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Preface

The Sino-Indian boundary dispute was one of the most dramatic
passages of i ional relations in the mid-twentieth century. It saw
the world's two most populous states, Asia’s great new republics, which
had seemed to be st on 2 path of amicable co-operation in spite of their
opposed political characters, fall out over tracs of desolate, difficult and
useless territory, and ultimately fight a short, fierce border war, It
sharply reduced the role and status of India in world affairs, Friendship
with China had been the keystone of the foreign policy Jawaharlal
Nehra had set for Indsa* non-aligament, the refusal of Indiz to thro
in her lot with either of the blocks, C ist and anti-C i
into which the world scemed then so neatly divided; self-rchance in
defence, independence in foreign policy; concentration upon economic
development, at the nisk of allowing the armed forces to run down—
all of these depended upon frendship with China, and a peaceful
northern border. Hosthiry with China, 2 live border in the north de-
manding huge defence outlays—these would hang dosm the whole arch
of Nehru's policies, With them would go Nehru's political dominance.
The dispute, and the border war which was its chmax, confirmed the
gencral view of Chuna asa bell hauvinist and expansionist power.
When, at the end of the decade, the Smno-Soviet boundary disoute
became acute and those oianre hane-
of China’s quarrel
Russian version of +
that China might i wual sie deserved tor her general
intransigence over border questions. OFf all recent quarrels berween
nations, nont has been so fully documented as that between Chinz and
India: both sides explained their positions at great length and repeatedly,
ta each other and for anyone else who would listen. And yet the facts
beneath the dispute seemed so obscure~and so few were ready to
inquire into them objectively —that no recent tnternational incident has
been so widely and totally misunderstood as this. .
My interest in the subject began with my ammval in New Delhi to
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1 PREFACE

ke up the asignment there as correspondent of The Times at thr;- ez:;
of Acaust 1059, when I immediately became cng?ge_d as 2 repg1 %:*
ke events which this book recounts. The Longiu inddent, ’ch i
2rmed lash on the Sino-Indian border, had o.ccuned a few.&ays f:}f
1 zrmived; and for the next three yeass, until aftf:r the chmax of the
Yarder war, India's dispute with China, with all its ramifications, was
= stapke of my work. o

1 &=t came to rewrite the story of the Sino—Indxat} dlfpute as 2
secien of 2 book T had planned on India in the 196os, hingeing on the
Jezth of Nehru in 1964. Initially 1 saw this as a matter of recasting and
sh:horeting the tens of thousands of words T had written on the dispute
=5 & developed, in my dispatches; but as T read again through the
eidence in the diplomatic argument between the two Governments,
szt o=t in the long series of Indian White Papers, 1 realized that some-
g much more full, fundamental and searching was required. This
bosk is the product of my subsequent reappraisal. Its basic inspiration
~zztns, bowever, my personal knowledge of the dispute as it was
o= 2nd felt in New Delhi, Personalities, in action and interaction,

: even moods, played an important part in the dispute, and in
he releved political developments in India—and it is here, perhaps, that
the jomrnzlist who watched the events has an advantage over the scholar
cooring deter to the trail, when the evidence lies on paper only, and the

=T znd frowns, the tones of injury or pride, the unregistéred asides,
=zve been forgotten.

PO, J
ETITGSES,

Tzl 1 1eft India in mid-1967 I pursued my re-inquiry in long and
zepzzeed interviews with the politicians and officials who had been

- -
211
Temondils £

- or India’s handling of the dispute, and with the soldiers
oo hed wded 1o give military expression to their Government's policy.
a1 came 25 2 sendor fellow to the School of Oriental and African
St=dies 12 Lendon to complete this study and write the book, I tried
Szt 2o put the subject into historical context: to see it not only as the
o idon ’of the two greatest Asian powers of the mid-twentieth
ez=tzzy, ot 2ho 25 the continuation of one hundred and fifty years of
poZicel, milieery and diplomatic manceuvring across and around the
. Dusing the 19605 historians and other scholars had done

=uca o e.ucidate the history of the Himalayan zone and of the borders
ZerZewidingy and Thave drawn on their work for the first section of
=5e 20tk This traces the history of the disputed boundaries, and is
=2, 1 ik, for the understanding of what follows.

"r—--
[Screaney P4 oot
Sen

o honea
fasi A+ AN

ket AN



PREFACE 13

The scheme of the book is roughly chronological, but there ase
frequent overlaps in the different sections. An incident touched upon
in one may be fully developed in another; or an event told from one
point of view in oné sccrion may in the next be retold from the
opposite side. The section, “Thé View from Peking’, is an attempt to
see the dispute through Chinese eyes, and touches again on many of the

develog described in the two previous sections. This attempt was
required, I believe, because the whole dispute has so consistently beea
seen from the Indian potnt of view: and, as one Englishman observed
of another early in the century, ‘it is no doube difficult to convince
anyone from India that there it 2 Chinese point of view which descrves
consideration.'*

Wherever possible, I have given references for statements or quota~
tious; but it will be seen that the density of such notes falls off sharply
in the sections dealing with the border war and its preliminaries, In
those {and at some other points i the book) 1 have drawn on matenal
from unpublished files and reports of the Government of India and the
Indian Army: I was given access to these by officials and officers who
believed that it was time a full account was put together, and whe
trusted me to write it faitly. I cannot, of course, name them, nor cite
the documents or files from which I have drawn the material; [ can
only thank them, and hope they will not be disappointed.

D. R. Mankekar, in his rescarch for a history of the post-inde-
pendence Indian Army, was similarly given access to unpublished files,
and I am grateful to him for allowing me to quote from his original

iption of 2 crucial d

1 have tried to understand what monvated both parnes in the dispute
—and believe 1 have succeeded to the extent, at least, that 1t can be
scen that sometimes misunderstanding of the other’s position played
its part in accentuaning the differences between New Delhi and Peking.
My intention has been only to narrate and clarify  hustorical incident
which 1 believe kas been widely nusunderstood, and which I myself
misunderstoed while it was happening. I have not meant to indier
¢ither side and indeed behieve it can be seen that both often acted from
motives of injured rectitude—which of course served only to sharpen
the conflicr.

One unavoidable imbalance in the book denves from the fact that
my aceess to mformation has been 1immensely freer on one side of the

*See p 53 below,
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dispute than on the other. India must be one of the most open socicties
in the world so far as its political processes are concerned, and in my
research for this book I have greatly benefited from that virtue. But
in this instance the Indian Government, in the short run at least, has
perhaps suffered by its openness. A close scrutiny of the relationship -
between public words and private—indeed secret—attitudes rarcly puts
any government in anything but an invidious light; and Nehru, whose
on-the-record utterances were so prolific, must be particularly vulner-
able to the connt of inconsistency, and transparent in his deliberate
ambiguitics. In contrast, no government is more secretive as to its inner
processes than that of the People’s Republic of China, and in tracing
Chinese policy formulation I have had nothing to go on beyond what
is on the public record. That is unusually full, but of course it must
wholly omit the evidence of hesitation, inconsistency and division—
and even dissimulation —which sometimes emerges from the record of
the inner deliberations of the Indian Government and military. China’s
policy thercfore probably looks far more monolithic, perhaps even
more pragmatic, than it would if onc had in Peking the sort of access
have had to Indian records. Perhaps future students of these events will
be able to repair this imbalance, and, with fuller documentation at their
disposal, will reveal inadequacies in the narrative and errors in
interpretation.

I owe the opportunity to devote nearly two years to writing this
book to the School of Oriental and African Studies of London Univer-
sity, and cspecially to its director, Professor C. H. Philips, whose
interest, encouragement and advice were invaluable to me.

Among others whom X especially thank are: Ronald Segal, who has

- encouraged and counselled me in many matters concerning this book;
Dr S. Gopal, whose encouragement to write the bock has never been
weakened by his certainty that he will totally disagree with it;
Professor Michacl Brecher, for a rigorous reading of the MS.; Professar
Alastair Lamb, who also helpfully read the MS., and let me cite an
unpublished paper of his on Aksai Chin; and Professor John Kenneth
Galbraith, who from his own immediate knowledge of these events
pointed out some errors of detail and ernphasis. Miss Dorothy Wood-
man allowed me to draw on some new material in her Himalayan
Frontiers; Kuldip Nayar gave me an advance reading of his book,
Between the Lines; Professor Robert Huttenback read and commented
upon my historical introduction; David Wilson, editor of China
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Quarterly, and Richard Harris, Far East specialist of The Times, read and
commented upon my section on the Chinese view of the dispute; John
Addis permitted me to quote from his unpublished Harvard paper on
the Sino-Indian dispute. The maps are by D, R. Baker. Graham C.
_ Greene’s interest in my writing, long sustained, has been a steady prop.
Dr A. P. Rubin helpfully read my final draft. 13m gratefud to all chese.

Responsibility for crrors or misjudgments remains, of courss, my
own.
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(i) The Western Sector

the driving force is exhausted. Thus, (bmugh‘thc cighteenth and
nincteenth centuries, British power in Indw expanded, filling out its
control of the peninsular sub-continent until it reached the great retain-
ing arc of the Himalayas. There it came into contact with another
empire, that of China, In the central sector of the frontier zone, where
lay petty states and feudatories, there began 2 contest for dominanee
over these marcher lands that contunues to the present day. In the
north-west and the notth-¢ast, where no minor, independent pohties
existed to act as buffers, the British sought secure and settled boundaries
with China: these chey failed to achieve, and the failure was to lead in
the middle of the nwentieth century to the border war between India
and China.

LE XSRS S

As the advancing British frontier approached the greas knot of the
Hindu Kush and the Karak ins in the north-west, so
Imperial Russia advanced towards the same point from the other side.
The same process made for the advance of both powers, conquest
entailing the need for further conquest. The Russians explined the
compulsion behind their advance:

« « « Russia had found hersclf brought into contact with 2 number
of semi-tavage tribes, who proved a constant menace to the
security and well-being of the empire. Under these circumstances,
the ouly postible means of maintaimng order on the Russizn
frontier was to bring these tribes into subjection; but 25 soon as
thit had been accomplished it was found that the new converts to
dvilisation had 1 tum become exposed to the attacks of the more
distant tribes. And o it became necessary to establish fortified

19




20 ‘ INDIA'S CHINA WAR

posts among the outlying peoples, and by a display of force to

bring them into submission.?

More pithily and less apologeticaliy, an Engl.ishman later dcsqz‘b.cd the
imperial drive for cxpansion as ‘the natural impulse of the civilised to
overrun the uncivilised on their borders.® But although these app.roach—
ing empires were both in fact subject to the same cor.npulsfon to
cxpansion, each concluded that the other was advans:mg in dc{lbcratc
menace. The expectation of collision informed fronticr policy in both
St Petersburg and London.

A constant and basic British aim devcloped: to keep the Russians as
far as possible from the plains of India and their politically volatile
cities; but the tactics varied in accordance with the attitudes of those
setting policy in London and in India, and with the significance these
attached to the role of the third factor in all their calculations—China.

There were two principal schools of frontier policy: first, the forward
school, which wished to sec Britain advance to meet the Russian threat
directly and as far away from the plains as possible; second, the
moderate school, which pointed to the cost and risk of trying to estab-
lish boundaries in remote and immensely difficult country, suggested
that the Yimits of British power should be sct where they could more
casily be supported, and proposed that the aim of keeping Russia back
could best be served by interposing a third power between the lion and
the bear. There were various possible players for that role: Afghanistan
was one;sometimes small states-such-as_Hunza looked likely; but,
throughout, it was recognized that China, cstablished in the arca a
century before British or Russian power reached there, would best be
fitted for the part—if the Chinese were capable of it, and if they could
be persuaded to play. But there, the British were to discover, was the
rub. Perhaps it was because experience with Russia had taught China
that, in the hands of her imperial neighbours, boundary treaties were
blades with which Chinese territory could be pared away; but in any
event, the Chinese shied away from most British attempts to settle
common boundaries with them.

The history of British boundary policy in the north-west is an
alternation of the forward and maderate schools in influence in London
and India, These shared, however, a common purpose, the creation of
a linear boundary. This was something required by modem states, but
unfamiliar and even alien to their predecessors; to those, a sover-



HISTORICAL INTRODUCTION: THE LIMITS OF EMPIRE 21

eignty that shaded off into no-man’s-land, giving a frontier of s:yan-".l
tion rather than contact, was both more familiar and more natural.
“The idea of a demarcated frontier is itself an essentially modern con-
ception, and finds little or no place in the andient world’, Lord Curzon
observed at the beginning of this century, pointing out that, varl
then, ‘it would be true to say that demarcation has never taken place
in Asiatic countries except under European pressure and by the inter-
vention of European agents.’ But a distrustful China was, for the most
part, able to resist or evade British pressure, and so, at both ends of the
Himalayas, no-man's-lands still separated China and India when these
became independent in the mid eth century; their quarrel arose
from the need to translate those zones into hnes, and from the failure
to agree on a method.

In the vinetcenth century the border with China in the north-west
did not much concern the British. Their attention was focused on the
border with Afghanistan, and on the Russian threat that was believed
to lie beyond ir, and the pendulum of official favour swung between
forward and moderate policy 1n that regard for decades. To the
moderates, ‘the natural and impregnable boundary of our Empire” was
the Indus River.$ But with the annexation of the Punjab in 1849 the
British, inkeriting the domains of the conquered Stkh kingd
advanced their power to the mouth of the Khyber pass, where they fel
imperial logic beckoning them on to Kabul, and from there, perhaps,
to Herat. The strategic argument of the forward school could hardly
be better put than it was by Lord Curzon:

India is like a fortress, wath the vast moat of the sea on two of her
faces and with mountans for her walls on the remainder; but
beyond these walls, which are sometimes of by no means msuper-
able height, and admit of being easily penetrated, extends a glacis
of varying breadth and dimension, We do not want to occupy it,
bue we also cannot afford to sce it occupied by our foes. We are
quite content 10 Jet it remain in the hands of our allies and fnends,
bue if rivals creep up to 11 and Jodge themselves right under our
walls, we are compelled to intervene becanse a danger would
thereby grow up which might one day menace our security. . . .
He would be 2 short-sighted commander who merely manned
his ramparts in India and did not ook beyond.®

By 1880, however, the attempt to accupy the Afghan glacis of erpire




» INDIA'S CHINA WAR

had led, as London complained, to two wars, ‘the employment of. an
enormous force and the expenditure of large sums of money {while]
all that has yet been accomplished has been the disintegration of the
state which it was desired to sec strong, friendly and independent.’®
The forward school suffered eclipse, the moderates, with their prescrip~
tion that Afghanistan should be a buffer state, held sway in Whitchall;
and the British, relinquishing Kandahar, withdrew again behind their
mountain ramparts. The problem became one of stabilizing Afghani-
stan, settling boundaries for it with Russia and Persia,* and then of
agrecing with the Afghans on a boundary between themselves and the
British; and that was not so easy.

