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ROUND THE WEEK

For the Farms

All-out and all-round aid to agricul-
ture has paid off in a significant boost
in farm output this year. The way
the campaign is going ahead looks
good for a still better harvest next
year.

Chemical Fertilizers. Chemical works
throughout the country are stepping
up the production of various kinds of
fertilizers for the farms. Two of the
largest, in Talien and Lanchow, have
already fulfilled their year’s quota.
The Talien Chemical Industry Com-
pany in northeast China has, to date,
topped its production plan by more
than 77,000 tons. In the first ten
months of this year, it shipped more
than twice as much fertilizer to various
parts of the country as it did in the
same span last year.

The chemical works in Lanchow in
the northwest fulfilled its year’s quota
by the end of October. It achieved this
by improving its equipment and pro-
duction techniques. With two extra
months in hand, it will present the
rural people’s communes with a sizable
year's end bonus of fertilizer.

The Nanking Chemical Industry
Company, also one of the largest in the
country, had by mid-October already
topped its year’s quota for urea by 50
per cent. This company has China’s
first experimental workshop for pro-
ducing urea, designed and built by its
own staff in 1958. Urea is particularly
effective in increasing soil fertility in
paddyfields. Other plants have also
reported increases in the output of
nitrogenous and phosphate fertilizers
and synthetic ammonia. Various
technical innovations in these plants
have considerably raised their pro-
ductivity.

Farm Machines and Tools. The machine
building, light and handicraft indus-
tries are turning out more and better
machines, farm tools and consumer
goods as their contribution to the
farms. Emulation drives have been
launched in a number of cities, and
the workers are doing their best to
meet the needs of their peasant
brothers.

The No. 1 Tractor Plant at Loyang,
Honan Province, in the first eight
months of this year overfulfilled its

production plan for tractors and trac-
tor parts by 7.2 and 6.8 per cent res-
pectively. The steel works in Chung-
king in Szechuan Province have suc-
ceeded in producing special high car-
bon and low carbon steels for the
manufacture of small farm tools.
Factories in Shanghai, besides boost-
ing their output of various kinds of
steels for farm machines and tools, are
making new models of water pumps
better suited to the topographical and
technical conditions of specific local-
ities. At the same time they are work-
ing at full tilt to produce the various
kinds of consumer goods for which
they are famous. Considerable as is
their output of sewing machines,
bicycles, thermos bottles, aluminium
ware, rubber shoes and other goods,
it still falls short of the ever increas-
ing demands of the rural areas.

State Loans. The state, besides provid-
ing the people’s communes with
technical aid and additional qualified
personnel, also lends a helping hand
with money.

Broadening the scope of their work
in this respect government financial
depariments are beginning to issue
long-term, interest-free loans to farms.
From July, when loans of this kind
were instituted, to the end of Septem-
ber, the People’s Bank had already
lent some 300 million yuan on these
terms to rural people’s communes.

Most of this money went to produc-
tion teams in the major grain-produc-
ing areas and places where agricul-
ture suffered serious damage from bad
weather and other natural causes. It
was spent on draught animals, farm
implements, irrigation and drainage
equipment, carts, boats and fishing
nets. ete.

Such loans are repayable within two
to five years or even later, cither in
a lump sum or by instalments.

Oil Output Rises

With such famous oillields as those
at Karamai and Yumen in the north-
west settling down to veteran status,
China’s young petroleum industry is
growing fast. Output is rising. In the
first eight months of this year, the
output of gasoline, kerosene and lubri-
cating oil increased from 28 per cent
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New Oilfield

to over 100 per cent, compared with
the same period last year.

There have been increases, in various
degrees, in the output of such by-
products as paraffin, asphalt, petro-
leum coke and ammonium sulphate.
In addition, oil workers have boosted
their labour productivity by 20 per
cent compared with 1961, and lowered
costs 9 per cent below the limit set
by the state plan.

The industry has introduced a num-
ber of new products, too. This year
saw two and a half times as many
varieties of oil products being made as
in 1957, the last year of the First Five-
Year Plan (1953-57). Most of them are
being produced for the first time in
this country.

Productive capacity for oil extrac-
tion and refining increased several
hundred per cent in the [irst four
vears of the Second Five-Year Plan.
There have been further increases this
vear.

Like other branches of industry the
oil industry is making its contribution
to the nationwide drive to aid agri-
culture. An increasing amount of oil
products for farm machinery, pump-
ing and irrigation works has been
sent to the countryside.

Young as it still is, China’s oil in-
dustry today is a far cry from pre-
liberation slatus when in fact it hardly
existed and foreign scientists declared
that China was poor in oil.

Jianming Co-op Showed the Way

Members of the famous Jianming
People’s Commune in Tsunhua County,
Hopei Province, recently held a meet-
ing to celebrate the tenth anniversary
of the establishment of the no less
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By Tang Yu

famous Jianming Agricultural Pro-
ducers’ Co-op. It was this co-op
which, as the movement for agricul-
tural collectivization developed, amal-
gamated with several other neigh-
bouring co-ops in 1958 to found the
prosperous Jianming People’s Com-
mune of today.

Ten years ago when Wang Kuo-fan
and two other peasants took the initia-
tive in setting up the co-op, they could
only get 23 poor peasant households
of the village to join it. They had
between them no more than 230 mu
of hill land, no carts of any kind.
hardly any farm tools, and only “three-
quarters of a donkey.” since one of the
peasants sharing ownership of that
animal preferred to go it alone. Poor
as the co-op was, sneered at by land-
lords and rich peasants who nicknamed
it the “Paupers’ Co-op,” Wang Kuo-
fan and his mates were firm in taking
the co-op road; they had full faith in
the Communist Party’s words that
that was the only way which could
lead them to prosperity.

Working hard and living frugally,
the “Paupers’ Co-op” grew and thrived.
Within a few years, with a steady rise
in output, its members’ income in-
creased and living conditions im-
proved. It was not long before every
household in the village was asking
to join. By 1958, Jianming had grown
into a co-op of the advanced type,
owning much land, scores of draught
animals and a sizable farm inventory.
Its liquid capital ran into six figures.
That year, Jianming merged with
several other co-ops to form the peo-
ple’s commune which bears its name.

This year at the anniversary cele-
brations it was difficult to believe
that this was the site of the old “Pau-

pers’ Co-op.” All Hsipu Village —
home of the former Jianming Co-op
— took part in the fete. Red scrolls of
happiness and prosperity were pasted
on the doors of the peasants’ homes.
Streets and lanes were swept clean,
and spanning them were green arches
of interwoven pine branches. Dressed
in their holiday best, with bands mak-
ing music with gongs and drums in
traditional festive fashion, over 2,009
peasants of the commune flocked to
the celebration. Among the happiest
people that day were members of the
23 households who had pioneered the
co-op way in the village.

There too, attracting special atten-
tion, was that famous donkey whose
“three-quarters” had helped to get the
co-op started. The sight of the donkey
recalled many a story of the “old”
days. Close by were parked five lor-
ries and a tractor, and there were
many horses of fine breed too—all
belonging to the Jianming People’s
Commune. By the meeting place were
charts showing the steady rise in agri-
cultural output. This year, though
harassed in succession by a long dry
spell and waterlogging, Hsipu Village
still succeeded in achieving a higher
per mu yield than it did in 1957 — the
vear preceding the formation of the
commune. The charts attributed these
successes to the “change in condi-
tions™: a reservoir built to supply water
to the fields: 80 per cent of the poor
sandy soil in the village turned into
fertile land; and the use of new-type
farm tools and machines.

All this has meant a tremendous
improvement in the general well-being
of the Hsipu peasants. Now they have
ample grain and electric lighting in
their homes; nearly half of them have
moved into new houses. In the past,
few people in the village could read
and write; now hundreds have at-
tained a standard comparable {o that
of a middle school student.

In his speech at the meeting Wang
Kuo-fan, now director of the Jianming
People's Commune and a People’s
Deputy to the National People’s Con-
gress, paid tribute to the spirit of in-
dustriousness and thrift displayed by
the commune members— the spirit
that had put the “Paupers’ Co-op” on
its feet and which animates the rapid
progress the commune has made. He
expressed the general confidence of
the commune members in marching
along the road of collectivization — the
only road for the peasants to a happy
and prosperous life,
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For a Peaceful Settlement of the Sino-Indian Boundary Question

The Chinese Government Statement

From 00:00 hours, November 22, 1962, the Chinese frontier guards will cease fire
along the entire Sino-Indian border; from December 1, 1962, they will withdraw to
positions 20 kilometres behind the 1959 line of actual control, with checkposts set
up at a number of places on the Chinese side of the line of actual control.

These measures taken by the Chinese Government on its own initiative demon-
strate its great sincerity for ending the border conflict and settling the boundary
question peacefully. The Chinese Government hopes the Indian Government will

give a positive response.

If Indian troops should continue their attack and again advance to the line of
actual control, remain on the line of actual control, or cross the line of actual control,
China reserves the right to strike back in self-defence, and the Indian Government
will be held fully responsible for the consequences arising therefrom.

Peking, 00:00 hours, November 21, 1962

N the past lwo years, first in the western and then in
the eastern sector of the Sino-Indian border, Indian
troops crossed the line of actual control between China
and India, nibbled Chinese territory, set up strongpoints
for aggression and provoked a number of border clashes.
Relying on the advantageous military positions they had
occupied and having made full preparations, the Indian
troops eventually launched massive armed attacks all along
the line on the Chinese [rontier guards on October 20,
1962. This border conflict deliberately provoked by India
has been going on for a month.

The Chinese Government served repeated warnings
in regard to the increasingly serious Indian encroach-
ments and provocations, and pointed out the gravity of
their consequences. The Chinese frontier guards all
along maintained maximum self-restraint and for-
bearance in order to avert any border conflict. However,
all these efforts by China proved of no avail, and the
Indian acts of aggression steadily increased. Pressed
beyond the limits of endurance and left with no room
for retreat, the Chinese frontier guards finally had no
choice but to strike back resolutely in self-defence. After
the present large-scale border conflict broke out, the Chi-
nese Government quickly took initiative measures in an
effort to extinguish the flames of conflict that had been
kindled. On October 24, that is, four days after the
outbreak of the current border clashes, the Chinese Gov-
ernment put forward three reasonable proposals for stop-
ping the border clashes, reopening peaceful negotiations
and settling the Sino-Indian boundary question. The
three proposals are as follows:

(I) Both parties affirm that the Sino-Indian
boundary question must be settled peacefully through
negotiations. Pending a peaceful settlement, the Chinese
Government hopes that the Indian Government will agree
that both parties respect the line of actual control be-
tween the two sides along the entire Sino-Indian border,
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and the armed forces of each side withdraw 20 kilometres
from this line and disengage.

