstly, this treaty merely mentioned that the
boundary between Ladakh and Tibet would be maintained
as it had been and that both sides would hold to their
confines and refrain from encroaching on each other.
The treaty contained no provision or hint whatsoever
about the concrete location of the boundary. None of
the arguments advanced by Prime Minister Nehru in his
letter of September 26, 1959, to Premier Chou En-lai to
the effect that the location of the boundary has been long
established can prove that the boundary line now claimed
by the Indian Government is well founded.

Secondly, the 1842 treaty was concluded between the
authorities of the Tibet Region of China and the Kashmir
authorities, but the greatest part (about 80 per cent) of
the area now disputed by the Indian Government is part
of China's Sinkiang which was no party to the treaty.
It is obviously inconceivable to hold that, judging by this
treaty, vast areas of Sinkiang have ceased to belong to
China but have become part of Ladakh. The British Gov-
ernment proposed in 1899 to delimit the boundary between
Ladakh and Kashmir on the one hand and Sinkiang on
the other, but nothing came of it. It is also inconceivable
to hold that the territory of another country can be an-
nexed by a unilateral proposal.

Thirdly, there are many indisputable positive evi-
dences to show that the western sector of the Sino-Indian
boundary is not delimited. For instance, (a) Between 1921
and 1927, the British Indian Government made many rep-
resentations to the authorities of China’s Tibet Region,
asking to delimit the boundary between Ladakh and Tibet,
but without any result. This is testified by many docu-
ments exchanged between the two sides at the time, and
is also confirmed by Sir Arthur Lothian, the Briton who
acted as the representative of India, in his letter to the
London Times published on December 11, 1959. (b) Ac-
cording to data now available to the Chinese Government,
no boundary line was drawn at all in the western sector
of the Sino-Indian border on the official map published by
the Survey of India as late as 1943. On the official In-
dian map of the 1950 edition, the present version of the
boundary line was shown in a most equivocal way, but
was still marked by the words “Boundary Undefined.”
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It is only since 1954 that this undelimited sector of the
boundary has suddenly become a delimited boundary.
(c) Referring to this sector of the boundary in the Lok
Sabha of India on August 28, 1959, Prime Minister Nehru
declared that: *“This was the boundary of the old Kashmir
state with Tibet and Chinese Turkestan. Nobody had
marked it.” All the above-mentioned facts are abso-
lutely incompatible with the allegation that this sector of
the boundary was delimited long ago. It is unthinkable
that the Indian Government which held that this sector
of the boundary had explicitly been delimited in 1842 or
1899 would, between 1921 and 1927, still ask continually
for negotiations to delimit it; that it would in 1943 still
admit the absence of any determined boundary; that it
would in 1950 still declare the mere existence of a bound-
ary undefined; and that it would in 1959 still proclaim
that nobody had marked the boundary.

(2) Concerning the middle sector. The Indian Gov-
ernment considers that the specification in Article IV of
the 1954 Sino-Indian Agreement of six passes in this area
as passages for traders and pilgrims of both countries in-
dicates that the Chinese Government has already con-
curred in the Indian Government’s opinion about this sec-
tor of the boundary. The Chinese Government holds that
this allegation is untenable both factually and logically.

The question of the boundary between the two coun-
tries was not touched on at all in the 1954 Sino-Indian
Agreement or during its negotiations. The Chinese side’s
draft wording for Article IV of the Agreement was that
“The Chinese Government agrees to open the following
mountain passes in the Ari district of the Tibetan Region
of China for entry and exit by traders and pilgrims of
both parties.” The Indian side disagreed with the Chinese
draft; its own draft wording was that “Traders and pil-
grims from India and western Tibet may travel by the
routes traversing the following localities and passes.”
Later on the two sides agreed to change the wording into:
“Traders and pilgrims of both countries may travel by
the following passes and route.” The concession made
by the Chinese Government was only to adopt a word-
ing which does not involve the ownership of these passes.
Nobody can draw from this the conclusion that this sector
of the boundary between the two countries has thus been
fixed. On the contrary, the Chinese representative, Vice-
Foreign Minister Chang Han-fu, in his talk with the In-
dian representative, Ambassador Mr. N. Raghavan, on
April 23, 1954, clearly stated that the Chinese side did not
wish, in those negotiations, to touch on the boundary ques-
tion. And Ambassador N. Raghavan agreed forthwith.
The Chinese Government therefore maintains that there
is no ground to say that this sector of the boundary has
been delimited and that there is no need to conduct nego-
tiations for its delimitation.

(3) Concerning the eastern sector. The Indian Gov-
ernment holds that the so-called McMahon Line is the
product of the 1914 Simla Conference jointly attended by
Britain, China and the Tibet Region of China, and is there-
fore valid. The Chinese Government holds that the so-
called McMahon Line is wholly illegal, and the Indian
Government’s assertion is utterly unacceptable to the Chi-
nese Government.
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Firstly, it is known to the world that the Simla Con-
vention itself is void of legal validity. The Chinese rep-
resentative Ivan Chen attending the Simla Conference
not only refused to sign the Simla Convention, but acting
under instructions from the Chinese Government formally
declared at the conference on July 3, 1914, that the Chi-
nese Government would not recognize any treaty or sim-
ilar document that might then or thereafter be signed
between Britain and Tibet. Similar declarations were
made in formal notes delivered to the British Govern-
ment on July 3 and 7 the same year by Minister of the Chi-
nese Government in Britain Lew Yuk Lin. All Chi-
nese governments since then persisted in this stand. Many
dirty unequal treaties signed by the past Chinese govern-
ments under imperialist oppression have already been pro-
claimed null and void. The Chinese Government feels
perplexed why the Government of India, which has like-
wise won independence from under imperialist oppres-
sion, should insist that the Government of its friend China
recognize an unequal treaty which the Chinese Govern-
ment has not even signed.