The limits of British administration lay along the foot-hills, beyond
which the turbulent and martial Pathan tribes made any British
incursion costly and ineffective. But the Afghans claimed sovereignty
over those tribes, and exerted at least influence over them; thus, to
apply Curzon’s phrasing, creeping over the wall and lodging them-
selves inside it, where they could threaten Peshawar and the trans-Indus
territories. British policy was therefore directed to excluding Afghan
claims from as much of the tribal territory as possible. The outcome was
an agreement in 1893 in which the Amir of Afghanistan accepted a
boundary drawn by the British along the crest of the mountains: the
‘Durand Ling, named after the Englishman who negotiated it.

The Afghans scem to have regarded the Line as something of a
one-way-traffic sign, with the No EnTRY side facing the British, since
they continued to deal with the tribes across it. The British had no
intention at the time of advancing their administration to the Durand
Linc; they saw that as a means of excluding the overt presence of the
Afghans, not as a step towards expanding British territory. As boun-
darics 80, thc.Durand Line was not a good one, being ‘illogical from
the point of view of ethnography, of strategy and of geography'? but
it served the British purpose. The Afghans were treaty-bound to keep
well back' from the Rraf:tical limits of British administration, and the
Durand Line gave Britain a purchase from which to protest if Afghan

* Afghanistan had good reason to be pl i i i iti
and Russians gave her —for their own ;ufpt;si? o pondacies which the Driih

; sians g of course, The British helped the Afj
%}Sf;.’& tfhix:f:smms back from Herat; agreement between London aixd St %ctctsgueggg:::
the Af : dcxi:: r;;:ux"xt!;;rr;, bg::cc:l:xﬁ' :lqng d:lc é)xus, over territories which, had it not been
' : d bz ssia and Britain to preserve Afghani buffe
would almost certainly hav vi ’ Russ e, Only the Durand
Te et e Al 3isuti j.’: gz;ﬁ:t:d towards the Russian sphere, Only the Durand

’ discussi L P ’
Asizn Frentiers (Pall Mall Press, London,ummax)o,np;f ?ﬁfg)’gﬁ ristan’s boundaries see Lamb,



frui
War; but, racher than gry 1 Occupy iy themselyes, the Britigh opted 1o
Set up Kashmir as the ‘Buardian of the northern ﬁ-onuer, Without ¢he
i i ichits Xation woulq

tin,

heirs to ¢hesr Power on the sub-conlinent-and thus, a5 g, border-
CORSEIOUS procongy) Lord Curzop PUt 1t, they “cappiey the Strategica}
fontier ingg the heart of Hunalayag 1o That happeneq because the
reaty of Amritsar Jog; Gulab Singh unde, the sSuzerzinty of Britain
nd becayse Gulab Sing}, hemself ny e empire. byjlder 10 2 smyl]
3%, bad, seyers Years before, congquered the Ly kingdom of
2dakh,

Ladakh, J; valley of the UPper Indus a¢ gp altitde of
'c!ﬂomand feet and OTe, Was pary of Tibet up ¢o the tenrh

2

> 3, was e :

300" { haye taken pp COmprse the detenn,mnon of 2 bound.:ry bLae by treaty or

Wise, and py defimnon 1 Whtten, verby] terms, « aon”, go Lomprise the

| Liying down of boundary hpe ©0 the groyng, 30d 168 definygron by boundu,

 or other Phyuca] means Y Iy oy book the words wyf alWays be yseg 10 these
Meaning;.



24 INDIA'S CHINA WAR

century, when it broke off as an independent kingdom. In the four-
teenth century the conquering tide of Islam reached Ladakh, to retrear,
then return in the sixteenth century when the kingdom bccame a
tributary state of the Moghul empire.® with the decline of Ehc
Moghuls, the Ladakhis again asserted their independence; but, being
Buddhist and within Lhasa’s cultural and political pull, Ladakh tended
to gravitate back to Tibetan overlordship in the absence of conquerors

strong enough to pull it away. So, in the ninetcenth century,

Ladakh was probably best regarded as part of Tibet, and much on
the same footing as other petty polities located in the valleys of the -
Tibetan plateau; all owed some sort of obedience to the Lhasa
government, which derived its authority from the transcendental
position of the Dalai Lama and enforced it by the theocratic net-
work of surveillance administered by the Lamaist monastery

organjzation. Tilytlzas\zid/ﬁs,ﬁwgs@w/@et the
control of China.1? _
ot

But in 1834 Gulab Singh's Dogras invaded Ladakh, to make it tribu-
tary, through himself, to the Sikh rulers of the Punjab. They did not
stop there, but embarked on what they intended as the conquest of
Tibet, turning Lhasa’s fealty towards Lahore rather than Peking.14 The
Dogras marched in the spring of 1841 and, grushing Tibetan forces
sent against them, by the end of the summer were in possession of all
the territory up to and including the sacred lakes of Rakas Tal and
Manasarowar —territory which, not incidentally, gave the Sikh king-
dom control of the areas from which came most of the wool for the
rich cashmere shawl trade. Indian historians have acclimed this cam-
paign as a brilliant feat of arms, and with gratification noted that it was
carried out beyond the natural mountain barricrs of Hindustan:!5 but
th(f Dogra general rashly decided to winter in Tibet, was besieged and
— marooned at a height of twelve thousand fect in the midst of 2 vast
sea of drifting ice and snow’'8—was in duc course killed with all his
force. The Tibetans then advanced to liberate Ladakh, but themselves
suffered a reverse just short of Leh at the hands of Gulab Singh’s rein-
forced'army.With the honours of war even, the leaders of the two
fTo}r::; in O;tober 1842 signed what was in effect 2 non-aggression pact.

 bound each to respect the territory of the other—but it did not
specify a,boundary between them, referring only to ‘the old, established
frontiers’.?? That this imprecise formulation was acceptable to the
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Tibetans and the Dogras seems to reflect that fact that their domains,
although neighbouring, were not dleatly contiguous; either would
have had to dispatch an expeditionary force to attack the other, first
crossing mountainous no-man's-land. Each side would have had a
general idea of whete its own frontier lay; but, as the two frontiers
were separated, there was no need to specify them—npor, in all
probatility, could they have been specified, so rudimentary were the
parties’ ideas of geagraphy.*
“The British had watched Gulsb Singh's abortive foray with concern,
alive to the danger that China woudld ‘impute the invasion of jrs
territorics by the Sikhs fwhom Gulab Singh served] to the instigation
of the British Government’,”® and react accordingly agrinst Britsin.
They had those recent misgivings in mind when, in 1846, they recog-
nized Gulsb Singh as Maharajah of Jammu and Kashmir, and were
apprchensive that ‘the hope of plander and the desire of revenge's?
might tempt him to try another attack on Tibet, with an increased
likelthood that Britain would be embresled. Accordingly, the Treaty
of Amritsar forbade Gulzb Singh from 2dding to his termtory without
British consent; and, to make sure that he did not do so by clan-
destine jon, jt provided for the d jon of the boundary
between Tibet aud Ladskh—and thus, the Bridsh hoped, remaval of
‘the most common cause of all disputes in the east—an ed
boundary’.2
The British 1aformed the Chinese Government of the proposed
boundary demarcation and invited it to partiapate, writing both to
Lbasa and to the viceroy in Canton of the Chmese Central Govern-
ment. There was no British mussion in Peking at thus tume, and it was
ery difficult even to contact the Chinese Government, let alone to
eba: any reply. The nearest tc 2 reply the British received on this
occasion was the evasive observation by the Canton vicetay that "the
borders of these territories fi.e. Tibet and Ladakh] have been sufficiently
and distinctly fixed, so that it will be best to adhere vo this ancient

i gy Aragee
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26 INDIA'S CHINA WAR

arrangement, and it will prove far more convenicnf: to a.bstaxn fro.n;
any additional measures for fixing them.’*? Later this Chinese “)ﬂiaa
intimated that, after all, his Government would .s?nd a delegation to
join in marking the boundary; yet when the British boundary com-
missioners reached the frontier, not only were there no Chinese
officials awairing them, but they werc met with active hostility by the
Tibetans.? ‘

Demarcation of a boundary can only follow delimitation (i.e. agree-
ment on whete it should run by the Governments concerned) and is
invariably a joint process; since neither the Chinese nor the Tibetans
would co-operate, there could be no demarcation of the Tibet-Ladakh
boundary in 1846.% But the first purpose of the British was to draw a
line beyond which they would not allow Gulab Singh to expand, and
that they could achieve unilaterally. Accordingly, the British officials
were instructed to survey the frontier and draw a map boundary. They
were told to ‘bear in mind that it is not a strip more or less of barren
ot even productive territory that we want, but a clear and well-
defined boundary’.? In other words, they were to take into con-
sideration not only the assumptions and practice of the local population
—very scanty indeed —but also use their own judgment over where a
practical boundary should lie.

Working in 1846 and 1847, the commissioners drew a boundary
from a little north of the Pangong Lake to the Spiti River; but they
stopped there, and of the terrain to the north, between the Pangong
Lake and the Karakoram Pass, one of the commissioners observed that
it ‘must be vicwed as ferra incognita, so that in the dircction of the
north-cast the boundarics of Tibet cannot be correctly defined’?s; but
his conclusion that, as the area was totally uninhabited, the alignment
of the boundary therc was not of much consequence was to be belied.
It was to be at the heart of the Sino-Indian boundary dispute just over
a hundted years later.

A boundary alignment that filled the gap between the Pangong Lake
:md. the Karakoram Pass was provided by an officer of the Survey of
India, W. H. Johnson, who visited Khotan in 1865 and then trekked
b?ck across Aksai Chin—the name mcans ‘desert of white stones’, This
high and desolate pla.tcau, 17,000 fect above sea level, where nothing
grows and no-one lives, lying between the towering ranges of the
Karakoram and the Kuen Lun~—this desolation was to be the bone of

* Sce p.30 n below.



HISTORICAL INTRODUCTION: THE LIMITS OF EMPIRE 27

between the Republic of India and the People’s Republic of
China in the middle of the rwenticth century. But, desolate and for-
bidding as the region is, for all its total abseace of fodder or shelter and
its killing winds, it has not been without jts human jmportance. An
ancient trade route fay across it; and in its brief summer, when for 2
few hours around noon the ice melted in the streams to give water
for beasts, caravans of yaks crossed it from what is now Sinkiang to
Tibet, carrying silk, jade, hemp, salt or wool.

Aksai Chin, together with a broad shee of rerritory to the north of
the Karakoram Pass, W. H Johnson showed as within Kashmir in a
map he drew on the strength of his adventurous journey to Xhotan
and back, Tt has been suggested that Johnson's version of the boundary

flected the expansionist hankerings of the ruler of Kashmir®—an
inference that finds some circomstantial corroboration in Jobnson's
appointment soon after this as Kashmir's commussioner in Ladakh. The
claim Johnson made for Kashmir was treated with sceptiasm by other
Englishmenat the time. *The Maharaja [of Kashmir] has no more rights
in Shahidulla {north of the Karal Pass] than I have,” one of them
wrote. ‘He has never had any rights jthere, and} 1t is the more astonish-
ing that our recent maps have given effect to his now abandoned claim,
and have included within lus frontier a tract where be does not possess
a square yard of ground and whose only inhabitants are the subjects of
another state.’*” Another traveller in thesc regions stated thac the line
along the cast of the Karakoram range, from the Karakoram Pass to
the Changchenmo River ‘may be definitely fixed in its geographical
and political bearing as constitutng the hmut of the Maharajah of
Kashmir’s dominions to the north’.#8 Nevertheless, the Johnson lne
was shown as the boundary of Kashtrur nn an atlas published in 1868,
and thence found its way on to numerous other maps which drew
upon that, Britush froutier policy n this sector in the 1860s was marked

on e Yous fork

by ‘avowed concil d scrup * towards the ruler

of Kashmir (by then it was Gulab Smgh's son), as the Governor~
General prescnbed it;® and perhaps this accounted for the cartographic
cutrency given to Johnsan's version of the boundary.

The chimentcal hope of greatly expanding the flow of trade between
India and central Asis informed Brinsh fronner policy 1n this peried,
and this was stimulated by a rebellton 1n Chna’s terti-
tosics, By 1866 an independent state, Kashgana, had come into exis-
tence these under the tedoubtable Yaqub Beg Unlike the Chinese
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arrangement, and it will prove far more convcnicn? to ;\.bstain fro'xr;
any additional measures for fixing them. 22 Later this Chinese 9fﬁc1:a
intimated that, after all, his Government would send a delegation to
join in marking the boundary; yet when the British boundary com-
missioners reached the frontier, not only wese there no Chinese
officials awaiting them, but they werc met with active hostility by the
Tibetans.? '

Dermarcation of a boundary can only follow delimitation (i.c. agree-
ment on where it should run by the Governments concerned) and is
invariably a joint process; since neither the Chinese nor the Tibetans
would co-operate, there could be no demarcation of the Tibet-Ladakh
boundary in 1846.* But the first purpose of the British was to draw a
line beyond which they would not allow Gulab Singh to expand, and
that they could achieve unilaterally, Accordingly, the British officials
were instructed to survey the frontier and draw a map boundary. They
were told to ‘bear in mind that it is not a strip more or less of barren
or even productive territory that we want, but a clear and well-
defined boundary’.2¢ In other words, they were to take into con-
sideration not only the assumptions and practice of the local population
—very scanty indeed —but also use their own judgment over where a
practical boundary should kie.

Working in 1846 and 1847, the commissioners drew a boundary
from a lirtle north of the Pangong Lake to the Spiti River; but they
stopped there, and of the terrain to the north, between the Pangong
Lake and the Karakoram Pass, one of the commissioners observed that
it “must be viewed as terra incognita, so that in the direction of the
north-east the boundaries of Tibet cannot be correctly defined’2s; but
his conclusion that, as the area was totally uninhabited, the alignment
of the boundary there was not of much consequence was to be belied.
It was to be at the heart of the Sino-Indian boundary dispute just over
a hundted years later.