(2) Provided that the Indian Government agrees o
the above proposal, the Chinese Government is willing,
through consultation between the two parties, to with-
draw its frontier guards in the eastern sector of the
border to the north of the line of actual control: at the
same time, both China and India undertake not to cross
the line of actual control, i.e., the traditional customary
line, in the middle and western sectors of the border.

Matters relating to the disengagement of the armed
forces of the two parties and the cessation of armed con-
flict shall be negotiated by officials designated by the
Chinese and Indian Governments respectively.

(3) The Chinese Government considers that. in
order to seek a friendly settlement of the Sino-Indian
boundary question, talks should be held once again by
the Prime Ministers of China and India. At a time con-
sidered to be appropriate by both parties, the Chinese

Chinese Frontier Guards Cease Fire

In conformitly with the decision announced in the
statement of the Chinese Government on November 21,
the Chinese frontier guards in the Tibet and Sinkiang
regions, on their own initiative, ceased fire simultaneous-
ly along the entire Sino-Indian border at 00:00 hours
on November 22.

After the Chinese frontier guards ceased fire, two
Indian military planes on the very same day provoca-
tively flew over Chinese posts on Chinese territory near
Spanggur Lake in the western sector of the Sino-Indian
border. Since the Chinese Government hoped that the
Indian Government would make a positive response to its
November 21 statement, the Chinese frontier guards
were ordered to exercise restraint and abstain from
opening fire on the intruding Indian planes.




Government would welcome the Indian Prime Minister
to Peking; if this should be inconvenient to the Indian
Government, the Chinese Premier would be ready to go
to Delhi for talks.

On the very day it received them, the Indian Gov-
ernment hastily rejected the Chinese Government’s three
proposals and insisted that the Chinese Government
should agree to restore the state of the boundary as it
prevailed prior to September 8, 1962, that is to say, India
wanted to reoccupy large tracts of Chinese territory so
that the Indian troops might regain the position from
which they could launch massive armed attacks on the
Chinese frontier guards at any time. In his reply to
Premier Chou En-lai dated November 14, Prime Minister
Nehru put forward even more unreasonable demands,
which, on the one hand, required the Chinese Govern-
ment to agree to the Indian troops reverting to their posi-
tions prior to September 8, and, on the other hand, re-
quired the Chinese frontier guards not only to withdraw
to their positions as on September 8, but to retreat far-
ther in the western sector to the so-called positions of
November 7, 1959, as defined for them by India
unilaterally, that is, requiring China to cede five to six
thousand square miles (thirteen to fifteen thousand
square kilometres) more of Chinese territory. In the
meantime the Indian Government, relying on large
amounts of U.S. military aid, again launched powerful
attacks in the eastern and western sectors of the Sino-

Indian border in an obstinate attempt to expand the
border conflict.

It is by no means accidental that the Indian Govern-
ment has taken such an extremely unreasonable attitude.
To meet the needs of its internal and external politics,
the Indian Government has long pursued the policy of
deliberately keeping the Sino-Indian boundary question
unsettled, keeping the armed forces of the two countries
engaged and maintaining tension along the Sino-Indian
border. Whenever it considered the time favourable, the
Indian Government made use of this situation to carry
out armed invasion and provocation on the Sino-Indian
border, and even went to the length of provoking an
armed clash. Or else, it made use of the situation to
conduct cold war against China. The experience of many
years shows that the Indian Government has invariably
tried by hook or by crook to block the path which was
opened up by the Chinese Government for a peaceful
settlement of the Sino-Indian boundary question. This
policy of the Indian Government runs diametrically coun-
ter to the fundamental interests of the Chinese and In-
dian peoples and the common desires of all the peoples
of the world, and serves only the interests of imperialism.

The Chinese Government’s three proposals are most
fair and reasonable; they are the only proposals capable
of averting border clashes, ensuring border tranquillity
and bringing about a peaceful settlement of the Sino-
Indian boundary question. The Chinese Government
perseveres in these three proposals. However, the Indian
Government has so far rejected these three proposals and
continued to expand the border conflict, thus daily ag-
gravating the Sino-Indian border situation. In order to
reverse this trend, the Chinese Government has decided
to take initiative measures in order to promote the
realization of these three proposals.
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The Chinese Government hereby declares the fol-
lowing:

(1) Beginning from the day following that of the is-
suance of the present statement, i.e., from 00:00 hours on
November 22, 1962, the Chinese frontier guards will cease
fire along the entire Sino-Indian border.

(2) Beginning from December 1, 1962, the Chinese
frontier guards will withdraw to positions 20 kilometres
behind the line of actual control which existed between
China and India on November 7, 1959.

In the eastern sector, although the Chinese frontier
guards have so far been fighting back in self-defence on
Chinese territory north of the traditional customary line,
they are prepared to withdraw from their present posi-
tions to the north of the line of actual control, that is,
north of the illegal McMahon Line, and to withdraw 20
kilometres farther back from that Line.

In the middle and western sectors, the Chinese fron-
tier guards will withdraw 20 kilometres from the line of
actual control.

(3) In order to ensure the normal movement of the
inhabitants in the Sino-Indian border area, forestall the
activities of saboteurs and maintain order there, China
will set up checkposts at a number of places on its side
of the line of actual control with a certain number of civil
police assigned to each checkpost. The Chinese Govern-
ment will notify the Indian Government of the location
of these checkposts through diplomatic channels.

These measures taken by the Chinese Government on
its own initiative demonstrate its great sincerity for stop-
ping the border conflict and settling the Sino-Indian
boundary question peacefully. It should be pointed out,
in particular, that, after withdrawing, the Chinese frontier
guards will be far behind their positions prior to Septem-
ber 8, 1962, The Chinese Government hopes that, as a
result of the above-mentioned initiative measures taken
by China, the Indian Government will take into considera-
tion the desires of the Indian people and peoples of the
world, make a new start and give a positive response.
Provided that the Indian Government agrees to take cor-
responding measures, the Chinese and Indian Govern-
ments can immediately appoint officials to meet at places
agreed upon by both parties in the various sectors of the
Sino-Indian border to discuss matters relating to the 20-
kilometre withdrawal of the armed forces of each party
to form a demilitarized zone, the establishment of check-
posts by each party on its side of the line of actual control
as well as the return of captured personnel.

When the talks between the officials of the two par-
ties have yielded results and the results have been put
into effect, talks can be held by the Prime Ministers of
the two countries for further seeking an amicable settle-
ment of the Sino-Indian boundary question. The Chinese
Government would welcome the Indian Prime Minister to
Peking; if this should be inconvenient to the Indian Gov-
ernment, the Chinese Premier would be ready to go to
Delhi for the talks.

The Chinese Government sincerely hopes that the
Indian Government will make a positive response. Even
if the Indian Government fails to make such a response
in good time, the Chinese Government will take the ini-
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tiative to carry out the above-mentioned measures as
scheduled.

However, the Chinese Government cannot but take
into account the following possible eventualities: (1) that
the Indian troops should continue their attack after the
Chinese frontier guards have ceased fire and when they
are withdrawing; (2) that, after the Chinese frontier
guards have withdrawn 20 kilometres from the entire line
of actual control, the Indian troops should again advance
to the line of actual control in the eastern sector, i.e., the
illegal McMahon Line, and/or refuse to withdraw but re-
main on the line of actual control in the middle and west-
ern sectors; and (3) that, after the Chinese frontier guards
have withdrawn 20 kilometres from the entire line of
actual control, the Indian troops should cross the line of
actual control and recover their positions prior to Septem-
ber 8, that is to say, again cross the illegal McMahon Line
and reoccupy the Kechilang River area north of the Line
in the eastern sector, reoccupy Wuje in the middle sec-
tor, and restore their 43 strongpoints for aggression in
the Chip Chap River valley, the Galwan River valley, the
Pangong Lake area and the Demchok area or set up more
strongpoints for aggression on Chinese territory in the
western sector. The Chinese Government solemnly de-
clares that, should the above eventualities occur, China
reserves the right to strike back in self-defence, and the

Indian Government will be held completely responsible for
all the grave consequences arising therefrom. The people
of the world will then see even more clearly who is peace-
loving and who is bellicose, who upholds friendship be-
tween the Chinese and Indian peoples and Asian-African
solidarity and who is undermining them, who is protecting
the common interests of the Asian and African peoples in
their struggle against imperialism and colonialism and
who is violating and damaging these common interests.

The Sino-Indian boundary question is an issue be-
tween two Asian countries. China and India should settle
this issue peacefully; they should not cross swords on ac-
count of this issue and even less allow U.S. imperialism
to poke in its hand and develop the present unfortunate
border conflict into a war in which Asians are made to
fight Asians. It is from its consistent stand of protecting
fundamental interests of the Chinese and Indian peoples,
strengthening Asian-African solidarity and preserving
world peace that the Chinese Government has, after con-
sidering the matter over and over, decided to take these
important measures. The Chinese Government calls upon
all Asian and African countries and all peace-loving coun-
tries and people to exert efforts to urge the Indian Gov-
ernment to take corresponding measures so as to stop the
border conflict, reopen peaceful negotiations and settle the
Sino-Indian boundary question.

Premier Chou En-lai’s Letter to Leaders
Of Asian and African Countries

Following is a translation of the letter written on
November 15, 1962. SubReads and emphases are ours.—Ed.

Your Excellency,

The unfortunate border conflict between China and
India has been going on for several weeks. There are
indications that this conflict, far from being halted, will
grow in scale. The Chinese Government feels deeply
disturbed over this situation which has also evoked the
profound concern of many Asian and African countries.
I am taking the liberty of writing to you in the hope
that my letter may be of help to Your Excellency in your
endeavours to promote a peaceful settlement of the Sino-
Indian boundary question.

China’s Consistent Stand for Peaceful Settlement

(1) China has worked consistently for the peaceful
settlement of questions related to its boundaries. China
has a boundary question not only in relation to India, but
also in relation to several of its other southwestern neigh-
bours. Traced to their root, these boundary questions
were largely created by the imperialists and colonialists
before our countries attained independence. Since we won
independence, the imperialists and colonialists have tried
to make use of these boundary questions to create disputes
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among us newly independent states. The Chinese Gov-
ernment therefore considers that, in dealing with such
boundary questions, we should clearly discern that these
are issues between Asian and African countries which are
not the same as issues between Asian-African countries
and the imperialist powers; we should be on guard lest
we be taken in by the imperialist attempt to sow discord
among us.

