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Record of the talks between PM and
Premier Chou held on 20th April
1960, from 5 p.m. to 7 p.m. at the
Prime Minister's residence.

PREMIER CHOW: This morning I spoke only a few words about what

your Excellency had said. I would now like to
clarify several problems with a view to seeking
avenues of settlement.
The Tfirst question is whether the boundary
1s delimited or not. In this éase, probably there ;s
some difference of opinion in the undastanding of the
definition of the word ‘delimitation' but there must
have been some historical things which cannét be .
changed. Areas which are customarily adjoining each
other, the boundar& line between';hem may change by
custom. This is what we_call the ;éustomary_ligg',
ﬁut as a modern nation, the boundaries have to be
defined in terms of latitude and longltude, but
this was not done and this precisely is the gituatioﬂ.
In the part we had some dispute on eastern sector
and this was 1left to us by impefialism. But despite
the dispute since we are newly independent and
friendly countries we exchanged views with a view
to settle the question in a friendly manner. I
also spoke about the China Burma border, The one
common feature: in the boundary be tween China ‘and
Burma and India is the presence of the Macmahon line,
We stated that we do not racognise the Macmahon line
but that we were willing to take a realistic view
with Burma and Indila.
Then there is the question of maps. Thé

Governmaent of India wants us to ravise our maps
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in sceccrdance with the Indian maps. We cannot aceept,this.
We recognise the fact that there exist differences between
the Chinese and the Indian maps and this difference o¥x
%exee also obtains in the maps between China and &
neighbouring countries.  Maps can only be revised after
proper survey and corsultation. We said our maps were
olc¢ maps 8nd there were differences but we cannot revise
our maps in accordance wilhh the maps of our neighbouring
countries. For example, Burmag we have signed an agreg;g
went with Burma and there will be a joint survey as a
result of which we will agres on tahr?d pBrueI%]jés-see )bound'ar‘y 1the
and revise both our maps/at the same time. This proves
thst our stand has not changed and that it has always been
clear. The Government of India says that the eastern
secbor is defined by Simla Convention. Actually, this
lire was fixed 1n the exchange of secret notes bgtwgen the
representatives of Tibet and Britain and, therefore, it
.ﬁgﬂs ;E;ck to the Chinese people that India brought the
Simla Convention in support of their claim, As your
Excellency has said, Britain obtained many special rights
from Tibet,in the year 1904 and that in 1954 Government

of India voluntarily renounced these speclal rights. It,
therefore, shocked and distressed us that India should tfy
to impose on us the provisions of the secret treaty of

the Simla Convention which, moreover, wes never accepted
by any of the Chinese Governments,.

In spite of this the Chinese Goverrment repeatedly
stated that we do rot recognise the line and yet‘we would
no* cross it, Alkhough, in our view, it was not delimited
we were =till prepared to negotiate and we only adduced
proof that areas south of Macmahon line belonged to Tibet
and that there was a eustomary line which later changed.
We did not put forward any territorisl claim., We only

There was .
. advocated maintenance of the status guo - amkxuxkxmugly/
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only & misunderstanding on the part of India.

As regards the western sector of the boundafy, no
question has ever been raised in the past and we never
thought that there was any question on that side. If at
all any gquestion did exist, it was only about perhaps 10
places in the/we3tain “ehd<the) central sectorf which, we
thought, could be solved by ncgotiations and that the status
quo can be maintained, i.e., administrative and military
personnel of India can stay there. As regards the western
sector, India refers to the 1842 treé% as the legal basls

for their claim, but we found on examination that it only

. sought to maintain borders of both sides and advocated

‘friendship and non-aggression. We cannot find anywhere

in the treaty a cemarcation of the boundary. Moreover,

the treaty weas contracted only by local authorities, 4s far
as this sector is concernsd, new China has only inherited
this area as shown by history, administrative rgiatioqs and.
alignment of Chinese maps, and they did not makbﬁéhanges

in these, 1In the early days after the foundation of the

Republic of China we sent troops and supplies to Tibet

from Sinkiang through Aksaichin area. It was only last

i year that the matter was brought up by India and it was a

inew territorial claim made by India.