A boundary alignment that filled the gap between the Pangong Lake
and the Karakoram Pass was provided by an officer of the Survey of
India, W. H. Johnson, who visited Khotan in 1865 and then trekked
‘ﬁ?c;: acr;ss Aksai Chin—the name means ‘desert of white stones’. This

gh and desolate Pla.teau, 17,000 feet above sea level, where nothing
grows and no-one lives, lying between the towering ranges of the
Karakoram and the Kuen Lun—this desolation was to be the bone of

* See p.30 n below.
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between the Republic of India and the People’s Republic of
China in the middle of the nwentieth century. But, desolate and for-
bidding a5 the zegion is, for a1l its total absence of fodder or shelter and
its killmg winds, it has not been without its human importance. An
ancient trade ronte Jay across it; and in irs brief summer, when for a
few hours around noon the ice melted in the streams 1o give water
for beasts, caravans of yaks crossed it from what is now Sinkiang to
Tiber, casrying silk, jade, hemp, salt or wool.

Aksai Chin, together with a broad shee of territory to the north of
the Karakoram Pass, W. H. Johnson showed as within Kathmir in 2
map he drew on the strength of his adventurous journey to Khotan
and back, It has been suggested that Johnson's version of the boundary

flected the expansionist hankerings of the ruler of Kashmirt*—an
inference that finds some circumstantial corroboration in Johnson's
appointment soon after this 2s Kashmir's commissioner 1n Ladakh. The
claim Johnson made for Kashmir was treated with scepnicism by other
English thetime “The Maharaja [of Kashmmr] has no more rights
in Shahidulla {north of the Kazak Pass] than L have,’ one of them
wrote. ‘He has never had any rights {there, and] it is the more astonish-
ing that our recent maps have given effect to his now abandoned claim,
and have included within his frontier 2 tract shere he does not possess
3 square yard of ground and whose only inhabitants ate the subjects of
another state.’?? Another traveller in these regious stated that the hne
along the cast of the Karakoram range, from the Karakoram Pass to
the Changchenmo River ‘may be definitely fixed in its geographical
and political bearing as consneuting the liout of the Maharajah of
Kashmir's dominons to the north’.# Nevertheless, the Johnson hae
was shown as the boundary of Rashmir n 20 aths published 1 1868,
and thence found its way on to numerous other maps which drew
upon that, Britsh froutier palicy in this sector in the 1860s was marked
by ‘avowed concdiation and scrupulaus forbeacance’ towards the ruler
of Kashmir (by then it was Gulab Singh’s son), as the Governor-
General prescuibed it;## and perhaps this accounted for the cartographic
currency given to Johnsan's version of the boundary.

The chumerical hope of greatly expanding the fow of trade between
India and central Astz informed Briwsh frontier policy 1o this period,
and this was sumulated by a cebellion in China’s westernmost terri-
torics. By 1866 an independent state, Kashgana, had come mto exis-
tence there undet the redoubtable Yaqub Deg. Unlike the Chinese
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angement, and it will prove far more convenicnt to a\:bstmn fro'm

::y a%ditional measutes for fixing them.'2* Later this Chu;esc ?ﬁimal
intimated that, after all, his Government would .sffnd ade ggﬁt\on to
join in marking the boundary; yet when the British boun 3‘)'1;0“"
missioners reached the frontier, not only were 'thcre 1o Chinese
officials awaiting them, but they werc met with active hostility by the
Tibetans.?? L

Demarcation of 2 boundary can only follow delimitation (i.c. agrec-
raent on where it should run by the Governments concemed).and is
invariably a joint process; since neither the Chinese nor t_he Tibetans
would co-operate, there conld be no demarcation of the Tibet-Ladakh
boundary in 1846.% But the first purpose of the British was to draw a
line beyond which they would not allow Gulab Singh to F::cpand, ;fnd
that they could achieve unilaterally. Accordingly, the British officials
were instructed to survey the frontier and draw a map boundary. They
were told to ‘bear in mind that it is not a strip more or less of barren
or even productive territory that we want, but a clear and well-
defined boundary'.?* In other words, they were to take into con-
sideration not only the assumptions and practice of the local population
—very scanty indeed —but also use their own judgment over where a
practical boundary should lie.

‘Working in 1846 and 1847, the commissioners drew a boundary
from a little north of the Pangong Lake to the Spiti River; bu they
stopped there, and of the terrain to the north, between the Pangong
Lake and the Karakoram Pass, one of the commissioners observed that
it “must be viewed as ferra incognita, so that in the direction of the
north-cast the boundaries of Tibet cannot be correctly defined’25; but
his conclusion that, as the area was tatally uninhabited, the alignment
of the boundary there was not of much consequence was to be belied.
It was to be at the heart of the Sino-Indian boundary dispute just over
a hundfed years later.

A boundary alignment that filled the gap between the Pangong Lake
and the Karakoram Pass was provided by an officer of the Survey of
India, W. H. Johnson, who visited Khotan in 1865 and then trekked
bizck across Aksai Chin—the name means ‘desert of white stones’. This
high and desolate plateau, 17,000 fect above sea level, where nothing
grows and no-one lives, lying between the towering ranges of the
Karakoram and the Kuen Lun—tlis desolation was to be the bone of

* See p.30 n below,
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ion b the Republic of India and the People’s Republic of
Chim in the middJe of the nv:nuczb century, Bat, desolate and for-
bidding as the region is, for all its total absence of fodder or shelter and
its kilbng winds, it has not been without its human importance. An
ancient trade route lay across it; and in its brief summner, when for 2
few hours around noon the jce melted in the streams to give water
for beasts, caravans of yaks crossed it from what is now Sinkiang to
Tibet, carrying $ilk, jade, hemp, salt or wool.

Aksai Chin, together with a broad slice of territory to the north of
the Karakoram Pass, W. H. Johnson showed as within Kashmir in 2
map he drew on the strength of his adventurous journey to Khotan
and back. It has been suggested that Johnson's version of the boundary
reflected the expansionist hankerings of the ruler of Kashmir®*—an
inference that finds some circumstantial corroboration in Johnson’s
appointment soon after this as Kashmir's commissioner in Ladakh, The
claim Johnson made for Kashmir was treated with scepticism by other
Enghshmen at the time, ‘The Maharaja {of Kashmir] has no more rights
in Shahidalla {north of the Rarakoram Pass] than [ have, one of them
wrote, *He has never had any rights [there, and] 1t is the more astonish-
ing that our recent maps have given effect to his now abandoned claim,
and have included within his frontier a tract where he does not possess
2 square yard of ground and whose only inhabitants are the subjects of
another state.’*? Another traveller n these regions stated that the hne
along the east of the Karakoram range, from the Karakoram Pass to
the Changchenmo River ‘may be definitely fixed in 13 g hi
and political bearing as constinuting the limit of the Mz}ura_;ah of
Kashmir's dominions to the north’.® Nevertheless, the Johnson hne
was shown as the bnundary of Kashmir in an atlas published 1n 1368,
and thence found jts way on to numerous other maps which drew
upon that. British frontter policy i this sector 1 the 1860s was marked
by ‘avowed conciliation and scrupulous forbearance” towards the ruler
of Kashmir (by then it was Gulab Swgh’s son), as the Governor-
General prescribed it;#? and perhaps this accounted for the cartographic
currency given to Johnson's version of the boundary.

The chimerical hope of greatly expanding the Sow of trade between
India and central Asia informed Brinsh frontier policy in this period,
and this was stimulated by a rebellion in China's westernmost terri-
tories, By 1866 an mndependent state, Kashgana, had come into exis~
tence there under the tedoubtable Yaqub Beg Unlike the Chinese
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whom he Bad Qrows off; he showed cvery desire to establish cordial
gelations with the Dritisly in Londan and India hopes blossomed of 2
oy and whost boundless market for Indian tea and British manu-
ftmen, (A the same time the Russians, who had alecady taken
‘Tudihent and were considering seizing Kokand, saw cqually inviting
commerchl prospeets in Yagub Beg's domain, and were confident
that the bardiots of the Kagakoram and Kuen Lun ranges would
erelude the ity events proved them righe.®®) British hopes of
tade atud inthence i Kashypacia aud fears that the Russians might steal
o Iy thewe waned and waned for the next fifteen years, with high
Bopee i the earle 18708 of developing a new caravan route up the
Changchenme vallev, But the Deitish confidence that Yaqub Beg’s
Rigdwass wax to bie o perinanent (actor in the centeal Asian balance
wat dashed by the victorious vetum of the Chinese. They marched
vk o Kadhgania dn adys, seclabming the terrivory that the British
B Belioved Pebing Tuad Tast Bor rood, and renaming it Sinkiang, the
New 1 honime, -
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masters of the danger of a Russian invasion of India, their opposites in
the Tsar's army were apprchensive of a British attack u:an them,
across the Pam:r?, highlands of nearly twenty thousand feet!® Botk
Governments might have profited from the advice given a decade
earlicr by London to the Governor-General in Jadu: “You listen too
much to the soldiers ... you shonld never trusy experts, If you
believe the doctors, nothing is wholesome: if you believe ri:c t.hyeo-
)ogia';::, nothing is innocent: if you bebieve the soldiers, wothing is
safe.
The commeon interest of Britsin and Russia in keepi

between their dominions was d din the Parnie:sp e buﬂ‘;‘
1895, by which they drew out 2 thin promontory of territory {the
‘Wakhan strip), which they agreed to regard as part of Afghanistan.
This was meant to meet 'thc western boundary of China {who had
Lt e atan e, AL e, )

K3

drm-;x. In 1889 the then Viceroy, Lord Lansdowne, noted:

The country between the Karakoram and Kuen Lun ranges is, 1
understand, of o value, very maccessible, and not Jikely o be
coveted by Russta. We might, 1 should think, enconrage the
Chinese to take 1, 1f they showed any inchnanon to do so. This
would be better than leaving a no-man’s-Jand between our frontier
and that of China. Moreover, the stronger we can make China
at this point, and the more we can nduce her to hold her own
over the whole Kashgar-Yarkand regton, the more useful will she
be ta us as an obstacle to Russian advance along this line.3

For some yeats after theit reconquest of Kashgaria/Sinkiang, the
Chinese followed the practice of Yaqub Beg m treatng the Kuen Lun
mountains 25 the southern hmit of therr temtory.” They had their
bands full not enly with reasserting and consolidating their hold on
theit regained provinces, but i cesisting and, where possible, pushing
back the easward-thrusting Russians By teeattes in the 1860, Chis
Bad lost 2 great mract of terntory 1 Central Asia to Russi; and £
Russians exploited the rebellion of Yaqub Beg to take mor=- TEF
exphined that they were advancing only ta put down danger™ 77
tutbances on their border, and assured China that when she =TT
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her own authority in Central Asiz they would restore the territory —
but they attempted to rencgue the pledge vy:hcn it came to the point.
Russia's greatest annexations of Chinese serritory were taking place at
this time in the Far East, however, There the Russians had renewed
their southward thrust in the middic of the century, taking advantage
of China’s weakness as other European powers were doing, :}nd had
taken all the territory nosth of the Amur River and east of its tributary,
the Ussur, founding the port of Viadivostock and cutting off China
from the Sea of Japan. China was forced to accept the loss of these
huge tracts in the Treatics of Aigun {1858) and Pcking (1860). From
this experience the lesson 1aust have been painfully obvious: never
negotiate boundary scttlements from a position of weakness. This goes
far to explain China's approach to boundary questions until the middle
of the 1950s.*

In the carly 1880s China began to tum her attention to her southern
fronticr, where the British as well as the Russians were probing. In 1890
Captain Younghusband (who fourtcen years later Jed the military
cxpedition to Lhasa) was sent to the Pamirs with the objectives of
tracing the theoretical limits of China’s claim there and encouraging
the Chinese to fill out to them.® The Chinese told Younghusband that
their boundary ran along the Karakoram range and the watershed
between the Indus and the Tarim basin;®? and in 1892 they gave
physical expression to that claim by erecting 2 boundary marker in the
Karakoram Pass with an inscription prochiming that Chinese territory
began there. This move was welcomed by the British, who ‘expressed
themeelves in favour of the Chinese filling up the no-man's-land
beyond the Karakoram' 404

The Karakoram Pass thus became a fixed and mutwally accepted
point on the Sino-Indian boundary, but on both sides of that pass the
alignment continued indefinite. (The stretch to the west, between the
pass and Afghanistan, does not concern this nacrative, cxcept in so far
25 it hater deals briefly with the 1063 settlement between China and

Pakictand Funther expressing their claim to a Karakoram boundary,
the Chinesz in 1%91~2 dispatched an official, Li Yuan-ping, to explore
the whole atretch of their southern border. He travelled up the
* See Part 3] belawy,

47 *:: roezd, however, that vinze thete had heen n
=:1y marker eould not be segarded 21 having any valuz in interatior i
e thatis ik et two to take a boundary s;-,i:::::rs.:nt. inteenaional b, making
L2 ppo1g-r7 belwe,

o joint demareation, the Chinese

R
2
§



HISTORICAL INTRODUCTION: THE LIMITS OF EMPIRE 31

Karakash River to Haji Langar* and rhence turned south across Aksai
Chin, crossing what seems to have been the Lingzi Tang salt pan and
reaching the Changchenmo River.4? Li was a hardy and determined
traveller but he was not a surveyor, and his d:smpuon of bis journey#?
was vague; but George M y, an Engli by then established
as Britain’s representative in Kashgar, Teamed of Li Yuan-ping's
Jjourney and did not doubt the authenticity of bis zeport.ts
By the mid-1890s, then, the Chi hotities had some knowledg
of the border sector from the Karal Pass to the Changchenmo
River; and they claimed Aksai Chin as their territory. They voiced that
claim to Macarmey in 1896. He had presented the leading Chinese
official in Kashgar with a copy of an atlas which showed the boundary
as'W. H. Johnson had drawn it, putting Aksai Chin within British
tertitory, The Chinese objected to this version of the boundary {ic
appears that ity adverse implications to China had been pointed out by
Russian officials in Kashgar, to whom the Chinese had shown their new
atlas)4¢ and told Macartney that Aksai Chin was theirs.¢ Reponting
this to his p ('mlndn M Yy d that ‘probably
part fof Aksi Chin] was in Chinese and part m British z:mtory A
A British intelligence report of the same year noted Macartney's
obscrvznon. and agreed with it.¢?
hile in London, b , an influential gist of the
forward school was urging that in order to antiapate a Russian advance
on India, the Britith should include within their boundaries not only
the whale of Aksai Chin, but almost all the territory that Jobnson's
alignment of 1865 had given to Kashmir. Thus proposal was made ina
paper written by Major-General Sir John Ardagh, an old India hand
who was by then Director of Mihtary Intelligence on the British
General Staff, and submitted to the Foreign Office and India Office on
January 1st, 1397. It exemplified the reasoning and apprehensions of the
forward school; and, although it was not accepted at the tume, it con-
tinued for years to exercise influence in the perennial debate on frontier
licy.
PqAxdaghs premise was that China’s weakness made her ‘useless as 2
buffer between Russia and the Northern Frontier of Indid’. Citing the
*eagerness with which [Russia] has advanced her borders towards India’,

'Amxbdm(laga) buﬂ:byw H_ Johnson on ks traverse of Akw Clun 20d mamed
by him aficy the then of Khotan, Hajs Habiballah Rhua#® The road the Clunese

wwumdmzh:tysamwdmxpon
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he predicted that she would cventually annex at least the castern areas
of Sinkiang and would then ‘endcavour to push her boundary as far
south as she can’. He noted that the British Government had been
accustomed to regard the Karakoram mountains as the natural fronticr
of India in the north~cast, and conceded that ‘in a gcncr:d sense they
form an acceptable defensive boundary, casy ta define, difficult 1o pass,
and fairly dividing the peoples on cither side’. But, he went en,

the physical conditions of these mountains, their great extent,
high altitude, general inaccessibility and sparse population, render
it impossible to watch the actual watershed; and the measures
requisite for sccurity, and for information as to the movements of
an enemy, cannot be adequately carried out unless we can dirculate
freely at the faat of the glacis formed by the northern slope, along
those longitudinal valleys which mature has provided on the
northern side at a comparatively short distance from the crest.