Inasmuch as the boundary questions are a legacy of
history, neither New China nor the other newly independ-
ent countries concerned should shoulder the blame.
Hence the Chinese Government holds that, in dealing with
the boundary questions, both the historical background
and the actual situation that has come into being must be
taken into account, and that, instead of trying to impose
its claims on the other party, each of the parties concerned
should seek a settlement that is reasonable and fair to
both parties through friendly consultations and in a spirit
of mutual understanding and mutual accommodation on
the basis of the Five Principles of Peaceful Coexist-
ence and the Ten Principles adopted at the Bandung
Conference.

In this spirit China and Burma have settled in a
friendly way their boundary question, which was in fact
much more complicated than that between China and In-
dia. Similarly, a friendly settlement of the Sino-Nepalese
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boundary question was brought about not long ago. In
regard to the Sino-Indian boundary question, the Chinese
Government has, in the same spirit, striven for a friendly
and peaceful settlement with India. Notwithstanding
every conceivable effort on the part of China during the
past three years or more, the question remains unsettled,
and indeed has developed into the sanguinary border con-
flict of today. Why this is so is a question that deserves
serious thought. For this reason I deem it necessary here
to review the background of the Sino-Indian boundary
question.

The Traditional Customary Boundary Line

(2) Historically, the Chinese and Indian peoples have
always lived together in peace and amity. Although the
boundary between China and India has never been for-
mally delimited, no border dispute had ever arisen between
them before the British colonialists came to the East. This
was so because a traditional customary boundary line had
long taken shape on the basis of the extent of each side’s
administrative jurisdiction in the long course of time dur-
ing which the two peoples lived together in peace. This
line was respected by the Indian as well as the Chinese
peoples. The eastern sector of this traditional customary
boundary runs along the southern foot of the Himalayas,
the middle sector along the Himalayas, and the western
sector along the Karakoram range (see attached Map 1).

In the eastern sector, the area disputed by the Indian
Government north of the traditional customary line has
always belonged to China. This area comprises Monyul,
Loyul and Lower Tsayul, which are all part of the Tibet
region. It covers a total area of 90,000 square kilometres
and is equivalent in size to three Belgiums or nine Leb-
anons. The inhabitants who have long lived in this area
are either Tibetans or peoples closely akin to them. A
case in point is the Monba people, who speak the Tibetan
language and believe in Lamaism. Most of the geograph-
ical names here are in the Tibetan language. For in-
stance, a river is called chu here. hence the Nyamjang
River is called Nyamjang Chu; a mountain pass is called
la, hence the Se Pass is called “Sela”; a district is
called yul, hence the Mon district is called “Monyul.”
The administrative set-up here was the same as that in
the other parts of Tibet; the basic administrative unit
was called dzong, as in the case of Senge Dzong and
Dirang Dzong. Up to the time when the British colonial-
ists and the Indians came to this area, the local authori-
ties of China’s Tibet region had always maintained
administrative organs, appointed officials, collected taxes
and exercised judicial authority here. This administra-
tive jurisdiction was never called in question.

In the middle sector, the places disputed by the In-
dian Government east of the traditional customary line
have always belonged to China. They cover a total area
of 2,000 square kilometres. The inhabitants are nearly
all Tibetans. The Tibet local government had all along
exercised jurisdiction over these places, and its archives
to this day contain documents pertaining to this exercise
of jurisdiction.

In the western sector, the area disputed by the Indian
Government north and east of the traditional customary
line has always belonged to China. This area consists

mainly of Aksai Chin in China’s Sinkiang and a part of
the Ari district of Tibet. It covers a total area of 33,000
square kilometres and is equivalent in size to one Belgium
or three Lebanons. Though sparsely inhabited, this area
has always served as the traffic artery linking Sinkiang
with Ari in Tibet. The Kirghiz and Uighur herdsmen
of Sinkiang are in the custom of grazing their cattle here.
The name Aksai Chin is the Uighur term for *“China’s
desert of white stones.” To this day, this area remains
under Chinese jurisdiction.

The traditional customary boundary was not only
respected by both China and India over a long period of
time, but also reflected in early official British maps.
Before 1865, the delinealion of the western sector of the
Sino-Indian boundary in official British maps coincided
roughly with the traditional customary line (see Reference
Map 1), and before 1936 their delineation of the eastern
sector similarly coincided roughly with the traditional
customary line (sec Reference Map 2 A and B).

Origin of the Sino-Indian Boundary Dispute

(3) The Sino-Indian boundary dispute is a legacy of
British imperialist aggression. After it had completely
brought India under its domination, British imperialism,
taking advantage of the powerless state of the Indian
people, turned its spearhead of aggression and expansion
towards China’s southwestern and northwestern frontiers,
using India as its base. From the second half of the
nineteenth century to the beginning of the twentieth,
British imperialism was actively engaged in conspiratorial
activities of aggression against China’s Tibet and Sin-
kiang. Its attempt to force open China'’s back door was
designed to co-ordinate with its aggression along the coast
and in the heartland of China. In 1911 there occurred
the revolution which overthrew the absolute imperial
rule in China. Seizing upon this as an opportune moment
to detach Tibet from China, British imperialism sought
to negate China's sovereignty in Tibet by recognizing
merely China’s so-called suzerainty there. It was against
this historical background that the Simla Conference was
convened in 1914. But even at that conference the
British representative dared not openly demand that
China cede large tracts of its territory. It was outside
the conference and behind the back of the representative
of the Chinese Cenlral Government that the British rep-
resentative drew the notorious “McMahon Line” through
a secret exchange of letters with the representative of
the Tibet local authorities, attempting thereby to annex
90,000 square kilometres of China’s territory to British
India. The then Chinese Government refused to recognize
this illegal McMahon Line. So have all Chinese Govern-
ments since then. That is why even the British Govern-
ment dared not publicly draw this Line on its maps before
1936. ’

The illegal McMahon Line was wholly imposed on
the Chinese people by British imperialism. Although it °
contrived this Line, for quite a long time afterwards it
dared not intrude into the area lying south of this illegal
Line and north of the Sino-Indian traditional customary
line. Tt was not until the last phase of the Second World
War that British imperialism, utilizing the opportunity
afforded by the then Chinese Government’s inability to
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look after its southwestern frontiers, seized a small part
of this area.

In the western sector of the Sino-Indian border,
British imperialism, seeking a short-cut for invading the
heart of Sinkiang, laid covetous eyes on the relatively
flat Aksai Chin in the eighteen sixties and dispatched
military intelligence agents to infiltrate into the area for
unlawful surveys. In compliance with the will of British
imperialism, these agents worked out an assortment of
boundary lines for truncating Sinkiang. The British
Government did try at one time to alter according to its
own wishes the traditional customary line in the western
sector of the Sino-Indian border, but was promptly re-
buffed by the Chinese Government.

Britain’s attempt was to obliterate the traditional
customary boundary line formed between China and India
over a long period of time, and to attain its imperialist
aims of aggression by carving up China's territory and
expanding the territory of British India. Yet it dared
not completely negate the traditional customary boundary
line between China and India or bring out in their entire-
ty the illegal boundary lines it had contrived. From 1865
to 1953 British and Indian maps either did not show any
alignment of the boundary in the western scctor at all,
or showed it in an indistinct fashion and marked it as
undefined. It was only from 1936 onwards that the illegal
McMahon Line in the eastern sector appeared on British
and Indian maps, but up to 1953 it was still designated
as undemarcated (see Reference Map 3).

The Indian Government Inherits British Imperialism’s
Designs on China’s Tibet

(4) India and China attained independence in 1947
and 1949 respectively. Friendly relations were developed
by the two countries on a new basis. However, owing to
causes from the Indian side, there has been a dark side
to the Sino-Indian relations from the very beginning.

Thanks to their mutual efforts, China and India
established diplomatic relations quite early, jointly
initiated the famous Five Principles of Peaceful Coexist-
ence, and signed the Agreement on Trade and Intercourse
Betwcen the Tibet Region of China and India. This
brought about a definite development in the friendly
relations between the two countries. China and India
ought to have cast away the entire legacy of imperialism
and established and developed their relations of mutual
friendship on a completely new basis, The Indian Govern-
ment, however, inherited the British imperialists’ covet-
ous desires towards the Tibet region of China and per-
sisted in regarding Tibet as India’s sphere of influence,
or sought at least to transform it into a buffer zone be-
tween China and India. For this reason, the Indian Govern-
ment tried its best to obstruct the peaceful liberation of
Tibet in 1950. When these attempts proved of no avail.
India pressed forward in an all-out advance on the illegal
McMahon Line in the eastern sector of the border and
completely occupied China’s territory south of that illegal
Line and north of the traditional customary line. In the
middle sector of the Sino-Indian border, apart from long
ago inheriting from British imperialism the encroachment
on Sang and Tsungsha, India further encroached on
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Chuva, Chuje, Shipki Pass, Puling-Sumdo, Sangcha, and
Lapthal after 1954. After 1954, India also encroached on
Parigas in the western sector of the border.

While it was occupying large tracts of Chinese ter-
ritory, India suddenly made a unilateral alteration of
the Sino-Indian traditional customary line in its official
map published in 1954. Tt presented in its enlirety the
version of the Sino-Indian boundary insidiously contrived
by British imperialism and tried to impose this version
on China as the delimited boundary between China and
India (see Reference Map 4).

The Chinese Government did not accept Indian
encroachment on large tracts of Chinese territory, none-
theless it took the position that an amicable settlement
of the Sino-Indian boundary question should be sought
through peaceful negotiations, and that, pending a settle-
ment, the status quo of the boundary should be main-
tained. China does not recognize the so-called McMahon
Line, yet in the interest of settling the Sino-Indian
boundary question through negotiations, it refrained
from crossing this Line. As for maps of the two parties
showing the boundary, they can be brought into con-
formity only after the boundary question has been settled
through negotiations between the two parties. This was
the procedure by which maps of China and Burma and
maps of China and Nepal showing the boundary lines
between them were brought into conformity. The delinea-
tion of the Sino-Indian boundary on maps published by
China has its historical and factual basis. But in view
of the fact that the Sino-Indian boundary has not been
formally delimited, China has never imposed its maps
on India; at the same time, China will under no cir-
cumstances accept the maps unilaterally altered by India.

