May 1961 - INDIA - CHINA 
The Frontier Dispute. Conclusion of Talks between Chinese and Indian Officials. - Sino-Indian Note Exchanges. 

The third and final series of talks between Indian and Chinese officials, at which the two sides examined documentary material put forward in support of their respective claims on the boundary question, was held in Rangoon between Nov. 7 and Dec. 12, 1960. A report on the talks, including 630 items of evidence put forward by the Indians and 245 submitted by the Chinese, was placed before the Indian Parliament on Feb. 14, 1961; the summary given below is based on a statement issued by the Indian Ministry of External Affairs. 

The statement said that the report established beyond doubt that China had claimed about 50,000 square miles of Indian territory and was in unlawful occupation of about 12,000 square miles; that she had declined to recognize the accession of Kashmir to India; and that she had gone back on Mr. Chou En-lai's acceptance of India's special relationship with Bhutan and Sikkim. 

"The Indian side furnished a vast and varied amount of material," the statement said, "and fully established that the long traditional boundary of over 2,400 miles shown on current Indian maps was clear and precise, conformed to unchanging natural features, had support in tradition and custom as well as in the exercise of administrative jurisdiction right up to 1959, had been recognized for centuries, and had been confirmed in agreements. On the other hand the Chinese side provided evidence which was scanty, imprecise, of very recent date, and entirely inconsistent both in facts and in arguments... The Indian side also demonstrated that the boundary shown by them lay along the main watershed in the region, and was the natural dividing line between the two countries. In sharp contrast, the Chinese alignment followed no natural features at all. Where alignments coincide it is along the Himalayan watershed line, but when two alignments differ it is because the Chinese alignment arbitrarily swings westwards and southwards--away from the watershed line and always towards India, never towards Tibet... 

"Evidence relating to the western sector produced by the Indian side showed that at least from the tenth century onwards important points on the present Indian alignment were recognized as traditional limits of Ladakh on one hand and Tibet on the other. The Indian side also established, with the support of a large variety of documents and unofficial maps of different countries, including China, that at least from the sixth century onwards the southern limits of Sinkiang did not lie south of the Kwen Lun ranges, and only reached up to these ranges towards the end of the 19th century. This makes it clear that the Aksai Chin plateau and Lingzi Tang plains were never part of China. There was also documentary evidence establishing that these areas had been utilized by the people of Ladakh and administered by the Governments of Ladakh and Kashmir... 

"In the middle sector, Indian evidence showed that, apart from the natural and geographical basis of the high Himalayan watershed range, literary and relgious tradition and ancient chronicles corroborated the Indian alignment in a surprisingly precise way. Areas now claimed by China were, from the beginning of history, parts of Indian kingdoms and were administered by Indian rulers. Innumerable contemporary records, and accounts of explorers and travellers of the last 150 years, testified that the boundary in this sector lay along the Himalayan watershed... 

"In the eastern sector, the Indian side showed that the submontane region had been repeatedly mentioned in ancient chronicles as part of India and that it had been administered continuously by Indian dynasties. A mass of evidence was also cited to show that since 1828 Indian political authority has been exercised continuously over this area. 

"For all three sectors, the Indian side also proved that traditional boundaries had received the sanction of treaties--in the western sector, treaties of 1684 and 1842 and subsequent diplomatic correspondence; in the middle sector, formal communications of 1890, 1914, and 1950, and the agreement of 1954; and in the eastern sector, formalization of the boundary in 1914. 

"Discussion on the validity of the McMahon Line agreement is of particular interest. The traditional boundary had been confirmed in the bilateral instrument signed by plenipotentiaries of India and Tibet. China had not only acknowledged the equal and plenipotentiary status of the Tibetan representative at the Simla Conference of 1914, but was aware of the agreement and never raised any objection to it. The Indian side dealt in detail with various arguments brought forward by the Chinese side questioning this agreement, and proved that its validity was above doubt. Among the documents brought forward by the Indian side is a Note presented by the Government of China in 1947 recognizing the validity of this agreement. The Chinese side finally resorted to the allegation that India regarded Tibet as an independent country. The Indian side pointed out that this was a most objectionable distortion of well-known and clearly established policies of the Government of India. But the present status and powers of Tibet should obviously not be projected backwards or allowed to colour the nature of relations subsisting between China and Tibet in 1914, when Tibet enjoyed treaty-making powers." 