British policy should be dirccted to ‘keeping our enemy from any
possibility of . . . occupying these longitudinal valleys and chere pre-
paring to surprise the passes’, he concluded; and therefore should aim
at a boundary which would leave the narthern approaches to the passes
in British possession.

Ardagh's memorandum then specified such a boundary, following
not the line of the Karakoram watershed but the crests of a series of
ranges to the north of the Karakoram, among them the Kuen Lun.
By following the Kuen Lun range, Ardagh's proposed boundary
would have included Aksai Chin in India, and the upper courses of the
Yarkand and Karakash river systems as well. 4

In London the tendency would naturally have been to give full
weight to the strategic prescriptions of the Dircctor of Military
Intelligence, but comments by officials in India suggest thar they sav
Ardagh's proposal as no more than the impractical theorizing of an
armcha'lr gencral. The Viceroy, Lord Elgin, warned London that, since
the Chincse claimed Aksai Chin, any attempt to implement Ardagh's
line would entail a real risk of strained relations with China, and
fu‘rthermorc might precipitate the very Russian advance which Ardagh
wished to fox:csta”. Ardagh might be right in his view that the crests
of’ a mountain range did not ordinarily make a good boundary in
military terms, Elgin observed; but in the particy

alar instance of the
. . . .
Karakoram fronticr, ‘we sce no strategic advantage in going beyond
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mountains over which no hostile advance is everkely to be attempted.”
He rubbed in the point that his own strategic thinking, unkke Ardagh's,
was based on the reports and opinions of officers who had actually
visited the region in question:

They imously rep the present in frontier as
perhaps the most difficult and inaccessible country in the world,
The country beyond is barren, rugged and sparsely populated. An
advance would interpose berween ourselves and our outposts 2
belt of the most difficult and impracticable country; it would
unduly extend and weaken our military position without, in our
opinion, secuting any cosresponding advantage, No invader has
ever approached India from this direction, where nature has placed
such formidable barriers.50

Wiule thus rejecting Ardagh's forward solution to the problem
posed by Russia’s advance, the Viceroy and his advisers were as alive
to that problem as anyone in London. In 1895, two years before he
thus rejected Ardagh’s proposal, Elgin had, indecd, put forward bis
own for putting ‘a definate hmit’ to Russia’s advance: that Britain
should settle the China-Kashour boundary by a diwect approack to
Peking.5! Before any approach could be made to the Chinese, however,
it was necessary for the British to make up their own mmds about the
boundary they wanred, and this they did i 1898, Elgin adopted
Macartney’s suggestion that Aksai Chin should be divided between
Britain and China along 2 boundary following the Lak Tsang (or
Loqzung) range, a line of hills runmng roughly east-west, and dividing
the Aksai Chun proper, on the northern side, from the Lingzi Tang
salt plains, to the south, London approved this boundary alignment,
and it was proposed to China on March 14th, 18, by Sir Claude
MacDonald, the British Minister i Peking.

Of the various conceptions held at different times in London and
India about just where the north-west boundary with China should lie,
this was the only one that was ever actuslly proposed to the Chinese
Government, and it has therefore a particular significance. This 1809
(or Macartney-MacDonald) Iime was a compromise between Britain’s
strategic hankerng for a boundary forward of the Karakoram range,
and the recognition that—since it takes two to settle on a boundary—a
practical proposal must also take China's inserests into account. Thus
it left to China the whale of the Karakash valley, a trade route and an
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ancicnt source of jade, and almost all of Aksai Ch}n proper; bUF, b)f
following, the Lak Tsang range, it left on the Indian side the Lingzi
Tang salt plains and the whole Changchenmo valley, as wcl! as .thc
Chip Chap River farther north.* This proposal was put to China in a
note couched to sound as magnanimous as possible, and to take account
of the known Chinese disinclination to cngage in boundary demarca-
tion. None such would be necessary, it suggested; since the boundary
would follow the crest of inaccessible mountains, it would be sufficient
if this were agreed verbally. But, although the British learned un-
officially that the local Chinese authorities in Sinkiang had intimated
that they had no objection to the proposed alignment,* China never
replicd to the 1899 proposal. Elgin’s successor as Viceroy, Lord Curzon,
urged that as China had not rejected the 1899 proposal, she should be
told that Britain intended henceforth to treat the linc there described
as the boundary. But the proposal was not followed up, and the
fluctuations of British fronticr policy were resumed, in reaction to the
two variables: Russian pressure and Chinese weakness.

Through the first decade of the twentieth century, British policy
adhered to the 1899 proposal, and aimed at establishing Aksai Chin as
part of Tibet, not Sinkiang. The point of this was that in 1907 the
British negotiated with St Petersburg a convention by which the
Russians as well as themselves engaged to keep out of Tibet; ergo, if
Aksai Chin were Tibetan, they would have to keep out of that too. The
overriding British interest in Aksai Chin was to exclude the Russians
from it, and the simplest way of doing that sccmed to be to confirm
that the region was Tibetan/Chinese.

But what appeared to be the collapse of Chinese power in central
Asia, in consequence of the revolution in China at the end of 1911,
brought about another sharp change in the tactics of frontier policy in

;This is the crux of the proposal, so far 25 it concerned the sectar east of the Karakoram
ass:

From the Karakoram Pass [the boundary would follow] the crests of therangeeast for
about half a degree (100 Ii [33 miles] ), and then turn south to a Little below the thirty-
fifth parallel of north latitude. Rounding then what on our maps is shown as the
source of: the Karakash, the line of the hills to be followed runs north-east to a point
cast of Kizil Jilga, and from there ina south-casterly direction follows'the Lak Tsang
{)a‘n‘gc }\:nnl that mects a spur running south from the Kuen Lun, which has hitherto

T b :;'Sttnl ; nz‘i:::d(::r.l‘-"?’ur maps as the eastern boundary of Ladakh. This is a little cast of 80°
Although the forward school was stll ive; Si i j
tory of tho Inian, Conermool as stll very much alive; Sir Louis Dane, Foreign Secre-

was described in 1904 as being *mad ke
y L : ceen to extend the
Indian frontier to the Kuen Lun mountains, thus annexing Western Tiber’.3¢
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India. The objective remained the same —~to keep Russia as far from the
phins of Indiz as possible—but the disappearance of China a5 2 sig-
nificant power in central Asia meant that the means had ro be revised.
Russian annexation of Sinkiang had long been expected by the British;
now it appeared imminent and ineluctable, and to anticipate it Lord
Hardinge, by then Viceroy, seized upon the forward prescription of
Ardagh. He urged London that, to forestall Russian annexation of
Sinkiang, Britain should demand recognition of a boundary that
placed Aksai Chin not enly outside Russia but within British tersitory.5
The London Government did not act on that recommendation, how-
ever, and vo intimation that the British were reconsidering the
boundary alignment proposed in 1899 was evet given to China. That
the British Government in fact held to the 1809 proposal was indicared
in the map accompanying the Simlz Convention rwo years Later,
1914; this showed Aksai Chin as part of Tibet*

During the period with which this account has been dealing, the
sector of the frontier from Afghanstan to Nepal was considered by the
Bricish as 2 whole, but the 1947 parntion of the Indian sub-continent,
confirmed bry the first Indo-Pakistan war 1 Kashmir, divided it at the
Karakoram Pass, To the west, the fronter became Pakistan's sespon-
sibility; to the east, India’s.} So far the narrative has not dealt with that
portion of the frontier which was to fall to Pakistan, but it is necessary
to do so in tracing what appears 1o have been the final pulsation of
British boundary policy in this sector.

1t appears that in 1927 the Government of India agan locked into
the north-west frontier with Chuna, and deaded that the boundary
from Afghanistan to the Karakoram Pass {where the Chinese had
erected 7 boundary pillar thinty-five years before) shonld run along
the erest of the main Karakoram range—rather than far to the north,
where the Johnson-Ardagh hine had placed it.® What was decided
then about the sector to the east of the pass—which was to be the crux
of the Sino-Indian dispute—is not known. But at all evenss, the 1927
decision did not find fts way on to British maps; and when India
became independent, in 1947, and for several years thereafter, most
official Indian maps still showed the boundary it accordance with the
extreme forward formulations of Johnson and Ardagh.

* See p.53 1 below.
4 Indua, hawever, dumed legal ihility for the wesern, Paknstansbeld setor, 1o,
See below, p. 216,
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After 1899, however, there was, as far as the historical record shows,
no further attempt by Britain to get China to agrec toa boundnr){
alignment in the north-west. The scctor from Afghnmsmn to Nepa
remained undelimited, a problem in the mid-twenticth century f:or the
two inheritors of Britain’s power on the sub-continent, India and
Pakistan, and for the People’s Republic of China.

For all the discussion in London and India about the boundary
between Kashmir and China and the variations in conception of where,
in Britain's interest, it should lic, there were no matching moves of
troops or administrators. The fronticr territory continued as it had
always been, bleak, hostile and empty. From the British side came only
a few cxplorcr—travcllers and political agents, and then huntsmen,
trekking into the Changchenmo valley to shoot yak or antclope—
to such effect that long before the British left the sub-continent both
animals, previously plentiful, had almost vanished from the valley.
Such travellers had, by the 1940s, arguably established a prescriptive
right at lcast to the lower reaches of the Changchenmo, up to the
Kongka Pass, and perhaps as far as the Lanak Pass, some thirty miles
cast. But Britain had never attempted to excrt authority on Aksai Chin,
or to establish outposts in it—far less, to set up posts or exercise
authority up to a boundary on the Kuen Lun range on the other side,
which would have cut off the headwaters of the Karakash River and
the Sinkiang-Tibet caravan route that crossed Aksai Chin. The
boundary alignment which would have entailed such an cxpansion had
remained a strategist’s theoretical formulation.

The threat that nourished British desire for a boundary which would
leave Aksai Chin within India continued almost to the end of their
rule, however. In 194041 the Government of Sinkiang, then under the
warlord Sheng Shih-tsai, and leaning towards the Soviet Union, con-
ducted a survey of Aksai Chin with the help of Russian experts.5?
British intelligence must surely have learned of this, and the presence of

Russians in Aksai Ch.in might well have been enough to swing official
favour in New Delhi back towards a forward claim Jinc,
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In the middlc of the
al

great arching gable of the Indian sub-continent

ong which the British and Chinese cmpires impinged, a string of-
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small states provided both a buffer and 2 natural arens of jmperial
competition. When the British reached the area, these states, Nepal,
Sikkim, and Bhutan, were all in varying degrees in dependence upon
or allegiance to China, Nepal had been created in the eighteenth
century when the Gorkhas, a Hindu hill-people, invaded the Tiberan
polities which had hitherto existed there and unified them under their
own fule. Then they invaded Tibet proper, to be defeated in 1792 by
Chinese-led troops who in counter-attack penetrated almost to
Katmandu and imposed a ereaty which left Nepal 2 tributary of China.
Lhasa fooked upon Sikkim as a Tibetan dependency,® and made
periodic assertions of suzerainty over Bhutan.® Incvitably, the British
saw such Tibetan —and hence indirectly Chinese—hegemony over these
cis-Himalayan states as a challenge, potentially a menace, to their own
position. The achievement of British policy through the nincteenth
century was the reversal of the allegiance of the Himalayan states, in
reality so far as Nepal was concerned, and in form as well in the cases
of Bhutan and Stkkim.

The British considered annexang Nepal after they had defeated her
in the GorkhaWar (1814-16)* but decided that the move would be
too Jikely to incar Chinese reaction. They were content thereafter with

el e e e

1 e e e
1910, over the protests of Chuna, the British signed 2 weaty with
Bhutan in which that kingdom bound herself to be guided by Britain
in her foreign relations.

Again the logic of empire beckoned British power forward, and the
first decade of the twentieth century saw Brirain attempting to establish
exclusive influence over Tibet. Curzon believed that the Russians’
*passion for a pan-Asiatic dominion’®? was now focused on Tibet, and
micant to thwart them by making Tibet a buffer. This pohcy succeeded
in so far as Russian influence was kept out of Tibet {though the serions-
ness of Russian designs n that direetion is questionable), Curzon
failed, however, in hus objectve of bringing Tibet under some measure
of protection from India, and so the reassertion of Chinese authonty
there was inevitable once a strong cemral Government established
jtself in Peking.

In the narrow sub-sector of frontier between the Aksai Chin region
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and Nepal,* British policy was morc categorical. After the Gorkha
War Britain annexed one of the small hill states there, Kumaon, and
attempted to bring others into exclusive political relations with herself.
But the British found that these smull states continued in practice in
dual allegiance, and that while their own authority was nominal, the
Tibetans excrcised de facto control. This situation continued unresolved
throughout the British years, and when, after 1947, the new Indian
Government consolidated their administration, to the exclusion of
Tibetan authority, Tibet, and later China, protested. As a scholar
noted in 1960, ‘any asscrtion of exclusive rights by cither side would
necessarily involve the denjal of rights in the other party which have
been more or less regularly and openly excrcised for a great many
years.'82 So far as the boundary in this sub-scctor was concerned, the
British appear to have regarded the main passes as the boundary
features, indicating a watcrshed boundary; but the Tibetans con-
tinued to exercise authority in territory on the Indian side of the
passes. 3

With Nepal, Sikkim and Bhutan converted into what Curzon in
1907 described as a chain of protectorates,® the British were content
to rest their boundary there comfortably beneath the foot-hills. So
long as Britain was confident that her influence over those states was
sufficicnt to exclude that of rival powers, a boundary on the plains
was satisfactory; the approaches to India could be guarded by obedient
feudatories as sccurely as by British power itsclf, and far more cheaply.