From 1950 to 1958. tranquillity generally prevailed
along the Sino-Indian border because China adhered to
the policy of seeking an amicable settlement of the bound-
ary question through peaceful negotiations, although
even in that period India was already sowing seeds for
provoking fulure boundary disputes and border clashes.

India's Preposterous Territorial Claims

(5) After the rebellion in Tibet, the Indian Govern-
ment formally laid claim to large tracts of Chinese terri-
tory. In March 1959 a rebellion of serf-owners broke out
in the Tibet region of China. The Indian Government
not only aided and abetted this rebellion. but gave refuge
to the remnant rebels after the rebellion had been put
down, and connived at their anti-Chinese political activi-
ties in India. Soon after the rebellion broke out in
Tibet, Prime Minister Nehru formally presented to the
Chinese Government a claim to large tracts of Chinese
territory. He asked the Chinese Government not only
to recognize as legal Indian occupation of Chinese ter-
ritory in the eastern sector of the Sino-Indian border,
but also to recognize as part of India the Aksai Chin
area in the western sector of the Sino-Indian border which
India had never occupied (see attached Map 2).

India’s territorial claim to Aksai Chin was conjured
up and is devoid of any basis whatever. China has
always exercised its jurisdiction in this area. In 1950
it was through this area that units of the Chinese Peo-
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ple’s Liberation Army advanced from Sinkiang into Ari,
Tibet. And it was through this area that between 1956
and 1957 the Chinese side constructed the Sinkiang-Tibet
Highway, a gigantic task of engineering. As a matter of
fact, up to 1958, India had never disputed the fact of
China’s exercise of jurisdiction over this area. But now
the Indian Government asserted that this area had always
belonged to India, and that it was not until 1957 that
the Chinese had entered it clandestinely. If India had
always exercised jurisdiction over this area, it is beyond
comprehension how India could have been unaware of
the passing of the Chinese People’s Liberation Army units
through this area to Tibet and of the construction of the
gigantic highway. It was only from a pictorial magazine
published in China that the Indian Government came to
know that China had built the highway. In September
1958 the Indian side sent patrols to intrude into this area,
but they were immediately detained by Chinese frontier
guards. How could this have happened if India had really
exercised jurisdiction over this area? In point of fact,
Prime Minister Nehru himself said in the Indian Rajya
Sabha on September 10, 1959, that this area “has not been
under any kind of administration.” On November 23 of
the same year, he further stated in the Indian Rajya
Sabha, “During British rule, as far as I know, this area
was neither inhabited by any people nor were there any
outposts.” Though Prime Minister Nehru was in no
position to assess correctly the situation on the Chinese
side, his words nevertheless demonstrate authoritatively
that India has never exercised jurisdiction over this area.

Having occupied 90,000 square kilometres of Chinese
territory in the eastern sector and 2.000 square kilometres
of Chinese territory in the middle sector of the Sino-
Indian border, India now wants to occupy another 33,000
square kilometres of Chinese territory in the western
sector. In other words, India views both the parts of
Chinese territory it has occupied and the other parts of
Chinese territory it has not yet occupied as belonging to
India. This represents a demand which even the over-
bearing British imperialists dared not put to semi-colonial,
old China. That a newly independent India should have
made such a demand came as a complete shock to China.

The gravity of the situation lies not only in India’s
extensive claims to Chinese territory, but also in its
subsequent use of force to change unilaterally the state
of the boundary that had emerged, so as to realize In-
dian territorial claims. Indian armed forces crossed the
illegal McMahon Line in the eastern sector, invaded and
occupied Tamaden, Longju and Khinzemane north of the
Line, and in August 1959, in the course of invading
Longju, provoked the first sanguinary border clash. In
October 1959 Indian armed forces crossed the traditional
customary boundary line in the western sector and pro-
voked a sanguinary border clash of an even graver na-
ture at Kongka Pass. These two border clashes were
omens that India would further aggravate the situation
on the Sino-Indian border.

Chinese Measures for Preventing Worsening
Of the Situation

(6) The Chinese Government held that, in order to
avert conflict along the border, ways must be found to
effect a disengagement of the armed forces of the two
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sides, and at the same time negotiations must be started
quickly to seek a peaceful settlement of the boundary ques-
tion. The Chinese Government was determined to take
every possible measure within its power to prevent a
deterioration of the situation.

On November 7, 1959, the Chinese Government
propuosed to the Indian Government that the armed
forces of each side withdraw 20 kilomeires from the line
of actual control along the entire Sino-Indian border and
halt patrols. The line of actual control referred to here
coincided with the traditional customary line in the
western and middle sectors except for the parts of
Chinese territory which India had invaded and occupied
as referred to in Section (4) above; in the eastern sector,
the line of actual control coincided with the illegal
McMahon Line except for Khinzemane which was thken
still under Indian occupation (see attached Map 3). The
Chinese Government also proposed that the Prime
Ministers of the two countries hold talks to discuss the
Sino-Indian boundary question. But these proposals were
rejected by the Indian Government. On November 16,
1959, the Indian Government put forward a counter-pro-
posal which would require all Chinese personnel in the
Aksai Chin area of China’s Sinkiang to withdraw to the east
of the line which India claimed to be the international
boundary, and all Indian personnel in this area to with-
draw to the west of the line which China claimed to be
the international boundary. Since Indian personnel had
never actually come into this area, the Indian proposal
was tantamount to demanding the unilateral withdrawal
of Chinese personnel from vast tracts of their own terri-
tory. The Chinese Government then put this question
to the Indian Government: Since the Indian Govern-
ment held that each side should withdraw behind the line
claimed by the other side in the western sector of the
Sino-Indian border, did this mean that the Indian Gov-
ernment agreed that in the eastern sector as well, each
side should withdraw behind the line claimed by the other
side? —in other words, that India should withdraw to
the south of the traditional customary line pointed out
by China, while China should withdraw to the north of
the so-called McMahon Line claimed by India? The Indian
Government was at a loss to answer this question and
merely kept insisting that its proposal was only applicable
to the western sector. Very clearly, the Indian Govern-
ment had no interest in an amicable settlement of the
Sino-Indian boundary question through peaceful negotia-
tions on a fair and reasonable basis, nor had it any
interest in separating the armed forces of the two sides
on the basis of the line of actual control with a view
to forestalling border clashes. What it was after was
only to use armed forces to edge Chinese personnel out
of Chinese territory in the western sector of the Sino-
Indian border.

Despite this, the Chinese Government still maintained
that it was of paramount urgency to avert conflict along
the border. Hence, after the Indian Government had
rejected the Chinese Government’s proposals that each
side withdraw its armed forces 20 kilometres from the
line of actual control and stop patrols, China unilaterally
discontinued patrols on its side of the boundary. The
Chinese Government hoped that, by so doing, at least a
disengagement of the armed forces of the two sides could
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be effected which would be conducive to avoiding border
clashes and maintaining tranquillity in the border region.

Premier Cheu En-lai’s Visit to New Delhi

(7) With a view to seeking a peaceful settlement of
the Sino-Indian boundary question, the Chinese Premier
visited New Delhi in April 1960 and held talks with Prime
Minister Nehru. In the course of the talks, I repeatedly
explained that the boundary question should be settled
peacefully on a fair and reasonable basis: that if there
could not be a settlement for the time being, the state
of the boundary that had already emerged should be main-
tained; and that the armed forces of the two sides should
be disengaged in order to forestall clashes. At the con-
clusion of the talks, I summed up the following six points
as points of common ground or of close proximity emerg-
ing from the talks, namely:

1. There exist disputes with regard to the boundary be-
tween the two sides.

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

3. In defermining the boundary between the two coun-
tries, certain geographical principles, such as water-
sheds, river valleys and mountain passes, should be
equally applicable to all sectors of the boundary.

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

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

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

I suggested that these points of common ground be
affirmed so as to facilitate further discussions by the two
Governments. These six points are entirely equitable and
involve no demands imposed by one side on the other.
They include views expressed to me during the talks by
Prime Minister Nehru himself. Yet Prime Minister Nehru
refused to confirm these six points. His refusal in fact
meant that the Indian Government was unwilling to rec-
ognize the existence of a line of actual control between
the two countries, unwilling to agree to observe this line
pending a settlement of the boundary question through
negotiations and refrain from putting forward territorial
claims as pre-conditions to negotiations, unwilling to
disengage the armed forces of the two sides so as to fore-
stall border clashes, and even unwilling to recognize
the objective fact that there exist disputes between the
two sides with regard to the boundary. In those talks,
Prime Minister Nehru took the position that the Chinese
Government must unconditionally accede to India’s terri-
torial claims and refused to leave any room for negotia-
tion. These were claims which even British imperialism
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dared not put before the Chinese Government. Prime
Minister Nehru was fully aware that the Chinese Govern-
ment would in no circumstances agree to these claims.
By pressing them he was clearly seeking, out of unrevealed
motives, to keep the boundary question unsettled and the
border situation tense indefinitely.

Subsequently, during the meetings between officials
of the two countries held from June to December in 1960,
the Chinese side proved with a large volume of conclu-
sive data that the traditional customary boundary line
as pointed out by China had a historical and factual
basis. But the Indian side, mainly relying on obviously
valueless material from British travellers and adven-
turers, insisted that the illegal McMahon Line was the
traditional customary line in the eastern sector of the
Sino-Indian border, and that Aksai Chin over which
China had always exercised jurisdiction belonged to India.
Thus, the meetings between officials of the two countries
also failed to yield results.

More Serious Armed Provocations

(8) The sincerity for conciliation demonstrated by the
Chinese Government during the talks between the two
Prime Ministers was taken by the Indian Government as
an indication that China was weak and could be bullied,
and China’s unilateral halting of border patrols was taken
as an opportunity to take advantage of. Therefore, after
the meetings between the officials of the two countries
had concluded, Indian troops crossed the line of actual
control first in the western and then in the eastern sector
of the border, occupied more and more Chinese territory
and engaged in ever more serious armed provocations.

In the western sector of the border, beginning from
1961, and particularly from last April on, Indian troops
made repeated inroads into Chinese territory, and set up
additional military strongpoints. Prior to the recent
general outbreak of clashes on the border, India had
established a total of 43 strongpoints encroaching on
Chinese territory in the western sector of the border (see
attached Map 4). Some were set up only a few metres
away from Chinese posts, others even behind Chinese
posts, cutting off their access to the rear. As Prime
Minister Nehru put it in addressing the Indian Lok Sabha
on June 20, 1962, “India had opened some new patrol
posts endangering the Chinese posts and it was largely
due to movements on our side that the Chinese had also
to make movements. It is well known in knowledgeable
circles in the world that the position in this area had
been changing to our advantage and the Chinese are con-
cerned about it.” The Indian weekly Blitz openly boasted
at the time that India had occupied 2,500 square miles of
territory there, which the weekly described as a “unique
triumph for an audacious Napoleonic planning” worked
out by Defence Minister Krishna Menon. Invading In-
dian troops again and again launched armed provocations
against Chinese frontier guards. Indian aireraft again
and again violated China’s air space and recklessly car-
ried out harassing raids. As a result of these increas-
ingly frequent acts of provocation on the part of India,
the situation in the western sector of the Sino-Indian
border grew sharply in tension and gravity.