Thus,aithough the boundaries between our countries
are not delimited, it seems to us that we can avoid~é1ashbg
and misunderstanding by meintaining the status quo
and zagragatim removing the forces from the border thus
making the border one of everlasting fridndship. This
may not be too dif icult a task. After stating the facts
we can ses that thse problem is a simple one. We have
made no claims and we have only asked for stetus quo and
negotiations. We feel that India and China have a \ﬂ
reliable basis for this, namely, the{?anch Sheel and our
long-standing friendship. We were.ff%ends in the past
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ﬁand we can be friends in the future. We can set¥le all
ﬂdiSputes by negotiations and it seems to us that this
sincers desire of ours can %e materialiseg, From your
Bxcellency's letters and from what I know of you, we kriow
that you also entertain the same desire. We have alréiﬁy
reached an agreement with Burma and the entire boundary
question will soon be settled. The seme should be
applicable to the Sino Indian boundery question and we
feel that there are no difficulties that ecannot be over-
come . . B
Lasty year we might have hurt each other and

there might have been some misunderstanding between us.
But let bye-gones be bye-gones, That is why we proposed
a meeting of the two Prime Ministers and I accepted ydur
invitation. I have come heretd remove misunderstanding
aud find common ground between us on thg bordgr question.
In the past 10 years our relations have been :rienéiy
and this is not only in the interest of our two peoples
but in future too it is to the adventage of the world.
We both have the same desire and I have no doubt that
we, both of us, would like to see the situation ease and

an agreement reached.

This is in the main what I wanted to say,

Thank you for the c¢xplanation of the Chinese
Governmsnt's point of view which is largely on the lines
of the correspondence which we have exchanged. It would
be possible for me tc repest and g:t?to it again but that
mesns cur interpretation of not only history but-racts
also differs very greatly. For example, whether it is the
sastern sector or the western sector there is a complete
difference of opinion on facts. I should like to state
that in no time of recorded history was this area

(in the eastern sector) ever a part of China or Tibet,hf7
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of course, leaving out a few minor dentse.
Your Bxcellency may say that these are
territorial claims of India. But when did we make these

claims? We h=ve shown these areas in maps in precise

‘latitude srd longlamds and this deseription is before China

and the world for a considerable time and no objecthon was
tzken to these by the Chinese Government since 1949 and even
before that period, nor was thers any objection from the
then Tibetan Government. So, it would seem extraordinary

that when & question is raised repeatedly and factually no

' objedlon is taken and no challenge 1s madej; but now, only
Esince last year, we should bs told of the Chinese claims
"in this regard. I do not want to go #nto the pasﬁhistory

but certain parts were accepted and acknowledged positively
or negatively as bel&bing to India and only in the last few

months obiection is raised in a precise form by the Chinese

Government. If our maps vere wrong, as you hin{, surely
' some idea could have been given to us, When we raised the

‘question on many occasions. In the eastern sector, what

is called Mscmahon line is only acceptanee of the findings
of survays done previously and no new line was drawn. This
also indeed is a novel claim since there was no claim for

v
generation - in any case net certainlyzsince 1949,

Your TExcellency referred to the western sector

and said that this has always bsen under Chinese aﬁthoriby
and ecntrol. I do not know which part you are referring to.
Deeas it mean that since 1949 it is under direet Chinese
control or that before thzt it was under direet Tibetan
control? I went to Ladakh some 44 years ago becausse I was
attracted by the mountsins and I went for ﬁonntain trekking.
I agein went to Ladakh some five or six years égp.a'This

time I went by air and saw places then which are now

, occupled by Chinese forces. I presume, therefore, that

this occupation has taken place in the lasttyear.orfﬁwo;
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and 1s of recent origin. In any event,apart from the last
year, at no time in the previous years, the Peoples
Government of China or the then Tibetan administration
raisef any questions with us although our position was
stated with precision on maps,with longitude and latitudes,
drawn after jong survays.

In fact, boundaries of India are p~rt of the Indiaﬁ
Constitution and we cannot chenge them without a change in
the Constitutlon itself, |

My difficulty has been that while we went on stating
clearly our position regarding the frontiers nothing was
sald with precision by China or Tibet for generations and
naturally we thought that there was no challenge ® it
except 1ln ninor natters.

I would further ask, when did we claim this
tecritory? “When we made the maps] that heaiieaa an old

¥

thing. ,
I may add that even- g@ese maps differ so mu%h
that hardly two maps are the same, | ﬂ
Repesating these arguments which are alfeady;
contained in the notes exchanged, may not be véry'
helpful. In the morning I had ventured to put afbﬁ§ad‘

approach. If necessary, each part could be examiqqﬂépx,

us or by our colleagues, but the main thing is how%this
question appeared in this acute form during the>laét

year without any previous intimation.
PREMIER CHOU: Your Excellency has asked why this question
became acute in the last- year.
for it.