* In the terminology i jan di i
¢ logy of the Sino-Indian dispute this became the ‘middle sector’,



(ii) The McMahon Line

To the east of Bhutan, too, the boundary of British India lay, at the
beginning of the twentieth century, beneath the foot-hills; but in this
sector of the fronticr the situation was very different. To the north lay
not coherent states, amenable to British pressure or diplomacy, but a
scattering of separate tribes, thinly populating a sixty-mile-broad bele
of mountainous, densely jungled country, Here was another no-man’s-
land, acceptable as a frontier only so long as no other strong power
approached it from the north; otherwise, a standing source of worry—
or temptation—to those responsible for the defence of India.

Assam, which the British added to their Indian empire in 1826,
consisted at first essentially of the Brahmaputra valley; the hills which
pressed upon it from north and south were long left outside the pale of
British administration. The terrain there was forbidding, the tribal
people inhospitable when not actively hostile. But in the second half
of the nincteenth century, the tide of development began to lap into
the foot-hills bordering the Brahmaputra valley to the north; the tea
planters visualized wide new gardens on the slopes above the plains,
while timber companies saw in the thick forests not a barrier but a
rich resource waiting to be exploited. That uncontrolled commercial
penetration into the foot-hills would quickly breed trouble with the
trbes there was appreciated by the administration, and in 1873 the
British drew a line, short of the foot of the hills, which no one could
cross without 2 pass or licence. This ‘Inner Line’ created a protected
zone beneath the hills, a cordon sanitaire to control the spread of com-
mercial and other potentially disturbing interests, The Inner Linc was
laid down in detail and demarcated for some of its length; and, as well
as a barrier to prevent unlicensed travel into the Iulls, it served as an
administrative boundary (taxes were not collected beyond 1t).9 It was
not, however, regarded as the international boundary. That was the
Quter Line, coextensive with the southern border of Bhutan and
running along the foot of the hills where they nse abruptly from the
phains for their steep climb to the Tibetan tableland

39
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During the nineteenth century there were occasional short pene-
trations into the hills by British officials;*® but the only decp exploration
of the hill country was up the Lohit valley, which from the first had
been seen by many Englishmen as a potential trade route to China.
In 1886 2 British official trekked right up the Lohit to Rima, in Tibet,
and returned to recommend that a road be built along his route to the
Tibetan border as a trade outlet for British goods.®” The Government
in India was unenthusiastic. From long expericnce it knew that the flag .
followed trade in such circumstances, and that traffic through such wild
country, with a potentially hostile population, would almast inevitably
entail escorts and punitive expeditions. To move anywhere into the
hills, indeed, was seen to be setting foot on an endless path: annexation
of tribal territory in the lower hills ‘would only bring us into contact
with tribes still wilder and less known’, an Englishman wrote in the

1880s; ‘nor should we find a resting place for the foot of annexation
t'gl we had planted it on the plateau of High Asia; perhaps not cven
then.'s®
The prickly hedge of tribal country was not an all-embracing barricr
around British territory in the north-cast, however; therc was one
salient gap. Immediately to the cast of Bhutan, a wedge of Tibetan
tcrrito‘ry ran right down to the plains; here, a British official noted in
1844, ‘the two great Governments of Britain and China . . . arc coter-
minous, and this is the nearest route by which the produce of the
north-western provinces of China and of the castern provinces of Tibet
and Tartary could be brought into the British dominions.’s? This
wedge of territory was known as the Tawang Tract, from the great
monastery of Tawang in the north through which it was administered,
and it was populated by tribes deeply influenced by Tibetan culture,
and for the most part Buddhist. There was an important trade route
through t_his territory, and the British encouraged it by establishing an
annual-faxr at Udalguri, near its southern extremity. That this whole
tract, sixty miles dc'ep, was Tibetan was never doubted or challenged
?t):att}x}z f:xt;l; \:szz Illrcz;ic;ci iomctimlcs [_ound the fact of Tibetan admini-
boundary with Bhutan, th Tamp s i 18723, whe n demarcating a
ry » they were able to extend thisinto a demarcated
;t;;':h °f_b°‘mdary W“h Tibet, running along the foot of the hills,
use Tl.b.ctan officials instructed local tribal chiefs to co-operatc.?0
The British preoccupation with what was scen :

1 as the menacin
Russian advance towards India dominated policy to .

wards Tibet in the
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first years of the twentieth century, Curzon believed that, bke the
north-west frontier, Tibet had become a board for the ‘Great Game’,
and in the Younghusband mission to Lhasa in 1904 he staked Britain’s
claim there, The Lhasa Convention, signed as a result of that mission,
bound the Tibetans to refuse entry to the representatives or agents of
any foreign powers other than Britain, and 5o, it scemed, ensured that
Tibet would remain in what the British saw as ‘that state of isolation
from which, £l recently, she had shown no intention to depart, and
which hitherto cansed her presence on our frontier 1o be 2 matter of
indifference to vs'”* In an agreement with Russia in 1907, Britain
enteted into a joint undertaking to keep out of Tibet; to enter into no
ncgcmuqm with the Tibetans except through the intermediary of
China; “to zespect the temitoriabintegrity of Tibet and to abstain fromall
ference in its internal ad: jon'.” Thus Tibet.was set up, like
Afghanistan, as a buffer state mutually accepted by Russia and Britain,
To all of this diplomacy China had been in the British view 2 passive,
almost a neutral element, China's suzerainty over Tibet was not scen
as in any way cause for alarm, and the reality of China's and Britain's
relative influence in Tibet scemed to be comfortably symbolized in the
fact that it was safer and quicker for Peking's officials to go to Lhasa via
Caleutta and Darjecling than by the direct overland ronte* But in the
first decade of the twentieth century, the last of the Manchu dynasty,
Chinese policy in Tibet sharply changed, and so in consequence did the
attitude of the British—and especially the Government in India—
towards China, China embarked on her own kind of forward policy
towards her central Asian marches, muning to tum them from loosely
controlled protectorates utto full provinces of the Empire. The Chinese
now rueant to extend their tmhcary presence Lhrougb central Tibet; to
replace the th ic and ancient machinery o ion there
with more modern institutions, reducing the lmpomncc of the Dalai
Lama and the power of the monastic orders; and to counter and ulti-
mately push back British influence along the Indo-Tibetan froutier, By
the beginning of 1910, China had made a good start in afl these regards;
the Chinese were the effective power in Tibet, and Bntain’s policy of
keeping the Russians out had been rendered an anachronism, if indeed
it had not been stultified. Indis had lost her buffer. In London the
Moming Post sounded the tocsin:

* In 1909 the Chinese Government asked if they could send 2 small army to Tibet through
India The Britich refused.
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A great Empire, the future military strength of which no man can
foresce, has suddenly appeared on the North-East Frontier of
India. The problem of the North-West Frontier thus bids fair to
be duplicated in the long run, and a double pressure placed on the
defensive resources of the Indian Empire. . . . China, in 2 word,
has come to the gates of India, and the fact has to be reckoned
with73*

The authorities in India, of course, needed no such warnings. Always
scnsitive to developments beyond the fronticrs, they had watched the
rapid reassertion of Chinese power in Tibet with mounting misgivings,
and reacted with alarm when in May 1910 the Chinese occupied Rima,
demanded taxes from the inhabitants, and gave orders for the cutting
of a road through the tribal belt to Assam.™ By moving into the-tribal
belt the Chinese would raise an immediate strategic threat to Assam,
and here were no wastclands such as lay on the north-west fronticer, but
the spreading gardens of a rich British~owned tea industry, coalficlds
and other British cconomic interests: “Think of the how) the planters
would let out’ if menaced by China, an official wrote at this time, ‘and
the rise in the price of tea,'?®
A forward school promptly formed, and arguments began to be
urged both in India and in London for an advance of British admini-
stration in the north-cast to anticipate further Chinese moves. The
Licutenant-Governor of East Bengal and Assam (then a single pro-
vinee), noting that “we only now claim suzerainty up to the foor of the
hills’, rccommended a2 more active patrolling policy, with officials
touring in the hills beyond the frontier, and improvement of the trade
routes to the principal villages ‘so far as they lie within our recognized
fronticrs and further, if unopposed’.’® The retiring Viceroy, Lord
Minto, was Jess tentative, proposing that the Outer Line should be
extended to include all of the tribal territory. (At this time, it should
be noted, all such forward proposals left the Tawang Tract aside,
accepting that it was unchallengeably Tibetan/Chinese and had to be
fived with since it could not be changed.)
. As a general rule, enthusiasm for a forward policy scems to be felt
in indirect proportion to the distance from the frontier concerned:
;ﬂg;f(oi;;:o:r;‘;.(Is‘»:ri_)r:;“:g;::i!csly_' hwas being expressed by newspapers in China abont British

< Szechwan Kung-pao in 1912 noted that the British were

taking advantage of our troubles to peer and pry” across the barder.??
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the revenues of India most rot be vsed to fmance milisary operations
‘beyond the external fronders’,*® and the Government of India was
accordingly inhibited from embarking on any policy which promised
1o entail such military ventures.

Bur if the Government in Calcutta had the fmal sy on policy,
questions of implementation had to be deaded lower down the
administrative scale, and 1t was there that the forward school often
came fnto its own. Interpretanion of 2 directive, phrasing of an order
for an officer setting out on patrol, even sometimes the timing of 2
departure to make sure that negative instructions were nat recetved®! —
the cumulative room for lafitude was wide, Thus it happened that in
1913, despite the Government's refusal ro approve patcolling across the
Outer Line, 2 British offical, Noel Williamsan, was murdered by
tribesmen well to the rorth of ic, having crossed to mvestigate the
extent of Tibetan influence beyond Although Wilhamson had dis-
obeyed orders to reach the place at which be was Yalled, tus marder
could not ga unpunished, snd London authorized a punitive expeds-

* For 3 sugnal exception to this rule of thumb, see Part i below
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tion. But the objectives of the expedition were not purcly punitive.*
It was also ordered to explore and survey as muc.h‘ of the country :lzs
possible, thus providing the ‘knowledge sequisite for a smt:}b‘c
boundary between India and China . , . kecping hcr.nf far as possible
removed from our present administered :lrcn’.“:Explmn‘mg 'thc reversal
of fronticr policy to London, Lord Hardinge said that during thc. past
few months there have been further developments in the Chfncsc
policy of expansion which it is impossible to ignorc’, citing Chinese
moves in the tribal territory. These circumstances, he went on, had
forced the Government to revert to his predecessor’s proposal that
*endeavour should be made to sccure, as soon as possible, a sound
strategical boundary between China-cum-Tibet and the tribal terri-
tory’, and to make this ‘the main object of our policy’5?

Spelling out the forward policy which had.now been adopted,
Hardinge took up Minto’s proposal that the Quter Linc should be
pushed north so as to take in all the tribal territory—not including, of
course, the Tawang Tract.§ There would be no need to demarcate it,
he suggested, and the Inner Line, marking the limit of British admini-
stration, would not be affected. He considered ‘that our future policy
should be one of loose political control, having as its abject the mini-
mum of interference compatible with the necessity of protecting the
tribesmen from unprovoked aggression . . . and of preventing them
from violating cither our own or Chinese territory’ .2t Once the new
boundary had been determined to British satisfaction, formal intima-
tion of its alignment should be given to China.

In 1911 and 1912 several expedifions, in addition to the punitive
foray to avenge Williamson’s death, were sent into the tribal area, and
in September 1911 the Generdl Staff of the Indian Army prepared a
memorandum for the surveyors attached to the expeditions, to guide

 them in their quest for a strategic boundary. This noted wistfully that a
‘scientific frontier” for the north-cast, which (like the Ardagh linc in the
north-west) would give Britain control of the forward slopes as well

* A Chinese newspaper in Szechuan noted of this and other expeditions that ‘the British
pretend that they are aveaging the murder of Englishmen by savages’, but wondered

with some percipience ‘whether this is not a pretext to pick a quarrel',®s
+ Minto's proposal was that ‘the external boundary should run, approximately, from the

east of the wedgeshaped partion of Tibetan territory k h v istrl
which runs down to the British frontier north Rt i

1 of Udalgus, in a north-easterly direction to
latitude 29°, longitude 94°, thence alonp latirude 29°to 1 ngi de 96°; i t
easterly direction to the Zayul Chu [lgvu] ’ e e i 2 pouthe

as far east and as near as possible to Rima;
thence across the Zayul Chu valley to the Zayul Chu-Irrawaddy watcrsgcd'.”c i
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as the passes, was unobtainable, since the Chinese had already estab-
lished themselves in effective occupation of the Tsangpo valley and at
the beadwaters of several of the rivers which fow down into Asam.
Asking the surveyors to keep the military aspect ‘prominentdy in view',
the memorandum proposed 3 boundary following monnrain crests
castward from a point on the Bhutan border a few miles south of
Tawang.¥? This proposal looked to annexing the lower portion of the
Tawang Tract, but leaving Tawang itself to Tibet. A few months Later,
however, the soldiers had second thoughts, and proposed more radical
surgery to ‘rectify’ that sector of the north-cast boundary to Britin's
advantage. The Chief of the General Staff warned that the Chinese
would be able to exert pressure or infl through the ‘dang
wedge' of the Tawang Tract. ‘Rectification of the boundary here is
therefore imperative,” he concluded, and recommended as the ideal
line one which would bring into India not only Tawang but 2 sizeable
dlice of Tibet above the Tawang Trat, inclading Tsoma Dzong,
snother Tibetan admumistrative centre®® The Government did not
accept the full forward proposal of the C.G.S., but two years later did
adopt his recommendation in 5o far as that looked to bringing Tawang
itself within the lumes of India.