Because China exercised great self-restraint and for-
bearance, India’s encroachments in the western sector of
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the Sinc-Indian border were not seriously resisted, where-
upon India went further to extend its encroachments to
the eastern sector of the border. From last June on-
wards, Indian troops crossed the illegal McMahon Line,
intruded into the Che Dong area north of the Line, in-
cessantly expanded their scope of occupation (see at-
tached Map 4), and launched a series of armed attacks
on Chinese frontier guards, inflicting forty-seven casual-
ties on them. Thus, before the recent full-scale border
conflict broke out, the Indian side had already created
in both the eastern and western sectors of the Sino-Indian
border a grave situation in which an explosion might be
touched off at any moment.

China’s Self-Restraint and Forbearance

(9) While the Indian encroachments and provocations
increased in gravity and the border situation worsened
day by day, the Chinese side maintained maximum self-
restraint and forbearance throughout. Chinese frontier
guards were ordered not to fire the first shot under any
circumstances, nor to return fire except as a last resort.
On the one hand, the Chinese Government sent protests
and warnings to the Indian Government, declaring that it
would never accept the Indian encroachments and firmly
demanding that India evacuate Chinese territory. On the
other hand, it did not relax in the least its efforts to seek
an improvement in Sino-Indian relations and a peaceful
settlement of the boundary issue through negotiations.

The Chinese side held that any steps conducive to
improving Sino-Indian relations would without doubt
also help promote a peaceful settlement of the boundary
question. In view of the fact that the 1954 Agreement
Between China and India on Trade and Intercourse Be-
tween the Tibet Region of China and India was due to
expire in June 1962, the Chinese Government, from
December 1961 to May 1962, proposed three times the
conclusion of a new agreement to replace the old one.
Although the conclusion of such a new agreement would
have nothing to do with the boundary question, it would
undoubtedly have helped to improve Sino-Indian relations.
In advancing this proposal China had the best of inten-
tions. But the Indian Government demanded China’s
acceptance of India’s territorial claims as the pre-condi-
tion for the conclusion of such a new agreement, and
unjustifiably rejected the proposal.

It was precisely because the Sino-Indian border
situation was growing steadily more acute that the Chi-
nese Government pointed more emphatically than ever
to the necessity for a peaceful settlement of the boundary
question through negotiations. But the Indian Govern-
ment persisied in a negative attitude. It was not until
July 26 this year that it expressed in vague terms a
desire for further discussions on the boundary question
on the basis of the report of the officials of the two
sides. The Chinese Government responded promptly and
positively in its note of August 4, and suggested that such
discussions be held as soon as possible.

The Indian Government, however, suddenly adopted
a different tone in a note dated August 22 and insisted
that China must first evacuate large tracts of its own
territory in the western sector of the border before any

12

further boundary discussions on the basis of the officials’
report could be held. This was a unilaterally posed pre-
condition by which India sought to force its territorial
claims on China. In its note of September 13, the Chi-
nese Government pointed out that no pre-conditions
should be set for further boundary discussions on the
basis of the officials’ report. It suggested, moreover, that
representatives of the two sides begin discussions on the
boundary question on October 15, first in Peking and
then in Delhi alternately. At the same time. with a view
to easing the border tension. the Chinese Government
once again proposed that the armed forces of each side
withdraw 20 kilometres along the entire border.

But the Indian Government, in its note of September
19, rejected China’s proposals for separation of the armed
forces of the two sides and for holding discussions on
the boundary question without pre-conditions. It merely
agreed to the date and sites for the discussions proposed
by China, while insisting that the discussions should be
confined to China's withdrawal from large tracts of
China’s own tcrritory in the western sector of the border.
The Chinese Government, in its note dated October 3,
repeated the proposal that the two sides should speedily
enter into boundary discussions on the basis of the
officials’ report. and that in the course of the discussions
neither side should refuse to discuss any question that
might be raised by the other side concerning the
boundary. This proposal was fair to both sides.

Nevertheless, the Indian Government in its reply
note dated October 6 not only rejected the above-men-
tioned fair proposal of the Chinese Government, but
added a new pre-condition to the old one, demanding ihat
Chinese troops evacuate the Che Dong area, which is Chi-
nese territory, north of the illegal McMahon Line. Thus,
by going back on its own word and putting forward one
pre-condition after another, the Indian Government
finally blocked the door to negotiations on the boundary
question.

India Embarks on the Road of Military Adventure

(10) Making a series of miscalculations concerning
China, India not only turned down China’s peaceable pro-
posals, but finally embarked on the road of military
adventure. India thought that China’s economic difficul-
ties were so grave that it would not be able to overcome
them, and that China’s southwestern defences must have
been weakened owing to the fact that its national de-
fence forces were tied down by the attempt of the U.S.-
supported Chiang Kai-shek clique to invade China's
southeastern coastal areas. Therefore India considered
the opportunity ripe for launching massive armed at-
tacks along the entire Sino-Indian border. On October
5 the Indian Ministry of Defence announced the establish-
ment of a new corps under the “Eastern Command” for
the sole purpose of dealing with China, and the appoint-
ment of Lieutenant-General B.M. Kaul as its com-
mander. On October 12 Prime Minister Nehru declared
that he had issued orders to “[ree” what he termed in-
vaded areas, in reality Chinese territory, of Chinese
troops. On October 14 the then Indian Minister of De-
fence, Krishna Menon, called for fighting China to the
last man and the last gun. On October 16, upon return-
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ing to New Delhi from abroad, Prime Minister Nehru
immediately summoned a meeting of high-ranking mili-
tary officers to accelerate combat preparations. On
October 17 Indian troops in both the eastern and western
sectors simultaneously began heavy artillery attacks on
the Chinese side. On October 18 officials of the Indian
Ministry of Defence declared that the Chinese had been
“driven back two miles.” Finally, in the early hours of
October 20, Indian troops, on Prime Minister Nehru’s
orders, launched massive attacks all along the line. It
was only when they had been repeatedly subjected to
frenzied attacks by the Indian troops and had suffered
heavy casualties that the Chinese frontier guards, pressed
beyond the limits of forbearance and left with no room
for retreat, struck back in resolute self-defence.

Sino-Indian Border Conflict of Indian Making

(11) All relevant facts show that the current grave
Sino-Indian border conflict was wholly engineered by the
Indian Government, deliberately and over a long period
of time. At a mass meeting held in New Delhi on
November 11 last, Prime Minister Nehru openly revealed
that two years ago India had already drawn up a “plan
of operations” against China, which had even worked out
such details as the scale of the operations and how
advance or falling back was to be made when the battle
got under way. But the Indian Government turning
facts upside down, falsely accused Chinese frontier
guards of crossing the western end of the illegal
McMahon Line on September 8 and thereby touching off
the current general border conflict. This accusation is

Man out-and-out lie. Actually, it was Indian troops which
had crossed the western end of the illegal McMahon Line
long before September 8. This is a fact that cannot be
denied. The Chinese Government is in possession of the
original 1914 map of the so-called McMahon Line. Ac-
cording to that map, the western extremity of the Line
is clearly at latitude 27°44.6'N (see Reference Maps 5
and 6). The Indian Government, in order to justify its
occupation of the Che Dong area north of the Line, in-
sists that the western extremity of the Line is at 27°48'N
and that the boundary between China and India in this
area follows the so-called Thagla ridge watershed. But
the co-ordinates on the original map of the so-called
McMahon Line are there and cannot be altered, and the
name Thagla ridge does not even appear on the map.
Moreover, the Indian military sketch maps captured by
China during the current border clashes also clearly show
the Che Dong area to be north of the illegal McMahon
Line. The fact that India intentionally crossed the illegal
McMahon Line, occupied the Che Dong area to its north,
and publicly declared that India would “free” this area
of Chinese frontier guards serves precisely to demonstrate
that the current border clashes were solely and de-
liberately created by India.

The Chinese Government’s stand on the illegal
McMahon Line is a consistent one. China does not rec-
ognize the illegal McMahon Line, yet it refrained from
crossing it in the interest of a peaceful settlement of the
Sino-Indian boundary question. The fact was that India
first crossed to the north of the illegal McMahon Line and,
using places south of the Line as its base, launched mas-
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sive armed attacks on Chinese frontier guards. Thus,
with its own hands the Indian Government finally des-
troyed the restrictive effect of this Line. In order to
prevent the Indian troops from staging a come-back and
launching fresh attacks, the Chinese frontier guards, fight-
ing in self-defence, naturally need no longer be restricted
by the illegal McMahon Line. China has consistently
striven for the settlement of the Sino-Indian boundary
question by peaceful means. The Chinese frontier guards
have crossed the illegal McMahon Line because they had
no alternative. But when China is compelled to strike
back now in self-defence in the border conflict, it still
aims at promoting a peaceful settlement of the Sino-
Indian boundary question, just as it did in exercising for-
bearance and self-restraint over the past three years. The
Chinese frontier guards have crossed the illegal McMahon
Line and advanced to certain points, yet the Chinese side
does not wish to rely on such a move to settle the ques-
tion of the eastern sector of the Sino-Indian boundary.
As in the past, the Chinese Government holds that only
through peaceful negotiations can a settlement reasonable
and fair to both sides be found not only for the eastern
sector, but for the Sino-Indian boundary question as a
whole.

The Chinese Government’s Three Proposals

(12) On October 24, that is, four days after the Sino-
Indian border conflict broke out, the Chinese Govern-
ment issued a statement putting forward the following
three proposals with a view to stopping the border con-
flict, reopening peaceful negotiations and settling the Sino-
Indian boundary question:

1. Both parties affirm that the Sino-Indian boundary
question must be settled peacefully through negotia-
tions. Pending a peaceful settlement, the Chinese
Government hopes that the Indian Government will
agree that both parties respect the line of actual
control between the two sides along the entire Sino-
Indian border, and the armed forces of each side
withdraw 20 kilometres from this line and disengage.