There are many reasons
I have just explained the situation regarding °

the eastern sector. We have always said that status quo

should be maintained. We say this not only now but we -

have said it every since ws touched that secﬁbr. Wox

did not suddenly raise this last year,

¥
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been our stand and remains our stand. You may ask why in
our notes to the Government of India we mentioned so many
historical fact:. The answer is, since the Government of
India put forward the argument of Simla Convention, we had
to say why we could not accept it and we could not do so
without mentioning historical facts. That made the question-’
acute. But that did not changs the boundary. We only i
tried to relate historical facts. Your Excellency has just
now sald very assertively that it was part of India even
before 1914 (simla Convention) and that;was never part of
China or Tibet, We have, however, adduced evidence to show
that it was not sc. We pointed out that the situation did
change and we stand by that explanation. But we have
always advocated’status quo because that is the most
advantageous thing. Ws have never used our relations with
that area before it was formed,for making a legal bgsis fog
territorial claims. |

Indian maps have also changed several timeg.
Chinese maps, on the other haﬂd, did not change. Regarding
the question of revising of maps ralsed in your letter of
December, 1958, our position is to seek avenues of
settlement as I feel it is no use arguing about details.

It will merely lead to repetition.

Ragarding the western sector, I have polnted out
that the main part of the area, namely, Aksichin, 1is not
under the administrative jursidiction of Tibet but of
Sinkiang. Our jursidiction has been exercised there not
cnly since 19492 but for a long time in history. Since
19492, Chinese Government have not only sent administrative
personnel there but troops for patrolling purposes. It is
the main route joining581nkiang to Ari region of .Tibet and
this has been sO fires a very long time. Besidest'Chihese
maps published in the past have always shown,itigs.gpgggsgih

territory and such maps have appeared for a Cﬁnﬁiﬁﬁ?ﬁﬁiﬁ*@“f

¥
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period of time and yet to our knowledge there has been no
objection from India. Your Excellency acknowledged in
Parliament that this portion of the boundary was somewhat
vague. In Indian maps different lines and different
colonrs have been used. This aredsbecaméya disputed area
is of recent origin and so it wes quite unexpected for us
for it was unlike the eastern sector wh@re we knéw there
was a dispute.

Thc views of our two sides still remain the sams
as in the correspondence exchanged. However, the ﬁurpose
of maxing this explanation is to show that we have made no

. territorial claims but that we want to maintain the status

iquo with a view to reacﬁing a solution and also to take

ithe military forces away from the border. It is no use
repeating what has been already saild in our correspondence;
T have come here to seek a solution and not to repeat::
arguments.

I can assuref%f ny earnest desire for settlement
and understanding. Nothing is more painful to us than
carryin: on this argument. Mere repetition, however, does
not take us very far because our respective viewpoints are
so very different. Of course, it is possible to examine
these viewspoints but it would seem to lead to no great
profit.

Your Excellency said that we should maintain
status quo; but the question is what is status quoz Status
\ﬂquo of today is different from the status quo of one or

\

\ two years ago. To maintain today's status quo would be

\very unfair if it 1s different from a previous status quo. -
Therefore, we suggested enother yard-measure, if you will
remeﬁbaq namely, to withdraw military forces beyond the
lines of Indiaﬁ and Chinese maps so that clashes “yhould be. .

avoided. I am glad that for the last several months no
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clashes have taken place. But to maintain a status quo
which is a marked change from previous status guo would mean
accepting that change. That.}s the difficulty.

PREMIER CHOU: This is also a difficulty for us.

When you say that status quo has changed recently
your Excsllency probably refers to the western sector, but.
we know for cortain that western sector has always been 1ikeé
that. Since libemation, our troops which went to Ari
district of Tibet went through Aksaichin. Our supplies’8136:
went through this arsa and we never knew this was regarded
as Indian territory and we also built a high way which
could not have been built only in the last two years. To
all this no objection was raised by the Governmént of India,
So we had no doubt about this sector and we made no changes,
It alweys appeared on our maps as it is now,

As regards Macmahon line we know that 'Indian foreces
moved upto the line only in the last few years, that is,
after indevendence. But we never made this point for

/}demanding pre-requisites. When we say status quo, we mean

—

———

/
i status quo prevailing generally after independence and this

Y s e

! would also show the friendliness of our attitude.

* As regards your proposal for withdrawal of trobpsy
as a matter of fact, there are no Indian troops on the east 2
®f the 1line shown on the Chinese maps. So, there would be
no withdrawal for Indian forces.

But if we apply the same rule to the Macmahon line
it will mean that our forces reizain where they are while
there will be trouble for Indis and, therzfore, we found
this suggestion impossible to accept.

It seems to me, therefore, that status quo is

. fair to both. It would make no difference to Iﬁéia.

A few individual points may need individual adjustment suhbich:

can always be made.

Therefore, we feel maintaining of status guo

—



as it appeared when we became newly independent is the
most reasonable ggggs%ick.

This 1is only the first day of our meeting and it is
not necessary to reach a conclusion immediately. But I
am putting it forward for consideration of both sides.
If your Fxcellency agrees to this we would continue

talicing further about it; or otherwise, you may put forward

a new alternative.

The talks were then adjourned till
3.30 p.m. on 21st April, 196€0.