From 1911, then, the Government in India was embarked on 2
deliberate advance of the north-eastern boundary, which looked not
only ta bringing the tribal territory under ‘loose political control” but
also to apnexing a salient of territory which the British bad recognized
to be China’s ever smce they reached Assam npeatly minety years
before. To let that mtennon be known, however, wonld not only
invite vigorous Chinese protests about the Tawang Tract, but akso 2
formal cxpression of the chim, hitherto made only in Chiness maps,
to China’s suzerainty over the tmbal belt. It would also open the
G e London to charges that it was deliberately mfringing the
provision of the India Act which required the permission of Parliament
before military operations were launched ‘beyond the external fron-
tiers”. In consequence, not only were the expeditions into the tribal bele
and beyond, into Tibet, kept as quiet as possible, bus swhen the Govern-
ment's critics in Parliament did get wind of what was afoot they were
deliberately put off the scent. Thus an MP. who challenged the
G s right to undertske the operations in the wibal belt
without Parliament’s permission was told that the area in question was
not beyond the external frontiers; when be produced official Bridsh
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maps showing that it was, the Government retorted that the maps werg‘
not accurate in their depiction of the fronticr. At Jast he was fobbed o
with the statement that ‘it is not intended . . . to increase the area
administered by the Govermment of India’.# This was literally truc,
in so far that the Inner Line was not to be advanced; but of course it
burked the crucial point—which was that the Outer Line was to be
advanced. .

The sudden collapse of Chinese power in Tibet in 1911-12 which,
as has been seen, converted Lord Hardinge to the forward school of
thinking over the north-west frontier with Tibet and Sinkiang, seemed
£o open an opportunity to take steps to avert future threats along
India’s north-eastern boundary. Moreover, having been made un-
comfortably aware of the dangers in an active Chincse presence on
the frontier of India, the British decided that their interests, political as
well as strategic, would best be served by an arrangement that excluded
effective Chinese power from Tibet. The Anglo-Russian Convention
of 1907 had set up Tibet as 2 buffer berween the Russian and British
empires; what was nceded now was a parallel arrangement which
made Tibet serve too the second purpose of being a buffer between the
Chinese and British. To further this objective, Britain convoked a
conference at Simfa in October 1913 —China attending undér con-
straint, the Tibetans, of course, with alacrity. Definition of India’s
north-eastern boundary was not among the functions of the conference
—at least not so far as London was concerned.

The aim of the British was that ‘Tibet, while nominally retaining
her position as an autonomous state under the suzerainty of China,
should in reality be placed in a position of absolute dependence on the
Indian Government, and that there should be set up an effective
machinery for keeping the Chinese out on one hand and the Russians
on the other.”*® But by this time central Asian relations between tha
great powers had become intricately complex; the rival interests of
Russia and Briwin in and around Afghanistan, Mongolia and Tibet
were balanced into 2 delicate and wary détente. The Anglo-Russian
Convention of 1907 was the pivot of that balance, and this precluded
Britain from having any dealings with Tibet except through the
C?)inesc, and from annexing Tibetan territory. Any attempt to gain
Tibetan territory in a direct deal with the Tibetan Government was a
double infringement of Britain’s treaty with Russia and had therefore
to be embarked upon with the greatest care and sccrecy.
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The British presented the Simls Conference as an attempt to mend
relations between China and ‘Tiber, berween whom fighting was going
on at the time: Britain would be ‘the honcst broker’, the Government
explained in Parliament®® In fact the British delegation warked

heoughaut in close co-operation, nat fxe short of collusion, with the
Tibetans, and it was later to be conceded by the London Govenment
that the Simla ncgotiations faled “simply and solely because the
Government of India attempted to secure for Tibet grearer advantages
than the Chinese Government were prepared to concede’.??

The Simla Conference is a story in stsclf, an intricate exercise in
diplomacy, power politics, and cspionage, played out in the queen of
the hill stations at her very prime, on the eve of the First World War*
The British delegation was led by Henry McMahon, the same who
as a young caprain, twenty years before, had accompanied Durand on
his mission to Kabul and then spent ewo hard years demarcating the
Durand Line~and dealing with such hazards as attacks by rabid
wolves, McMahon, by now Sir Henry and Forcign Secretary of the
Indian Government, was a man of marked moral foree, of the kind
that Curzon must have had 1n mind when he spoke of the ‘frontier
school of character’, where men were moulded ‘in the furnace of
responsibility and on the anvil of sclf-reliance’.#* McMahon relshed
the creation and laying down of boundaries, holding it to be not 2
scicnee but an art, ‘so plastic and so malleable are its forms and
manifestations’. "

The main thrust of the open British cffort at the conferenee was to
get China to accept 2 division of Tibet into two zopes, Inner and
Outer Tibet, such as had recently been agreed between Clina and
Russiz in the case of Mongolia. China’s suzerainty over the whole of
Tibet was ta be recognized, but she was to enjoy no admmistranve
rights in Quter Ttbet—and would thus be kept back from the borders
of India, The Chinese were not prepared to accept the Batish proposal.
but neither did they reject it out of hand: weakness had brought an
unwilling China to the conference, weakness and the coercive dip-
lomatic methods of Bntain—and of McMahon humself~kepr her
there, The Chinese representative and mtefhgence agent i Caloutta,
Lu Hsing~chi, put it succinetly:‘Our country 1sat presentin an cnfeebled
condition; our external relations are mnvolved and difficalt nd ovr

< Forfull Alastair Lamb dy, The M, Mabon Lune, and Drovottry
Waodman, Mimalayan Frontiers.
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finances embarrassed. Nevertheless, Tibet is of paramount importance
to both [Szechuan and Yunnan] and we must cxert outsc]v'cs to the
utmost during this conference.”® The Chinese delegate at Simla was
Chen I-fan (or Ivan Chen), a polished and experienced diplomat \.vho
had served for years in London; but Lu Hsing-chi, who described
himself both as Chinese Consul in Calcutta and Chinesc Amban
(viceroy) in Lhasa (the British recognizing him in neither capacity) was
the key man from China's point of view, Lu's intelligence network was
excellent, he had an astute political mind, and his advice to Peking
was consistent throughout: yield nothing. His drawback as an intel-
ligence operative was that all his messages to China, and those to him
from Simla, were being monitored by the British, who thercfore knew
for most of the Simla Conference not only what was in their
opponent’s hand, but what he knew of what was in theirs.

The Chinese were deeply resistant to the proposal for the zonal
division of Tibet, no doubt secing plainly the purpose it was designed
to scrve, which in their eyes was simply the separation of Tibet or a
great part of it from China* Their opposition to the proposal was
oblique, however, focusing not on the essence, the question of division,
but on where the proposed linc of division should run. This was the
issue upon which the conference finally broke down. McMahon was
able in carly April 1914 to induce Ivan Chen to initial the draft treaty
which had been under discussion, and its illustrative map; but Chen did
so only ‘on the clear understanding that to initial and to sign them
were two separate actions’®®—and his Government repudiated even
this action the moment it learned of it, severely rebuking Chen for his
unauthorized compliance. McMahon noted that thereafter Chen's con-
fidence appeared much shaken. After all this, however, the draft con-
vention which Chen had been pressured into initialling was amended
by the British (after they had referred it to Russia), which plainly can~
ccllcc% what validity —if any —had been given it by Chen’s repudiated
initials.

Even McMahon must have recognized that after this it would be
useless to press [van Chen to exceed his instructions again. In July
therefore he accepted that China would not sign the convention, and
Ptoughf the conference to a close. McMahon had all along been under

instructions from London not to sign bilaterally with the Tibetans if

* Just this happened in the case of Meongolia,

. when in 1950 Chi i -
golian People’s Republic what had been Outer lf/xl‘;:go%sf ina recognized 33 the Moa
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the Chinese refused; but he chose to interpret London’s blufﬂ"ﬁ warn-
ing to China of just such an Anglo~Tibetan agreement as ifxdxcaflng 2
change of line. London's confirmation that he was not to sign bilater-
ally with Tibet did not reach him in time (because no one of the
requisite seniority was in the Forcign Office in London before Yonch
on the day the telegram was dispatched!).? Mcl»:lz_hon thcrcff)rt
proceeded 1o sign with the Tibetan representative a joint declaration
that the re-drafied convention, as now again initialled by themselves
alone, would be binding on both their Governments. The signing took
place with the knowledge of Ivan Chen—~akhough he was sent into the
nextroom whilejt took place~but he wasnot told what it was that was
being signed, and the declaration was not published for many years.

The Simls Conference thus ended in diplomatic hugger-mugges,
with two participants in what was meant ta be a tripartite conference
openly signing a secret declaration, with onc text of 3 draft convention
initialled by all three parties, another mitiafled by two, and 2 map
initialled by all three. All this provided much ferile ground for mter-
national Jawyers, and was to be sieved over agam and agamn in the
Sino-Indian argument half a century lfater. But the central conclusion
remains wholly clear, and was accepted as such by the Bntish Govem-
ment at the time. the Siula Conferetrce produced wa agreetent to which the
Government of Chiua was a party. McMahon admitted this himself:
It is with great regret that I leave India without having secuted the
formal adherence of the Chinese Government to a Tripartite Agtee-
ment’, he wrote in his final report to London. (“The fact [is] that the
negotiations convened 1 Simia last year broke down’, the Brish
admitted in 1913, and went on to explan why—because the Govern-
ment of India had been ‘anduly anxions o secure the best terms they
could for Tibet').» Secondly, China, who denied that Tibet enjoyed
sovereign identity ot the treaty-makmg powers that go with i, stated
formally, emphatically and repeatedly at the time that she would not
recognize any bilateral agreement between Tibet and Britain.*

There had in fact been such an agreement, as 3 secret by-product of
the ‘Slmlf Conference. In February and March 1914 there were dis-
cussions in Delfn between the British and the Tibetans about the
Tibet-Assam boundary, and as a result an alignment was agreed upon—
*Tvan Chen, the Chinese representanve,

made this fatement ar the confererice on Jul
:& :?hl :!.tmd the Chinese Mimaster 10 London made the same declaration to the Gmlrmi
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the McMahon Line. The Chinese were not invited to participate, nor .
were they informed of the discussions. In fact every cffort was made,
then and for twenty years after, to keep these cxchanges sccrct-.-thcy
were, after all, in breach not only of the Anglo-Chinese Convention o’f
1906 in which Britain had ‘engage[d] not to annex Tibctar} territory’,
but also of the Anglo-Russian Convention of 1907, in which she had
engaged ‘not to enter into negotiations with Tibet except through. t.he
intermediary of the Chinese Government’.®® That, in spite of _Brmslf
precautions, the Chinese delegation or the well-informed Lu Hsing-chi
in Calcutta got wind of the sccret Delhi discussions with the Tibetans
is morc likely than not; but, if they did, they gave no other intimation
of their knowledge than can be inferred from China’s repeated declara-
tions that she would not recognize any treaty or agreement that might
then or thereafter be signed between Britain and Tibet.

The British conception of the boundary alignment that would best
sexve their interests changed during the period of the Simla Confer-
ence, with the line being moved progressively northwards.2o% In a
memorandum of October 1913 McMahon indicated that Britain would
have to abide by Tibetan possession of the entirc Tawang Tract; then
in November it was decided that the boundary should run through
Sc La, a pass just under twenty miles south-east of Tawang, thus am-
putating most of the Tibctan salient but leaving the Tawang monastery
itsclf to Tibet; finally in February the British advanced their demand
again, so that the line ran, on McMahon's maps, about twelve miles
north of Tawang, This was still short of the alignment proposcd by the
Chicf of the General Staff but, by annexing some two thousand square
miles of Tibetan territory, it cut off the ‘dangerous wedge’ of the
Tawang Tract which had so worricd the soldiers. McMahon cxplained
to London that his objectives had been to sccurc a strategic watershed
boundary and with it access to the shortest trade route into Tibet,
together with the control of the Tawang monastery necessary to free
that route from the undue exactions and oppressions which the Tibetan
authorities there had been imposing. The details of the border negotia~
tions are not on the record (it appears that McMahon did not report
them fully to London) so just how the Tibetans were persuaded to
cede the Tawang Tract is not known; but from later events it appears
t}fat\ th.cy saw this as the price for the desired boundary with and status
vis d vis China that they believed the British were obtaining for them —
and that they understood that if the British failed in that regard, the
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in fact, China did neither, but forecfully repudiated the convention and
the map with it, the point is an academic one; but Sir Henry McMahon's
diplomatic sleight-of-hand was later to be the rather frail basis for
arguing that China did accept the McMahon Line*

The First World War broke out a few weeks after the closing
session of the Simla Conference, and north-cast frontier policy became
a matter of remote concern to the Governments in London and Delhi.
A British officer who visited Tawang at the beginning of 1914 recom-
mended that permanent British posts should be established there and
at places in the tribal belt, pointing out that “as soon as China settles
down this Tibetan Fronticr will become of great importanee”.! But
his proposals were not even forwarded to Delhi, since his superiors
knew that the Government of India was “averse from anything in the
shape of a forward move upon the frontier at the present moment”.0?
McMahon himself had gone on home leave, and was then appointed
British Commissioner in Egypt. He seems to have felt that the home -
Government had not properly backed up his efforts in what he later
described as “one and a quarter years of polyglot negotiation’;11® on
meeting McMahon in London at this time, 2 colleague noted that ‘it is
no doubt difficult to convince anyone from India that there is 2 Chirtese
point of view which descrves consideration’, 1314

In 1919 the British tried to induce China to resume the tripartite
negotiations, under the threat that, if the Chinese refused, Britain
would recognize Tibet as ‘an state under the suzerainty of
China and . ., deal with Tibet in future on that basis!'%. The Chinese
avoided an outright refusal, but would not agree. The British began to
give the Tibetans what would now be called military aid—arms and
ammunition, and training in their use.?® They did not, however,

* Professor Alastair Lamb has pointed out that the red hine on the Sumla Convention map
atats ncn'h-w:s!crn sxk‘r’mxry curves pz:usdy round where A'km Chin would beif 1t
e ger e e A i
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challenge the Chinese suzerainty in Tibet which they had explicitly
recognized in treaties with Russia, China, and the Tibetans. Neither
did they publish any of the diplomatic products of the Simla Confer-
ence: not the draft convention, nor the secret Anglo-Tibetan declara-
tion accepting the draft as binding, nor the secret exchange of letters
between the British and the Tibetans on the Assam-Tibet border. The
original 1929 edition of Aitchison’s Treaties, the authoritative record,
said of the Simla Conference only this:

In 1913 a conference of Tibetan, Chinese and British pleni-
potentiaries met in India to try and bring about a scttlement with
regard to matters on the Sino-Tibetan frontier, and a Tripartite
Convention was drawn up and initialled in 1914. The Chinese
Government, however, refused to permit their plenipotentiary to
proceed to full signature,21®

The Foreign Secretary of the Indian Government in 1928 had explained
the omission from the forthcoming edition of Aitchison’s Treaties of
the Simla documents and the trade agreement which Britain had gone
on to sign with Tibet, again secretly; if the documents were published,
he wrote, ‘a short account of the Tripartite Convention and of its
sccret history would have to be given. In view of the possibility that
publication now of the facts of the Declaration (though it seems un-
likely that China is still unaware of its existence) may force her to take
overt notice of it and so afford a fresh handle for anti-British propa~
gami‘:;, it scemed ‘on the whole most prudent’ to leave the documents
out.