2. Provided that the Indian Government agrees to the
above proposal, the Chinese Government is willing,
through consultation between the two parties, to
withdraw its frontier guards in the eastern sector of
the border to the north of the line of actual con-
trol; at the same time, both China and India under-
take not to cross the line of actual control, ie., the
traditional customary line, in the middle and western
sectors of the border.

Matters relating to the disengagement of the
armed forces of the two parties and the cessation of
armed conflict shall be negotiated by officials
designated by the Chinese and Indian Governments
respectively.

3. The Chinese Government considers that, in order to

seek a friendly settlement of the Sino-Indian
boundary question, talks should be held once again
by the Prime Ministers of China and India. At a
time considered to be appropriate by both parties,
the Chinese Government would welcome the Indian
Prime Minister to Peking; if this should be incon-
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veniegt to the Indian Government, the Chinese
Premier would be ready to go to Delhi for talks.

As explained in the stalement of the Chinese Gov-
ernment, the line of actual control referred to in the three
proposals does not mean the line of actual contact be-
tween the armed forces of the two sides in the present
border clashes, but means the line of actual control which
existed along the entire Sino-Indian border at the time
when the Chinese Government mentioned it to the Indian
Government on November 7, 1959. This shows that,
while it will never accept the Indian encroachments on
Chinese territory since 1959 by crossing this line of actual
control, the Chinese Government will not impose any
unilateral demands on India because of the advances it
gained in the recent counter-attacks in self-defence.

The essence of the first of China’s three proposals is
to restore the state of the Sino-Indian boundary in 1959,
that is, before complications arose in the border situa-
tion over the past three years, and to have the armed
forces of each side withdraw 20 kilometres from the 1959
line of actual control. The obligations of both sides
under this proposal would be equal. If the Indian Gov-
ernment agrees to this proposal, the Chinese frontier
guards would have to withdraw from their present posi-
tions south of the so-called McMahon Line not only to the
north of the Line, but 20 kilometres further northward.
The Indian troops, on the other hand, would only have
to withdraw 20 kilometres southward from this Line. If
measured from Tawang and its vicinity south of the so-
called McMahon Line, which Chinese frontier guards
have now reached, they would have to withdraw about
40 kilometres, while Indian troops would need to with-
draw only one to two kilometres, or need not withdraw
at all (see attached Map 5).

The reason why China has reiterated and emphasized
its proposal for a 20-kilometre withdrawal by the armed
forces of each side from the line of actual control is that,
through its bitter experiences of the past three years, the
Chinese Government has become acutely aware that it is
very difficult to avoid clashes in border areas under dis-
pute if the armed forces of the two sides are not dis-
engaged. Al the same time, it must be pointed out that the
line of actual control is not equivalent to the boundary
between the two countries. Acknowledging and respect-
ing the line of actual control would not prejudice each
side’s adherence to its claims on the boundary, but would
create a favourable atmosphere for the reopening of
peaceful negotiations to settle the boundary question.

Implication of the Indian Government’s Term
For Negotiation

(13) The Chinese Government had hoped that the
Indian Government would give careful consideration to
China’s three proposals before making a response. But
on the very day they were put forward by the Chinese
Government, the Indian Government hastily rejected them
and slanderously termed them deceptive. The Indian
Government stated that no negotiations were possible un-
less the state of the entire boundary as it prevailed before
September 8, 1962 was restored, and declared that the
Indian Government was only prepared to hold negotiations
“on the basis of decency, dignity and self-respect.”
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What is the implication of the Indian Government’s
proposed restoration of the state of the boundary as it
prevailed before September 8? In the eastern sector of
the Sino-Indian border, it would mean that Indian troops
again invade and occupy Chinese territory north of the
illegal McMahon Line; in the western sector it would mean
that they again invade and occupy the military strong-
points they set up on Chinese territory after 1959. And
what kind of a state of affairs would this be? This would
again be the state of affairs on October 20 when Indian
troops, utilizing the advantageous military positions they
had seized, launched large-scale armed attacks against
Chinese frontier guards. It would be a state of affairs
pregnant with so grave a danger as to make border clashes
inevitable. It would not be fair, nor would it bring peace,
to revert either to the state of the boundary as of Sep-
tember 8, or to that of October 20.

The fact that the Indian Government refuses to re-
store the state of the boundary of November 7, 1959, but
wants to restore the state of the boundary of September 8,
1962, proves that since 1959 the Indian Government has
seized by force large tracts of Chinese territory. What
India proposes to restore is the situation that resulted
from the Indian troops’ crossing the line of actual control
and encroaching on Chinese territory over the past three
years; whereas the situation which China proposes to
restore is one in which tranquillity was basically main-
tained along the Sino-Indian border three years ago. Ac-
cording to the Indian proposal, only China would with-
draw, while India would not withdraw, but advance and
again invade and occupy Chinese territory. According to
the Chinese proposals, both sides would withdraw, and in
the eastern sector the distance the Chinese frontier guards
would have to withdraw would far exceed the distance
the Indian forces would have to withdraw. Looked at
from any angle, India’s proposal is a one-sided one by
which it attempts to impose its will on China and make
China submit; while China’s proposals are equitable and
in the spirit of mutual accommodation and mutual respect.
Furthermore, the Chinese side proposed talks between the
Prime Ministers of the two countries, expressed welcome
for Prime Minister Nehru to come to Peking and stated
that should the Indian Government find it inconvenient,
the Chinese Premier was prepared to go to New Delhi
once again. Clearly, full consideration had been given to
India’s prestige and sense of decency when China put
forward these conciliatory proposals. The Indian Govern-
ment has stressed that it is prepared to enter into nego-
tiations only “on the basis of decency, dignity and self-
respect.” However, its proposal shows that it only con-
siders its own decency, dignity and self-respect, but wants
to deny decency, dignity and self-respect to the other
party.

The Indian Government’s Continued Use of Force

(14) After my first appeal was rejected by Prime
Minister Nehru, I appealed to him a second time, hoping
that he would return to the conference table. However,
judging by present indications, the Indian Government,
far from being ready to conduct peaceful negotiations, is
resolved to continue the use of force. The Indian Gov-
ernment has publicly stated that India is in fact in a state
of war with China. It presented in the Indian Parlia-
ment a resolution to “drive out the Chinese aggressors
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from the soil of India,” and this resolution has been
adopted. The President of India has proclaimed a “state
of emergency” throughout the country. A wartime cabi-
net has been set up in India; military mobilization has
been set in motion; war bonds have been issued; and
India’s economy has begun to go on “a war footing.” War
hysteria enshrouds the whole of India. Setting no store
by the friendship of the Chinese and Indian peoples, Prime
Minister Nehru has publicly spread seeds of hatred for
the Chinese people and used every forum to call on the
Indian people to wage a long drawn-out fight against the
Chinese people. The Indian Government has stepped up
its persecution of Chinese nationals in India, arbitrarily
ordered the closure of branch offices of the Bank of China
in India, crudely restricted the movement of staff mem-
bers of the Chinese Embassy and Consulates in India, and
is even considering severing diplomatic relations with
China. Casting off the cloak of “non-alignment,” the In-
dian Government has openly begged for military aid from
the United States of America and is receiving a continuous
supply of US. arms. Large numbers of Indian troops
and huge quantities of U.S. munitions are being rushed
to the Sino-Indian border areas. Indian troops on both
the western and eastern sectors of the Sino-Indian border
have not ceased attacking the Chinese frontier guards.
The Indian press has been trumpeting that India is about
to launch a big counter-offensive. All this indicates that
the threat of border conflicts on a bigger scale is growing
perilously.

The Chinese Government’s Unremitting Efforts
For Amicable Settlement

v (15) There is no reason whatsoever for China and
India to fight on account of the boundary question. In
the past three years the Chinese Government has made
every possible effort to prevent the emergence of such
an unfortunate situation. From the very beginning the
Chinese Government has stood for an amicable settlement
of the boundary question through peaceful negotiations.
In the past three years, nearly all the proposals for nego-
tiations were initiated by China. For the purpose of
negotiation, the Chinese Premier went to New Delhi, and
is prepared to go again. However, in the last three years
the Indian Government usually refused to negotiate, or,
after reluctantly agreeing to negotiate, would not settle a
single question capable of being settled. The Chinese
Government stood for maintaining the state of the bound-
ary which had taken shape, pending a peaceful settle-
ment; concretely speaking, this means maintaining the
line of actual control that existed between China and India
in 1959. The Indian side, however, started off by cross-
ing the line of actual control in the western sector of the
Sino-Indian border, and finally even violated the so-called
McMahon Line which it claimed itself to be the boundary
in the eastern sector. China sought to disengage the
armed forces of the two sides, while India persisted in
keeping them in contact. To avoid border clashes, the
Chinese Government proposed separating the armed forces
of the two sides and halting patrols. After these pro-
posals were rejected by India, China unilaterally stopped
patrolling on its side of the border. Taking advantage of
China’s unilateral cessation of patrols, however, India’s
armed forces intruded into Chinese territory, set up mili-
tary strongpoints and pressed steadily forward, thus even-
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tually making border clashes between China and India
unavoidable. Had the Indian Government entertained the
slightest desire to settle the boundary question peacefully,
the situation on the Sino-Indian border would never have
deteriorated to the unfortunate degree it has. The pres-
ent unfortunate situation has been brought about solely
by the Indian Government. The reasons for these actions
of the Indian Government are to be found not so much in
the boundary question per se as in its designs of utilizing
this situation to whip up an anti-China campaign by
which it seeks internally to divert the attention and in-
crease the burden of the people and suppress the progres-
sive forces, and externally to obtain more U.S. aid.

(16) Your Excellency, it is with a heavy heart that
I have presented to you the history of the Sino-Indian
boundary question in its entirety. But Your Excellency
may rest assured that the Chinese Government is not dis-
couraged, but will look ahead. However complicated the
situation may be now, the Chinese Government will never
waver in its determination to seek a peaceful settlement
of the Sino-Indian boundary question. So long as there
remains a ray of hope, it will continue to seek a way to
conciliation, and take the initiative in creating conditions
favouring the cessation of border clashes. There is no
conflict of fundamental interests between China and India,
and it is utterly unthinkable to the Chinese Government
that the present border clashes should develop into a full-
scale war between the two countries. The border clashes
must and will eventually be settled peacefully.