Secondly, the Indian Government asserts that the
boundary between India and Tibet was discussed at Lthe
Simla Conference, that the Chinese Government never
objected at the time or afterwards to the discussion of the
boundary between India and Tibet at the conference, and
that therefore the agreement which resulted from the con-
ference in regard to the McMahon Line boundary between
India and Tibet must be regarded as binding on China. But
this line of argument, from beginning to end, is inconsis-
tent with the facts. As a matter of fact, the Simla Con-
ference only discussed the boundary between the Tibet
Region and the rest of China and the boundary between
so-called Outer and Inner Tibet, it never discussed the
boundary between China and India. The so-called Mec-
Mahon Line boundary between China and India was the
result of the exchange of secret letters at Delhi on March
24, 1914, between the British representative and the repre-
sentative of the then Tibet local authorities. It was in
no way made known to China. It also means that it was
never placed on the agenda of the Simla Conference. A
section of the red line shown on the map attached to the
Simla Convention corresponds with the so-called McMahon
Line, but that red line was presented as the boundary be-
tween Tibet and the rest of China, and it was never stated
that part of the red line was the boundary between China
and India. Since the so-called question of Sino-Indian
boundary never existed at the Simla Conference and in
the Simla Convention, the Chinecse Government naturally
would not refer to this question or the question of the
so-called McMahon Line in its memorandum and its sug-
gestions for the revision of the Simla Convention. The
Indian Government has pointed to the fact that the Chi-
nese Government at the time did not raise any objection
to the so-called McMahon Line. But this fact only shows
that the Chinese Government was completely unaware of
the existence of the question of the so-called McMahon
Line, and can in no way prove that the Line was legal or
was accepted by the Chinese Government. It can thus
be seen that the so-called McMahon Line is more un-
savoury and more unpresentable than the Simla Conven-
tion, and it is indeed all the more strange to assert that
it is binding on the Chinese Government. The Chinese

Government would like to ask the Indian Government
whether, among all the proceedings of the Simla Con-
ference, it can point to any particular date of the
conference or any particular article of the Convention
when and where the Sino-Indian boundary question, and
particularly the question of the so-called McMahon Line,
was referred to.

In addition, it must also be pointed out that it is be-
yond doubt that Britain had no right to conduct separate
negotiations with Tibet. Indeed, the Chinese Government
made repeated statements to this effect; as to the British
Government, it too was strictly bound by the 1907 agree-
ment on Tibet concluded between it and the old Russian
Government not to enter into negotiations with Tibet
except through the intermediary of the Chinese Govern-
ment. Therefore, judging by this trealy obligation alone
which was undertaken by the British Government, the
secret exchange of letters in 1914 belween the British
representalive and the representative ol the Tibet local
authorities behind the back of the Chinese Government is
void of any legal validity.

Thirdly, the assertion that China did not raise any ob-
jection to the so-called McMahon Line boundary between
China and India is also inconsistent with the fact. It
was during the most difficult period of China’s War of
Resistance to Japanese Aggression that the so-called Mc-
Mahon Line gradually and unofficially appeared on Indian
maps; and after 1943 the Tibet local authorities were under
the firm control of British imperialism and their relations
with the Chinese Central Government steadily deteriorated.
Nevertheless, on learning that Britain had gradually en-
croached on Chinese territory south of the so-called Mec-
Mahon Line, the Kuomintang Government four times pro-
tested by addressing notes to the British Embassy in China
after the conclusion of the Anti-Japanese War, in July,
September and November of 1946 and January of 1947.
Since Britain shifted its responsibilily onto India, the
Kuomintang government protested by note with the Indian
Embassy in China in February 1947. Even up to Novem-
ber 18, 1949, Lo Chia-lun, Ambassador to India of the
Chiang Kai-shek clique which then still maintained diplo-
matic relations with the Indian Government, delivered a
note to the Indian Ministry of External Affairs, repudiating
the Simla Convention which the Indian Government held
to be valid. The Government of the Pcople’s Republic of
China, since establishing diplomatic relations with the
Government of India, has repealedly stated the fact that
the Sino-Indian boundary has not been delimited. During
Prime Minister Nehru's visit in China in 1954, Premier
Chou En-lai made it clear that the Sino-Indian boundary
was yet to be delimited. Premier Chou also said that the
reason why the delineation of old maps was followed in
Chinese maps was that the Chinese Government had not
yet undertaken a survey of China’s boundary, nor con-
sulted with the countries concerned, and that it would
not make changes in the delineation of the boundary on
its own. This was reiterated in the memorandum delivered
to the Indian Embassy in China by the Chinese Ministry
of Foreign Affairs on November 3, 1958. Besides, even the
local authorities of Tibet did not regard as reasonable the
so-called McMahon Line, which was the product of under-
hand schemes; they repeatedly objected to this line and
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