On the evidence produced by the Chinese, the statement commented: "Not a single official Chinese map published prior to 1950 was cited by the Chinese side... In the western sector, their case consisted mostly of unsupported assertions. For the middle and eastern sectors, there is no Chinese evidence of tradition and custom as such, and a major part of the evidence quoted by them merely pertains to the collection of religions dues or exercise of religious superintendence over monasteries and Buddhist believers in small areas. In the eastern sector, evidence pertains solely to three small pockets of Buddhist influence close to the traditional border, and not to the alignment claimed by them. As for administration, in glaring contrast to the Indian side, who produced revenue and tax records and other official archives stretching over centuries for all disputed areas, the Chinese side produced only one or two documents of an occasional and vague nature pertaining to a few odd places... 

"There were also certain fundamental irrelevancies and contradictions in fact and logic of the Chinese case. Many of the documents furnished by the Chinese side had no direct relevance to the Chinese alignment of the border... or to the areas claimed by China. Indeed, certain items contradicted the Chinese stand... In addition, authoritative definitions of the areas claimed reveal basic contradictions. Recent Chinese maps have shown a bewildering variety of delineations of alignment. For example, alignment in the western sector shown on a map provided by Chinese officials at these meetings was very different from the alignment shown on the Chinese map of 1956, which Premier Chou En-lai himself had upheld as showing the boundary in this sector correctly. In the middle sector, the Chinese claim seems to have been inflated even during the course of discussions, for it was only five weeks after the talks began that the Indian side were informed for the first time that Barahoti, Sangchamalla, and Lapthal were not separate units comprising about 10 to 15 square miles, as had been asserted by the Chinese Government until then, but parts of one large composite area of approximately 300 square miles... 

"Even more damaging to the Chinese case than these irrelevancies, ambiguities, unsubstantiated assertions, and factual contradictions are the logical inconsistencies... The Chinese side affirmed repeatedly that Ladakh had been a part of Tibet until the middle of the 19th century. The Indian side pointed out that if this were true it destroyed the Chinese contention that the alignment between Ladakh and Tibet claimed by them was the ancient and traditional one. In fact, the Chinese side had themselves brought forward evidence which showed that Ladakh had been independent of Tibet even in the 17th and 18th centuries... The Chinese side also repeatedly referred to minor disputes on the border to show that the boundary had not been formally delimited. The Indian side pointed out that any such old border disputes extinguished the present Chinese claim, for such border disputes could not exist at such distance from the alignment at present claimed by the Chinese. Indeed, if the Chinese alignment were correct, these small disputed areas would be little enclaves surrounded by Chinese territory, and nowhere near what China considers as the international boundary. 

"But perhaps the most striking contradiction in the Chinese case was as regards the status of Tibet. The Chinese side asserted that Tibet was always a part of and under the sovereign control of China, and had had no right to have any dealings with other countries; but at the same time they quoted disputes which showed Tibetan representatives holding negotiations in attempts to resolve boundary differences, and, in the case of Nilang-Jadhang, even constituting an international commission, without any trace of Chinese presence or concurrence. The curious result was that the Chinese side referred to Indo-Tibetan boundary discussions, produced Tibetan documents, and quoted Tibetan claims in frontier areas, even while they vehemently asserted that Tibet never had any right to discuss these matters with her neighbours or to conclude boundary agreements... 

"Throughout the discussion the Chinese side declined to discuss questions pertaining to the boundary of Kashmir State west of the Karakoram Pass, and to the northern boundaries of Sikkim and Bhutan. Refusal to discuss the boundary west of the Karakoram Pass was tantamount to questioning the legality of the accession of the State of Jammu and Kashmir to India. The Indian side pointed out categorically that Kashmir was a part of India, and it was a legitimate responsibility of the Government of India to deal with this sector... 