Ever since the Sino-Indian border issue arose, leaders
of many Asian and African countries have exerted great
efforts to promote its peaceful settlement. Almost unani-
mously they hold that the arch enemy of us Asian and
African countries is imperialism and colonialism, that our
countries all face urgent tasks of reconstruction to trans-
form the backward state of our economy, and that China
and India, the two big Asian countries, should settle their
boundary question peacefully, restore Sino-Indian friend-
ship, enhance Asian-African solidarity and together cope
with the main enemy before us. They appeal to China
and India to halt the armed border clashes and imme-
diately enter into negotiations, and they oppose foreign
intervention. Both China and India are big Asian
countries. It is only through direct negotiations be-
tween China and India that a mutually satisfactory set-
tlement of the boundary question can be secured. The
Chinese Government heartily welcomes and sincerely
thanks the leaders of friendly Asian and African countries
for their fair-minded endeavours to promote direct nego-
tiations between China and India, without themselves get-
ting involved in the dispute. I sincerely hope that Your
Excellency will uphold justice and continue to exercise
your distinguished influence to promote a peaceful settle-
ment of the Sino-Indian boundary question on a fair and
reasonable basis.

Please accept, Your Excellency, the assurances of my
highest consideration.

(Signed)

CHOU EN-LAI

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

Nehru’s Rejection of
Peaceful Negotiations

The following editorial was published in “Hongqi,”
No. 22, November 16, 1962. The original title is “Why
Is the Nehru Government Still Rejecting Peaceful Negoti-
ations?” Subheads are ours. — Ed.

THE people of the world, first and foremost the people
of China and India and of many other Asian and
African countries, are becoming more and more seriously
concerned about the Sino-Indian border incident. The
longer this incident lasts the more clearly do people see
that peaceful negotiation is the only way to settle the
border conflict and that there is no other way out.

Two Policies: A Glaring Contrast

On November 4, Premier Chou En-lai again wrote to
Indian Prime Minister Nehru in connection with the
ending of the border conflict and the reopening of peace-
ful negotiations, appealing to the Indian Government
to accept the three proposals put forward in a spirit of
friendship by the Chinese Government [Peking Review,
No. 45, Nov. 9, 1962]. But, on the very same day, Prime
Minister Nehru declared that a “National Defence Council”
would be set up to take care of overall planning to ex-
pand the armed conflict on the Sino-Indian border; he
also proposed to put the Indian national economy on a
war footing as quickly as possible. On the very same
day the Indian President formally announced the establish-
ment of the Ministry of Defence Production. This means
that the Indian Government, apart from getting daily
increasing supplies of arms from the United States, will
engage in large-scale arms production at home. The
adoption by the Governments of China and India of two
different types of measures on the same day clearly
reflects the diametrically opposite policies of the two
Governments on the border question: the policy of the
Chinese Government is one of peace while that of the
Indian Government is one of force. The two policies
stand in sharp contrast.

The Indian Government's stand on the Sino-Indian
boundary question has been dealt with extensively in
the article by the Editorial Department of Renmin Ribao
entitled “More on Nehru's Philosophy in the Light of
the Sino-Indian Boundary Question.” [Peking Review,
No. 44, Nov. 2, 1962.] Here, we shall discuss only the so-
called “defence measures” recently adopted by the Indian
Government and its acquisition of military aid from the
western imperialist countries.

The Chinese and Indian peoples have lived in friend-
ship for generations. The two great nations of China and
India have never had any conflict of fundamental in-
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terests. The two countries can certainly and should
coexist in peace and friendship. The Sino-Indian bound-
ary question is a question left over from British im-
perialist rule over India and its aggression against China
in the past. It is entirely possible to settle this question
through negotiations on the basis of the Five Principles
of Peaceful Coexistence affirmed by the two countries.

China absolutely does not want war. In the armed
clashes on the Sino-Indian border, China was compelled
to act in self-defence. Even after events took this turn,
the Chinese people and Government have maintained
their consistent stand for peaceful negotiations, and
have proposed again and again that peaceful negotiations
be reopened. As Premier Chou En-lai has pointed out
in his letter, China’s proposals are reciprocal and not one-
sided, they are equitable and not asking submission of one
side, they are based on mutual accommodation and not im-
posed on others, they are based on mutual respect and
not bullying one side, and they are in the spirit of friendly
negotiation and not arbitrary or dogmatic. In a word, they
are perfectly reasonable. Agreement to enter into negotia-
tions does not restrain either side in reserving its own
position on the border issue; furthermore, it provides the
necessary conditions for a peaceful settlement of the
boundary question and prevents continuing clashes on the
border.

However, as we have seen, the Indian Government has
all along stubbornly refused to enter into negotiations
despite all the efforts made by the Chinese Government
to this end. The Indian ruling circles headed by Nehru,
having trumped up the charge of non-existent “Chinese
aggression,” did their best to assume the air of a *‘victim
of aggression.” They urgently appealed for military aid
from the western imperialist countries and stepped up
imports of arms and ammunition, while going all-out at
home, to inflame and agitate the people by proclaiming
a “state of emergency,” beginning war mobilization,
augmenting their army of aggression, increasing the
budget for military expenditure, issuing war bonds,
boosting munitions production and clamouring that India
“must be prepared to face a long-drawn-out war.” At
the same time, the Indian aggressor forces have replaced
“machine-gun fire” with “heavy artillery fire” and con-
tinually shelled the Chinese frontier guards.

What Is Nehru After?

In doing this, what is the purpose of the Indian ruling
circles led by Nehru? They do this because they want to
persist in their expansionist policy, to oppress and exploit
the Indian people, to hit at the progressive forces in
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India and to serve U.S. imperialism’s anti-China campaign.
In the last analysis, they are doing so in accordance with
the needs and in the interests of India’s big bourgeoisie
and big landlords.

The Indian weekly Blitz (one of the publications of
the Indian bourgeoisie) revealed in its editorial of March
24, 1962, that some of India’s big enterprises and finance
capital, taking advantage of the anti-China campaign, hoped
to “make blood-profits from the militarization of our
[Indian] frontiers.” By November 3, the day before the
establishment of the Ministry of Defence Production,
this same weekly revealed in a dispatch that “to cope
with China’s threat,” India was being turned into an
arsenal and that every effort would be used to produce
first-class modern arms. The dispatch also spoke of the
steady growth of India’s arms production in the past
few years. “When Krishna Menon took over as Defence
Minister,” it said, “the total value of domestic production
was only 60 million rupees. He has expanded this produc-
tion to the value of 600 million rupees — ten times the
original. Now a new master plan has been prepared by
him which will mean capital investment of a further
2,000 million rupees, and soon the value of production
will reach 6,000 million rupees. Defence factories are
working at fever pitch in four shifts for twenty-four
hours.”

During his tenure of office as Minister of Defence,
Krishna Menon made great efforts to increase India’s
arms production. Yet he still failed to strike the fancy
of the Indian big bourgeoisie and was recently first
relieved of his post as Minister of Defence and later as
Minister of Defence Production. Naturally, the Defence
Production Ministry which is charged with a special mis-
sion, will not limit the increase in investment in arms
to the figure of 2,000 million rupees. It is certain that
this figure will soon be surpassed under a new and far
larger plan. This is because India’s monopoly capital, be
it bureaucrat-monopoly capital or private monopoly cap-
ital, is in dire need of a war atmosphere to live in and
needs desperately to fatten itself by “making blood-
profits from the militarization of our [India’s] frontiers.”

Tata and Other War Profit Seekers

Headed by Nehru and including the Tata family, the
biggest private monopoly capitalist group in India, the
recently formed “National Defence Council” is a body
which will assist the Indian Government in provoking
continued armed clashes on the Sino-Indian border and
in war mobilization. It is also designed to assist the
various financial monopoly groups in making arrange-
ments to get war profits.

Of course, the quest for war profits among the
various Indian financial monopoly groups does not start
from the present time. Historically, they have risen and
prospered by going after war profits. For example, the
Tata Iron and Steel Company, the oldest and also the
biggest iron and steel company run by private monopoly
capital in India, grew up during World War I by serving
the imperialist war and raking in war profits. At that
time, this company won the praise of the British Viceroy
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Lord Chelmsford, who credited it with having rendered
services to British imperialism’s “expeditionary wars” in
the Near and Middle East and in East Africa. During
World War II, India’s big bourgeoisie accumulated fabulous
profits by providing military supplies to the British forces.
The net profit of the Tata Iron and Steel Company for
1939-40 was 53.6 million rupees. It rose to 86.1 million
rupees during the war years 1944-45. The total capital of
this company increased from 284.79 million rupees in 1934-
35 to 533 million rupees in 1945-46. The total profit reaped
by the Associated Cement Companies, the largest cement
monopoly concern in India (at that time, cement was
mostly used for military purposes) was 9 million rupees
in prewar 1939-40. It rose to 16 million rupees in 1942-43,
After India’s proclamation of independence, bureaucrat-
monopoly capital, fostered by the Congress government,
has developed swiftly and most of its capital has been con-
centrated in such heavy industrial branches as steel, coal,
machine building, locomotives, oil extraction and refining,
ship-building, aircraft manufacturing and atomic energy.
Many of these industries are of a military nature.

Pinning Hopes on Military Production

It is noteworthy that Indian monopoly capital, which
has run into difficulties on both the home and foreign
markets, now urgently desires to channel its capital into
military production. Although India is a big country, its
people are living in appalling poverty and their purchas-
ing power is extremely low because the Congress Party
regime, a regime of an alliance between the big bour-
geoisie and the big landlords, has been pursuing through-
out a policy favourable to monopoly capital and the feudal
forces. Consequently, many industrial products such as
most jute manufactures, a part of the machine-made cot-
ton cloth and light machinery have no customers in the
home market. The Indian big bourgeoisie has tried by
every means to expand ils markets abroad but Indian
capital in general cannot possibly have much competitive
power in the international market. India’s exports to the
Asian and African countries are steadily declining. Its
exports of textiles and light machinery to Southeast Asia
have decreased owing to the competition of Japanese cap-
ital. As a result of competition from France, Belgium
and other countries, the proportion of India’s exports to
Africa in the total volume of its export trade dropped
from 3 per cent to less than 1 per cent between 1955-56
and 1960-61. In such circumstances, besides doing its
utmost to expand in the Asian-African regions, the Indian
big bourgeoisie has increasingly pinned its hopes on mili-
tary production, which can provide bigger profits than
the production of other commodities, and has talked con-
tinually about “changing the direction of production.”