"Similarly, the Indian side left no doubt that the boundary of Sikkim and Bhutan with Tibet was the legitimate responsibility of the Government of India within the purview of these talks. Even prior to the meetings of the two Prime Ministers in April 1960, both Governments had exchanged views on matters relating to the boundaries of these States... Premier Chou En-lai had stated at his press conference in Delhi on April 25, 1960, that 'China respects India's relationship with Bhutan and Sikkim.' The Chinese side referred to the text of the interview as published in the Peking Review, which amended the assurance by adding the adjective 'proper' before 'relationship.' However, not only first-hand and independent textual records but also tape-recordings of what Premier Chou En-lai had said were available, and there was no doubt that he had given a categorical and unqualified assurance capable of no other interpretation than as an unconditional acceptance of India's position with regard to these two States. 

"China now asserts that the boundary claimed by her has always been held as the true traditional, customary line. But the Indian side have made abundantly clear that, far from China never having recognized the present Indian alignment, she had never disputed this well-established and openly proclaimed boundary till September 1959... Ever since India's attainment of independence in 1947, and the proclamation two years later of the People's Republic of China, the well-known limits of Indian territory had on many occasions been publicly and authoritatively affirmed by the Government of India... There was no ambiguity about the alignment shown on Indian official maps since 1954. At no stage had the People's Republic of China registered any protest regarding any of these authoritative documents and statements... 

"On every occasion that erroneous depiction of the boundary alignment on China's maps came to the notice of the Government of India, prompt action was taken to bring it to the attention of the Chinese authorities. The Chinese Government themselves, in their Note of Dec. 26, 1959, acknowledged that it was the Prime Minister of India who had raised the question of Chinese maps when he had discussions with Premier Chou En-lai in 1954... In answer, Premier Chou En-lai had sought to treat these Chinese maps, which he said the Chinese Government had not had time to revise, as of little significance... When the Prime Ministers met next in the winter of 1956-57, the Prime Minister of India once again brought this question of erroneous Chinese maps to the attention of the Chinese Premier... In a formal Note dated Aug. 21, 1958, the Government of India specifically drew attention to erroneous Chinese maps... In the same Note the Government of India affirmed that the correct boundaries of India were as shown in the political map of India, third edition of 1956. The Chinese reply of Nov. 3, far from disputing India's alignment or affirming support of the present Chinese stand, once again affirmed that the Chinese map was based on old maps which would be corrected in due course... 

"It was only in September 1959, five years after the Indian Government had first raised the question of Chinese maps, that the Chinese Government... justified and upheld these maps and claimed that they showed the traditional boundary of China... This absence of affirmation has obvious legal consequences. Having failed... to specify her claim or to protest, there is no doubt that under the accepted canons of international usage, China must be held to have accepted and acquiesced in the Indian alignment... 

"The Chinese side sought refuge in the contention that the boundary between the two countries had not been formally delimited and therefore required to be negotiated between the two countries and, if necessary, settled through joint surveys. The Indian side pointed out that they had never contended that the Sino-Indian boundary had been formally delimited; but they had no difficulty in showing that the traditional boundary was by itself valid and required no further or formal definition... 

"In stressing the importance of formal delimitation... the Chinese side referred to the examples of Burma and Nepal, which had recently concluded boundary agreements with China. Differences between the Indian and Chinese Governments regarding their common boundary have, of course, no parallel in the boundaries of China with Burma and with Nepal. In these cases, boundary alignments were more or less identical, and large areas totalling about 50,000 square miles were not involved. With such vast discrepancies between the Indian and Chinese alignments, no demarcation, joint surveys, or agreed definition as part of formal delimitation was possible, unless the Chinese side understood by this process negotiations for large-scale adjustments of national territories. In fact, however, formal delimitation of traditional boundaries is only an optional procedure, for the traditional boundary is valid without it... 

"The agreements recently concluded by China with Burma and Nepal confirmed in fundamental respects the Indian and not the Chinese position. In both cases the boundary was acknowledged to run along the watershed formed by the same continuing mountain system which, as the Indian side have shown, provides the natural divide between the Indian sub-continent and Tibet. The Sine-Burmese agreement of 1960 was also shown by the Indian side to be particularly instructive in its implications, for from this agreement it became clear that there was the traditional boundary between China and Burma in the northern sector running along the Himalayan watershed, and that there was an exact coincidence between this traditional boundary and that delimited in the McMahon Line agreement in 1914. The Sino-Burmese treaty also incidentally proves that Chinese maps have been grossly erroneous in the past, for until at least 1953 Chinese maps had shown about 25,000 square miles of Burmese territory as lying within China..." 