The Economic Times of the Tata group, in an editorial
carried on October 21 entitled “Defence Needs,” said:
“Largely because of the various shortages haunting the
[Indian] economy, industrial production has already flat-
tened out into a plateau, and may conceivably lose further
ground with the flattened import cut of rupees 30 to
rupees 40 crores in the next licensing period.” The edi-
torial holds that “it seems imperative that a long-term
policy of gearing up domestic defence production should
be initiated right now” in India. According to this policy,
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bureaucrat-monopoly capital should increase the “produc-
tion of aircraft, arms and ammunition and other defence
equipment” and “several units” in private monopoly cap-
ital “could switch over to the production of some of the
numerous items that go to make the modern defence
machinery.”

Indian commentators some time ago discussed the
Indian Government’s attempt to solve the market problem
by increasing its military expenditure. In their opinion,
since an increase in the national defence budget and the
establishment of an arms industry would under normal
circumstances be opposed by the people, the Indian big
bourgeoisie was attempting to increase military expendi-
ture by diverting the people’s attention. For this purpose,
they resorted to dragging out as long as possible India's
dispute with China on the boundary question and also
various issues with other neighbouring countries and even
to raising the deceitful cry that “the nation is in danger!”
and that there was a “danger of foreign aggression.”

Basic Reason of Sino-Indian Border Conflict

One can clearly see that one of the basic reasons why
the Indian Government provokes conflicts over the Sino-
Indian boundary question and refuses to hold negotiations
is the anxiety of the Indian financial monopoly groups
about their profits, coupled with their eager desire to
change the “direction of production” and expand arma-
ments production.

The worse economic conditions in India become and
the sharper its economic crisis grows, the more feverish
and unscrupulous are the activities of Indian monopoly
capital in provoking border clashes. This is why as soon
as the armed conflict, which it had planned and provoked,
broke out on the border, there was a strangely quick and
strong response. What are called the “National Defence
Fund Committee,” the “Ministry of Defence Production”
and the “National Defence Council” were born instantly;
the gross output value of munitions production shot up
sharply and the warlike ravings of the big business bosses
about the need to reinforce “the war basis” and gear
things to “defence requirements” became the talk of the
day. At the “Iron and Steel Advisory Committee” meet-
ing called by the Indian Ministry of Steel and Heavy
Industries on October 25, the representative of the Tata
Iron and Steel Company pledged to go all-out, as the com-
pany did in the past, to meet the steel requirements of
the emergency. Other enterprises and businesses also
hastened to give “assurances” that the production of
munitions would be stepped up.

Since the Indian ruling circles are deliberately drag-
ging out the grave situation prevailing on the Sino-Indian
border, “new master plans” governing the manufacture
of munitions under the Ministry of Defence Production
will come out one after another, and more and more
begging requests for military supplies will be made to
the United States. Nehru announced on November 11
that the production of military equipment in India had
more than trebled in the past three weeks. On the same
day, the Associated Press reported that Indian officials
are discussing with a U.S. military liaison mission in New
Delhi the list of another consignment of U.S. arms.
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The busy officials of the Indian Ministry of Defence
Production and the over-zealous members of the “Na-
tional Defence Council,” including several generals have,
in the interests of munitions production and profits, long
ago cast to the winds the fundamental interests of the
Indian nation. While talking vociferously in public about
“Chinese aggression,” they are intoxicated with their
greed for “blood-profits.” They know on which side their
bread is buttered, just as they know that the so-called
“Chinese aggression” is simply a sheer invention.

Most Heavily Taxed Countiry

One of the important functions of the so-called
“National Defence Council” of the Indian ruling circles
is “to suggest to the Central Citizens Committee such
measures as may be considered necessary for utilization
of public participation in national defence.” What the
phrase ‘utilization of public participation in national
defence” means in plain language is how to impose on
the Indian people the burden of the greatly increased
and now enormous military expenditures. In this respect,
the most important measures the Indian ruling circles
have already taken fall into two categories, namely, the
issuance of government bonds and the increase in taxation.
The central idea of Nehru's broadcast speech of October
22 was to ask the Indian people to “gird up loins,”
and “by purchase of bonds to help to finance production
and meet the increasing cost of national defence.” In
carly November, the Indian Government set up the
“National Defence Fund Committee” headed by Nehru
and including Birla and Tata, two big Indian monopoly
capitalists and at the same time, announced the issuance
of new “defence bonds, deposit certificates, saving cer-
tificates and premium prize bonds.” Addressing the
“National Development Council” on November 4, Indian
Finance Minister Morarji Desai, according to a report of
the Indian Express, made it clear that a bigger tax pro-
gramme than had been adopted for the third five-year
plan was now considered necessary to meet the present
“emergency.”

The British Financial Times rvecently published an
article saying that India is now probably the most highly
taxed country in the world. Apart from foreign aid, all
funds for the “national plan” of the Indian Government
are obtained primarily by raking in the wealth of the
people through taxation, government bonds, deficit
financing and other means. The burden on the people is
snowballing. As the so-called “third five-year plan
programme” of India stipulates, there will be a tax
increase of 65 per cent (in reality it will be much bigger)
in this period compared with the period of the “second
five-year plan.” About two-fifths of the funds for the
“third five-year plan” will come from increased taxation
and domestic debt. The increase in taxation is mainly
in the form of taxes on commodities and services borne
by the broad masses of the people. This is causing a
steady rise of discontent among the Indian people. Even
an article in the Financial Times says that any further
increase in taxation will be bound to weigh down hard
on the very poorest section of the population. In this
situation, how can the financial monopoly groups and
the reactionary ruling circles serving them go on amass-
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ing wealth by increasing taxation and India’s domestic
debts if they do not create a special atmosphere, namely,
a war atmosphere, and increase military spending?

Lining Up With Imperialism

Since it is their insatiable greed for bigger profits
and wealth that prompts the Indian finance monopoly
groups to continue and even extend the military conflict
and thicken the war atmosphere they have created, they
will not easily lose interest in creating such pretexts as
these military conflicts and this war atmosphere. But
it is obviously impossible for the Indian ruling circles,
by relying on their own strength alone, to adopt a policy
of force against the socialist People’s Republic of China
and keep this situation going for long. It is certain that
they will throw themselves still deeper into the embrace of
imperialism, particularly U.S. imperialism, which, in
turn, will tighten its grip on India.

Since the proclamation of India’s independence, the
U.S. and British imperialists have retained tremendous
economic influence in India, controlling many key
branches of its economy. In the last few years, U.S. invest-
ments in India have shown a steep increase, and the
Indian ruling group has become more and more dependent
on the United States. In order to strengthen its economic
and political control over India, the U.S. imperialists
have given great support to the anti-China policy of the
Nehru government. In addition, the so-called “Aid India
Club” organized by the United States is energetically
increasing military aid to the reactionary ruling group
of India. According to a USIS report, U.S. State De-
partment Press Officer White announced on November
14 that the United States and India had exchanged notes
and reached formal agreement on U.S. military aid to
India, which aid, as is known to all, is to attack China.

When it brought U.S. “economic aid” into India in
the past, the Nehru government, in an attempt to deceive
the people, explained that foreign capital would not do
any harm to India’s national economy. But the fact is
now crystal clear. With the exception of a few Indian
monopoly financial groups who have made gains under
the wing of U.S. capital, the colonialization of the whole
Indian national economy is being steadily increased with
penetration into India by massive U.S. monopoly capital
in the form of “aid.” At the present time, in going a
step further to bring in U.S. military aid, the Indian
ruling circles are attempting to hoodwink the Indian
people with even more deceitful talk and gestures. But
the people will see through this all the quicker. Pursu-
ing the selfish ends of the few monopoly financial groups,
the Indian ruling circles have already tied India to the
US. war chariot. Through the trade in arms and am-
munition, these financial groups are grabbing the wealth
of the people and are making fantastic profits on arms
deals. The Indian Statesman reported on November 5
that most of the chief ministers of state governments who
participated in the “Indian National Development Coun-
¢l” held on November 4, urged “the utilization of the
present psychological moment to harness popular energy,
especially small savings, to the national purpose.” This
paper and the Indian Times in its editorial of No-
vember 6 regarded the decision of the Indian Government
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to issue gold bonds and to buy weapons with gold as
“boldly imaginative wit.” Hitherto the Government’s
gold purchasing schemes have failed to materialize be-
cause of the great disparity between the official price and
the Indian market price, the latter being almost double
the former. The current national “emergency,” in the
view of India’s ruling circles, will make it possible to
accelerate the carrying out in a “pragmatic manner” of
the measures to mobilize the gold resources of India.

Up to now, the Nehru government still rejects peace-
ful negotiations and continues to worsen the situation on
the Sino-Indian border. In so doing, whom does it serve
and whom does it harm? Of course, it gravely impairs
the interests of the great Indian people and the Indian
nation, and the national economy of India itself. Those
who benefit from this are a handful of Indian monop-
olists, the U.S. imperialists and other imperialists. As
far as China is concerned, such actions can bring no harm
at all to the great Chinese people, nor can they make
the Chinese people and the Chinese Government waver
in the least in their consistent policy of settling the
boundary question peacefully.

The Indian People Will Have Their Say

In the present great era of the advance of the peoples
of all countries, the host of reactionary plots and the
actions of those who regard their evil intrigues as bright
ideas invariably and speedily have produced the very
opposite result of what is intended.

The Indian ruling group is trying to solve the eco-
nomic crisis and turn India into a great empire through
the militarization of its national economy. But in reality,
by pursuing such a road, it can only plunge the Indian
national economy into an abyss of disaster and drive
India further into the position of an appendage of im-
perialism. Its so-called “national defence” is in fact the
dismantling of the national defences in the face of im-
perialism. The Indian ruling group is attempting, with
the myth of “Chinese aggression,” to trick the Indian
people into turning out the “blood-profits” for the monop-
oly financial group. It does not understand that this
will, on the contrary, make it lose all the faster its last
bit of capital in deceiving the people. Deception will lead
nowhere. The attempt of the Indian ruling group to
prevent a peaceful settlement of the Sino-Indian boundary
question is futile. The future of the Indian nation will
by no means be determined either by the selfishness of a
handful of Indian monopoly financial groups or the
wishes of the U.S. and other imperialists. The destiny
of the Indian nation will eventually be decided by the
Indian people.

It is in the common interest of the Chinese and In-
dian peoples and their common aspiration to settle the
boundary question peacefully through negotiations.
Therefore it is our belief that the Five Principles of
Peaceful Coexistence will triumph over the policy of
force pursued by the reactionary ruling group of India.
that the boundary question of the two countries will
eventually be settled peacefully through negotiations and
that the friendly relations between the 1,100 million peo-
ple of China and India will continue to grow.
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