As for the McMahon Line, that seemed a dead letter. The British
authorities in Burma were informed of the existence of the Anglo-
Tibetan boundary agreement (which concerned them, too), but not
those in Assam, and the state Government there was left in the belief
t?mt its boundary was beneath the foot-hills. The Tawang Tract con-
tmucsi part of Tibet. In the twenty years after the Simla Conference
occasional British forays, usually punitive expeditions, were made
into the tribal belt, but there was no attempt to make McMahon's
map line the effective boundary. The McMahon Line was, in cffect
forgotten. ’ ’

It was remembered only in 1935, “almost by chance’; a deputy sccre-
tary in New Delhi, Mr Olaf Caroe, noted that the question of the
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narth-cast frontier arose enly ‘on a side issue’,* and said that it was
‘only with considerable difficulty and almost by chance that we were
able to uncarth the true position’.}*® Caroe immediately began to urge
a forward policy, at Jeast on paper. He proposed that the Anglg~
Tibetan egreements should be published without furcher, delay, as
their omission from Aitchison’s Treaties, if noticed by the Chinese
Government, *might well be used by them in support of the argument
that 10 ratified agreement between India and Tibet {was] in existence’,
He also suggested that steps should at once be taken to show the
McMahon Line as the boundary on official maps, pointing out thar
authoritative atlases such as those of The Times, following the official
Survey of India, were still showing the boundary along the foot of the
hills~as did Chincse atlises.?® The London Government agreed
that the Simla documents should be pubhshed in a new edition of
Aitchison:12 ‘the reason for this new edition is that we want to
publish unobtrusively the 1914 Tibetan Convention (never ratified by
China)’,1#* it was explaned. So that the record mught be changed
‘unobtrusively’ — indeed *with the mmmum pubbcity’ ~ the new edi
tion of volume XIV of Attchison, published n fact 1n 1937, was passed
off as the 1929 edition; and all copies of the original edinon were
ardered recalled and destroyed.?* The only copy known to have
escaped this suppression is in the Harvard Library, This falufication of
evidence by the British Government looked to 1ts arguing one day that
it had regarded the Simla Convention as vahid ever since 1914, and had
herefore published the d in the normal way in the first
edition of Aitchison’s Treaties after the conference. (Just this claim was
in fact made 1n 1960, by independent Indra. )23
Also at this time, 1937, the Survey of India began to show the
McMahon Line as the north-cast boundary, qualfying it only as
‘Und d". (Apparently not all dey were advised of the
change, however, and a map of Tibet published by the Survey in 1938
showed the Tawang Tract as Tibetan, with its southern Sp—~where the
boundary had been demarcated in 1872-31—~marked as a full inter-
national boundary.)!*! Commercial atlases followed suit, the fisst to
* Thus was the row caused by the unauthonzed viur to Tiber of 2 Brtuh botazist snd
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1 Sce p. 40 above.
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reflect the change apparently being The Times Handy Atlas of 1940; but
not all cartographers were as alert or responsive, and for years after-
wards atlases sometimes showed India’s north-castern boundary at the -
foot of the hills. {The first cdition of Jawaharlal Nehru's Discovery of
India, published in 1946, had a map showing the boundary thus, and
even in 1969 2 new biography of Gandhi by Robert Payne was pub-
lished with a map showing India’s boundary bencath the foot-hills.) -
The substituted new edition of Aitchison and the changed depiction
of the north-east boundary in official maps signalled that the Indian
Government had now taken the step which in 1914 it had not been
prepared to take, and decided that the McMahon Line should be
treated as the legal boundary. “The continued exercise of jurisdiction by
Tibet in Tawang might enable China or, still worse, might enable any
other power which may in future be in the position to assert authority
over Tibet, to claim prescriptive rights over a part of the territory
recognized as within India by the 1914 Convention,’ the Assam
Government suggested??® (the Russian bogey died hard). It was
realized that maps and the covert publication of documents would not
outweigh the fact of effective, long-established and indeed unchallenged
Tibetan administration in Tawang, and New Delhi instructed the
Assam Government to ‘emphasize the interest of British India in the-
Tawang area either by actual tours or by collecting the revenue our-
selves’.326 The Governor of Assam replied that ‘more impressive and
permanent action is required if Tawang is to be effectively occupied and
possible intrusion by China into that area forestalled’; and he proposed
that a British officer with a substantial military escort be sent to reside
in Tawang every summer. The Government in India was chary, how-
ever, and agreed only to a preliminary reconnaissance by a small
expedition which would go to Tawang to ‘examine the country, get
in touch with the inhabitants, and form some estimate of its revenue
possibilities” before a final decision was made.2%* True to rule, the Delhi
Government balked when the local authorities urged a forward policy.
This expedition, under a Captain Lightfoot of the Indian Army,
reached Tawang in April 1938. He had been told by the Government
of Assam that there could be ‘no possible doubt that the Indo-Tibetan -
?Joundary was defmitely determined [by the McMahon Line]’, and
instructed to be ‘scrupulously careful to give no impression that the
matter can be reopened’. His presence in Tawang with an escort would
itself be an assertion of British authority, he was assured; ‘but your
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conduct in all things should be such as may be calculated to cause least
shack ta Tibetan susceptibilities’,1* No sooner had Lightfoot reached
Tawang than the Tibetan Government lodged a formal protest and
asked for the withdrawal of the British party. In Tawang the Tibetan
officials flaunted their authority by collecting taxes under his nose. He
asked for permission to derand a Tibetan withdrawal from Tawang;
that was refused, but he was told that he could ‘inform all concerned
that Tawang is by treaty Indian and not Tibetan territory, and should
impress this on Tibetan officials if he meets them’. He was warned,
however, to give no assurances to the local inhabitants, but simply to
tell them that he was on a mussion of inquiry and that ‘Government
will decide after he returns whether to take any further interest in
them or not'. The Government had the grace to admit that chose
instructions might “create difficulnes for Lightfoot’, but concluded that
they were the only possible procedure untl future policy had been
decided. They were, at all events, averse to ‘any action which would
commit them to permanent occupation and further expenditure’. 19
On his return Lightfoo, strongly backed by the Assam Governor,
. urged that the Tibetan officials be asked to withdraw from Tawang,
and the head lamas of the y as well: ‘so inextricably are State
and Religion intermingled in Tibet chat ull the Tibetan monastic
officials are withdrawn Tibetan influence and intrigue must persist in
the surrounding country’, he wrote. The local tribe, Manpas, who are
Buddhist, should be encouraged to take over the monsstery them-
selves, he thought; and as they disliked the Tibetans that should not be
difficult to accomphsh. Two agents of the British administration,
“Tibetan-speaking petsons of good social position’, should be appointed
for the Tawang area to replace the ousted Tibetans; and the Assam
Government hopefully put the Jow price-tag of Rs. 41,617 non-
"ﬁ“;‘:ﬂz and Rs. 37,896 recurring on the policy they were trying to
sell.

The argument for a forward policy was cogently urged by Sic
lfnbctt Reid, the Governor of Assam,* but, as always in these discus-
sions qf frontier policy, the moderates also had their say. At the
beginning of 1939 1. J. Twynam, by then scting-Governor of Avsam,
* Whose Hustory of the Frontier Areas Bordenag on Assam (Government of Asam Press,
Shallong, 1943) is defimtive. Rend wrote hus book for the use of admumstrarors concerned

‘with border policy, and quotes fully from official files. It appears that the Government of

China ~Like most people— was unaware of the exastener of Rerd’s book when it argued 113
case from 1959 on.
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challenged the proposal to complete the anncxation of‘Ta\vang, on
both practical and legal grounds, He reminded the Viceroy (Lord |
Linlithgow) that the Government itsclf had come to the view that the
danger from China in the north-cast had materially decreased. Then he
asked: “Arc we on absolutely firm ground juridically as regards our
rights under the Convention of 19142 . . . If onc of three parties to 2
tripartite convention docs not ratify, can another party to the conven-
tion claim that it is binding between itself and the third party?” He
pointed ont that the letters exchanged in 1914 between McMahon anfi
the Tibetans were ‘lacking in the formalitics associated with a treaty’;
and suggested that the fact that the Government had taken no steps to
implement the McMahon Line from 1974 to 1938 must adversely
affect its position, both in equity and in international Jaw. Since it was
part of British policy to remain on good terms with Tibet, he advised
that altcrnatives should be considered before the Government occupied
'an arca which has always been oriented towards Tibet cthno--
graphically, politically and in religion’, and which was under Tibetan
administration. Among the alternatives Twynam proposed was that
the McMahon Line should be modified to run through Se La, a
towering pass a few miles to the south-cast of Tawang, so that that
monastery would be left to Tibet.*

Whether by force of argument or because the shadow of war in
Europe put strategy on the north-cast frontier in a different light—or
simply for reasons of financial stringency — the moderates won the day
on this occasion. New Delhi nat only rejected the proposal for perma-
nent occupation of Tawang, but also refused to authorize Lightfoot to
repeat his visit lest that make permanent occupation necessary ‘in order
to fulfil obligations to the Monpas’. 131 They noted that all attemptsin the
previous two years to get Lhasa to acknowledge British rights in the
Tawang area had failed, and concluded that for them to occupy it
“would be strongly resented by the Tibetan Government and endanger
the friendly relations we have been at pains to cultivate. . . " And any-
way the Indian Government, discarding the theories of the armchair
strategists, had now come to the conclusion that the ‘McMahon Line
would not be at all satisfactory [as a] defensive line owing to difficulty
of access during the greater part of the year’, Accordingly London was

* The writer is indebted to Dr Karunakar Gupta for bringi i i
a i . 1 ging this correspondence to his

sttention. It is in the India Office Library, under the reference Political (Ex;;cmal) Dcpartx-

ment, Collection No. 36, File 23, and this letter is dated March 17th, 1939,
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informed that it had been ‘decided not to pursue the schere for
establishing control over Tawang’.1%?

The Tibetan Governmene had made it quite clear in 1936 that it was
not prepared to accept any change in the status of Tawang. In the
autamn of that year the British political officer in Sikkim, on a visit to
Lhssa, discussed Tawang with officials there. He reported their antitude
to be:

That (1) up to 1914 Tawang had undoubtedly been Tibetan;
{2) They regarded the adjustment of the Tibet-Indian boundary
as part and parcel of the general adjustment and determination of
boundaries contemplated in the 1914 [Simla] Convention. If they
could, with our help, secure 2 definite Sino-Tibetan boundary they
would of course be glad to observe the Indo-Tibetan border as
defined in 1914; (3) They had been encouraged in thinking that
His Majesty's Government sympathised with this way of regarding
the matter owing to the fact that at no time since the Convention
and Declaration of 1914 had the Indian Government taken steps
to question Tibetan, or assert British authority in the Tawang
area13?

In other words, the Tibetans held that thar agreement to the McMahon
ahignment was dependent upon the quid pro guo of Britain’s sceuring for
them the status vis 4 vis Chana which they had songht in 1014,

The Second World War initially distracted the Briush from the
problems of the north-east, a5 the First had done, but the entry of
Japan and the consequent threat to India revived the forward policy
and spurred a purposefis] attempt to make the McMahon Line the
effective boundary. As one of the officials concerned putie- “The sudden
realization that India’s eastern borders were vulnerable had convinced
the Government of the need to fill the pohtical and administrative
vacuum which had been allowed to persist between Assam and Tibet
ever since the establishment of Brnsh rule.'3% The task of making
good the McMahon Line was given to J. P. Mulls, the Government's
adviser on tribal affairs, who saw it 1n these terms:

The tribes to be incorporared [in India} belong naturally more to
Tibet chan to Induw. In sace and 1 Janguage shey are Mongolosd.
They all speak Tibeto-Burmese languages which have nothing in
common with the Assamese of the Aryans of the plans. It follows
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therefore that what one might call the cultural and social pull s
towards Tibet. . . . The [McMahon Linc] therefore suffers from
the disability that though it may look well on the map . .. it3sin

fact not the natural boundary, whereas the fronticr along the plains
is the natural one.

Mills went on to point out that the tribal arcas were commcrci:jxﬁy as
well as culturally tied to Tibet rather than to India, exporting grain and
madder (for dycing monks’ robes) to Tibet, and importing salt. He
concluded that the attachment [of the tribal arcas] to India is an
unnatural one and therefore all the more difficult to maintain’,}35%
Mills nevertheless took up his task energetically; he strongly believed
that, natural boundary or not, the extension of British administration
was in the interest of the tribal people. Taking a force up the Lohit, he
visited Rima and, over the protests of the Tibctans, established a post
at Walong; the Chinese had put up boundary markers just below
Walong in 1910, and the Tibctans maintained that the boundary lay
there and not some twenty miles upstream where the McMahon Line
put it. Moving up the valleys, ‘penctrating slowly by gaining the
goodwill of the inhabitants by giving them much-nceded medical
assistance’ and pacifying their incessant feuds, and turning back
Tibetan tax~collectors, the British extended their hold. In 1044 Mills
moved into the Tawang Tract and reached Dirang Dzong. Here he was
in country very different from the tribal arcas proper, to the east, with
their primitive, warring tribes; ‘here one finds Buddhist monks, prayer
wheels, Buddhist temples and the rest,” Mills wrote, “The population is
a settled one, with fixed cultivation, living in stone houses and using
plough cattle, which means they have excellent cantilever bridges to
enable them to take their cattle across the rivers. . . . The whole im-
pression is that of a settled, civilised land."*%¢ In fact Mills had moved
from the tribal areas into a part of Tibet, and he noted without surprise
that ‘our chkim to this country was strenuously opposed by both
Tibetan secular fronticr officials and by monastic tax collectors.” Ignor-
ing the protests of the Tibetan officials, he prevented them from collect-
ing taxes (‘they said that if they did not they would be exccuted when

* Sir Robert Reid s2id that the tribes ‘are not fndian in any sense of the word, neither in

origin, nor in language, nor in appearance, nor in habits, nor in outlook iti
rigin, ) s anditisonly b
historical accident that they have been ta ' c i

cked on to an Indian provinee’.}s? After §

2 g er inde-
pendence the tribes began trying to undo that accident, and stron separati

developed in the 1960s. ) B $ePATASE movements
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they returncd home~1 s2id T could not help that') and set up an Assam
Riffes post at Dirang Dzong. The Tibetans there reported to their
superiors at Tsona Dzong:

British officers and men came 1o Dirang. Like the little devils who
trespassed on the land of the Buddha, they have defied the laws of
the state, forcibly occupying the land and inciting my subjects by
saying that it is forbidden to abide by the law and render services
to Tibetan personnel such as rendering official services and paying
taxes. Armted sentinels have been assig:cd with the special task of

B M et senr s ey AR IR

servants, cannot [but] appeal and report to our supesiors and
request that m the future we may be ensured of the exerciee of
authority over such propertics as the estates on which oar living
depends. . . . If the present state of affasrs should connnue for Jong
it will nevieably lead co a sitwation in which dhe guest would
have usurped the place of the master of the house.1%*

The Lhasa anthorities replied that ‘the Lind in Monyu! fthe Tibetan
name for the Tawang Tract] has always belonged to us beyond the
shadow of a doubr’ and ordered the local officials to continue collecting
taxes and exacting carvée, while they protested to the Britith repre-
sentatice in the Tibetan capiral, H. E. Ricbardson, and the political
officer for the area, Baeil Gould. They were told that the British would
not withdraw from Dirang Dzong, since Batain regarded that terri~
tory as legally her own, and they were asked ‘to give up minor
considerations for broader interests, be far-nighted” and instruct theiz
local officials not to try to levy taxes or corvée. Bur Gould made 2
sgnificant and material comcemion, telling the Tibetans that his
Government *was willing to change the boundary, namely that stare-
ing from Se La iz shonld rom nor to the north but to the south of
Tawang” 7 McMabon bad drawn hi line to annex Tawng cnly
at the Iast mormery, i+ will be bered, and he bimself qeggesed
that tbcbccz:’xy stould be open to modificaunn, “should it b found
desitable in the Eghe of more dewsfled knowledge’ anquited Lioer2¥
SeLa would £ fice pake 2 mech bewer bourdary alignment dhan e

*He eonfiroed din o o mdeamdory Wi te Chinew gl meried i 65 175
oficialf kot
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one which McMzkon arbimerily drew north of Tawang, where there
is no s2ent topographical feamure 1o which the boundary can readily
berelered Selzisonz ‘ov:c.m‘3 fidge; the pass irself s avan altitude
of nezrly 16.000 feer, 2nd the ridge s 2 waten crshed, dividing seams
running & nozth-west into the Taw vang River from those running south-
esst. The grezt monastery at Tawang was, for the Tibetwans, the heart
of the menes, 2nd if ther had been Ioft to them their arempts to retain
Dirang Dzong 2nd the rest of the Tawang Tract might well have been
dropped. At 2ll evenss, the concasdon offered to the Tibezans by Gould
'n 194+ indicates that the Government in India had accepted Twynam’s

szggesion that Tawang should be left to Tibe, bv modlfvmg the
McMahen Lire to run t}uouah Se la.

By 194~ when "w} rcunqul_.m& their Indian empire, the Bridsh
hzd thus made 2 start in uz,n_ianno the McMzhon Line from the maps
—upon which it had begun to zppear only ten years before—to the

sz‘ou::i 2s the efecive north-cast bonnde of Indiz. Posts had been
eszblished at Dirang Dzong. Walong, znd “several other places in the
tribal territery, manned by the Assam Rifles {a para-military border
force). znd ,.n administration had been extruded from those areas.

Exo:m:xcns up other vailevs had made the tribesmen aware of Britain
25 the zdministering power. The ceparting British were 2ssured by
their successoss in New Delhi that the new Indian Government would
ce'na"::c their work 1 the tribal belt: “If anything, they intended to
purste 2n even more forward policy than had the British.'2¢2

t

ThExkkkhd ¥k

The 1,us:n'm eng the northern borders which the Britich be-
queathed 10 1 sndent India was thus of mived value: there were

some sound assets, 'bm there were also wmsolved problems.

Tre Chinese had been unable €nce 1911 to assert themeelves in

Txba., which hzd enjoyed ¢¢ feao independence for more than thircgy
vears. B"ms"x infinence reached ac*oss the Himalayzs, and was ex~

d in Tibe: in the presence of a permanent Britich ofidial in Lhasa,
thrc g’x whom Tibet could be said to be in quasi-diplomatic relations

:i Tm B'L“h Jso cmoud the right 10 maintin small
at Yawng and Gvantse, and had
l zdca:r:;ﬂ~ :nd even c.cv?mnc services hmunz the main

txes in southem Tibet. A dozen rest-houses had been buile
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to accommodate officials on the move between the trade agencics, ot
tauring the various mackets for the trans-Himalayan traflc: All of these
sights and facilirics were inherited by independens lndm in 1947, bu:
they devived formally from agreements Britain had with with China,
and the Chinese had throughout made it plain that, as far as’lhcy were
caucernied, Tihet was part of China, Tibet had no inrcm:_rwna‘l iden-
tity, her independence was shadowy and tepuons~a seflection, indeed,
only of the weakness of the Chinese Central Government. Up to th'c
Yast the British sustained their attempt 10 nourish and confirm Tibet's
de facta independence, beneath “formal Chinesc suzerainty’, and in 1943
proposcd to the United States that Tibet's right to exchange diplomatic
representatives with other powers should be recognized. But the
Americans rejected the proposal:

The Government of the United States has bome in mmd the fact
that the Chincse Government has long clammed suzeranty over
Tibet and that the Clunese constitution lists Tibec among areas
comstituting the territory of the Republic of China. This Govern~
ment has at no time rased 2 question regarding eicher of thase
chaims. 149

I the always rather high-flown hope of making Tibet a buffer state
by formally and permanently excluding Chinese power had thus
cluded the British, they had been far more successful 1n the as-
Himafayan states, Nepal, Sikkim and Bhutan. Nepal, though not in
formal subservience to Britain, had rel with 5o other g
and was plainly and exclusively wathin Britan's sphere of interest,
Sikkim was a Beitish protectorate by treaty, Bhutan was treaty-bound
10 be guided by Bratam in the conduct of her foreign relations. The
‘chain of protectorates’, as Curzon had called 1, was secure. But the
British had fatled to anchor it with boundary agrcements with China.

In the north-west, the Bnush had made no further formal move
about the boundary afignment after therr sbortive approach to Peking
in 1899, and there had been no boundary delimueation whatever; that
task was left 10 the successor powers, Indua and Paksstan. In the nosth-
east, the McMahon Line had sceretly been agreed with the Tibetans;
but from the beginning it had been repudiated by China, and was in
practice being ignored by Tiber.

* The Anglo-Tibetan trade 3
ference had been published 1

greement gigned mn 1914 i pursuance of the Simls Cone
™ 1937, but had of course never been recognized by China.
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Part I

COLLISION COURSE

Ot mapsshaw that the McMshon Lineis our boundiry aod that is our
boundary, map ocnomap. Th
and we will not let anybody come across that boundary.

Jawaharlal Nehru, Lok Sabba, 1950.*

Whoever by words wrsten or spoken, or by ngms, or by visble represen~
ttions or otherwise, questions the rermtorl integnty of Iadia 1 3 mauner
which 15, or is likely to be, prejudicaal to the mzerests of safety or secunty of
1India, shall be pumshsble with imprisoament for a term which may extend
0 three years, o with a fine or both.

Indian Crirureal Law Amendment Act (1961) Section 2

e 1 quoer that Lines drawn by British officials should have been con-
secrated 2y preciows mational awnets of the Brnsh Indin Empire's non~
Britsh successor stater. At the nume when those Lines were drawn the
transaction produced no stir among the . . Indun . subjeets, as they
then werr, of the Bnosh crown. I any of them pad any artention to what
Durand and McMshon were domg, they will have wmigten 1 off 23 just
another move in the immors] game of power palitics that the Brutish
Imperishses were playing at the Indian tay-payers” expense. The presens
comsecration of these Brb-made Lnes as beirlooms in the suceessor
states’ natiopal heritages is an woexpected and unfortunate tum of
History's wheel

Armald Toyobect

The fint and almon instinctive resction of every new government was

to hold fase to the terntory bequeathed to 1. What the rolonal power
bad ruled, the new state must rule

Guanar Myrdal?






(i) The Course is Set

At midnight on August rgth, 1947, when India, in Jawaharlsl Nehru's
words, kept her tryst with destiny and became an independent nation,
an invisible but profound change came over her boundaries. Until
that moment they had been the concern of Englishmen: strategists and
statesmen seeing the intesest of the sub-continent in terms of Britain's
stake there, concerned with the repercussions of the threat from Russia
or China on British investments, or on Parliament in London. “The
national interests of Indrans were nat 2 factor i Bntish calenlations,
except in 5o far as it occurred to Englishmen that 1t would not do for
the people they ruled to come into unserthng contact with cither
Russians or Chunese across the borders. ‘The prestige mdispensable to
the rule of the Britsh over India demanded that their snbjects should
ot be allowed to see on any horizan the risz of 2 power even remotely
comparable to that of the British empire.’ As for the Indians, they saw
in Britain's attempts to comsohdate India’s borders nothing but
measutes to confirm their own subjection, and deplored the Govern-
ment’s frontier policy —when they noticed it at all*

With independence, all that changed. The boundanes of India
ceased to be the pawns of the Brtish in their Great Games with ther
imperial nivaks, and became the cell walls of 2 new national identicy.
No longer could boundaries be concerved or shifted by men whese
concern was not territory but strategic advantage; henceforth they
enclosed the sacred soil of the motherland, and politicrans could ramper
with them only at their penil.

So far as the northern borders were concerned, the policy of the new
Indian Government diverged not ac all from that of the departed
British. In the case of Sikksm, Induz in 1949 serzed the opportunuty of 2
Jocal uprising againse the ruler to send 1n troops, and bring the state
* 2 1921 the Congress Party resolved that the Government's pobcy had been wadition-
ally guided by consideraions more of holding Indsa in subjection than of protectng ber
bordirs . . that India a1 2 self-governung country can have nothing to fear from her

ncighbouning states . * and therefore urged thse states ‘haying no dlwill agamse the
prople of India . . ta refrain from catermg it any treaty with the lmpersal Powcr's

67
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into closer dependence as a protectorate than it had formally been undfzr
the British; in the same year India signed a treaty with Bhutan, in
which she took over Britain's right to guide Bhutan in foreign affairs.
New Delhi's influence in Nepal continued to be paramount, and was
increased in 1950 when the Indian Govemnment helped the King of
Nepal to break the century-old rule of the Rana clan. The new Govern-
ment thus took over and consolidated the ‘chain of protectorates’, as
Curzon had described the Himalayan states.

Independent India also at first continued British policy towards
Tibet. This continuity was symbolized—and no doubrt reinforced —
by the retention of the last British representative in Lhasa, H. E.
Richardson, to represcnt India. The British mission in Lhasa formally
became the Indian mission on August 15th, 1947. “The transition was
almost igtperceptible,’ Richardson was to write; ‘the existing staff was
retained in its entirety and the only obvious change was the change in
the flag.’s

The Tibetan Government was at this time seeking to give legal
status and international recognition to the de facto independence it had
enjoyed since 1911, and the Nationalist Government in China, by then
on its last legs, could do little to head off this attempt. In mid-1949 the
Tibetans expelled the Chinese mission from Lhasa, with the explana-
tion that they feared the Chinese might be, or become, Communist;
the Chinese Nationalists suspected the hand of Richardson and the
Indians in this act.” The Tibetans, alarmed by such portents as the drip
of water from the mouth of a gilded wooden dragon in Lhasa®—as
well, perhaps, as by the prospect of a new and strong Government in
Peking —began to build up their army. A request to India for arms and
ammunition was favourably received, and high-ranking officers of the
Indian Army were sent to Tibet to get this programme of military aid
under way.?

This continuance of British encouragement of Tibetan separatism
was only reasonable, from the Indian point of view. It was not only
that their strategic and geopolitical thinking was conditioned by the
long British precedent, policy formulation in the new Government
continued often in the same official care as it had been just before inde-
pendence. Senior Indian officers of the Indian Civil Service of course
continued in the ministries, moving up to replace their British col-
leagues; Richardson’s reports and advice from Lhasa must have carried
much weight, and his commitment to the cause of an independent
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Tibet shows clearly in his book, Tibet and its History. But by almost any
considerations, continued exclusion of China’s authority from Tibet
was plainly in India's interest, and therefore the new Government, like
the old, directed its policy to that end, and to the increase of Indian in~
Buence in Tibet. It was equally natural, however, for the Chinese to
see such policy as hostile to their own interests, and even before they
came to power the Chinesc Communists were denouncing India, and
especially Nehru, for cherishing ‘imperialist desigus for the annexation
of Tibet'.10

The Indian Government was soon shown that mresolved territorial
problems along [h: northern borders were among its inheritance. The
Chinese Nati G had been Lining in 2 series of
potes since 194§ about British inroads into the tribal t:rmory beneath
the McMahon Linc; at the earlicst opportunity, in February 1947, they
lodged this comphint with the Indian misston which was by then
established in China. The complaint was rejected wath the retort that
the tribal belt in the north-cast was Indun terrttory. One of the fast
acts of the Chmese Natonalists’ Ambassador in New Delhi was to
remind the Indian Government that Clina did not recognize the
McMahon Line, and held the $imla Convention mnvahd. 3t

The Trbetans, for their part, scem to have hoped that the transfer of
British power to the Indians offered an opportunsty for them to regain
all the territory that the British had taken from them over the previous
century or so. In October 1947 they formally asked Indua to return to
Tibet a wide swathe of terntory from Ladakh to Assam, and including
Sikkim and the Dageeling district.1®* [n reply, the Induns merely
asked for an assurance that Tibet would agree to the continuance of
relations on the basis previously exasting with the Brtish Government.

If the Indians” attempt to contnue Brish policy tn the Himalayas
and beyond was understandable, 1t was almost most unhkely to suc-
ceed. For the previous hundred years and longer, the dominant 1~
fuence in the Himalayan belt had beéen that of the Briush Raj. Not
only did Britain have 2 great local preponderance of power, she could
also bring vast and milrtary to bear ounside the

2 e
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Aherontinent when necesiary, and thes: bad in fa et repeatedly been
inss Chins. The withdrawal of Bmisl 1 power from the
sutcontinent in 1047 prepared the way for a reversal of the balance that
hsd exivted aceoss the Himalayas: the emergence in China of a strong

szl avthiority, with the establishment of the People’s Republic in
1548, c::-.b:r* 1 the shift. Henceforth the advantage would lie north
of the Himslayss, not souwth. This change was demonstrated and con-
fiermn+d by China's reassertion of her authority in Tibet.

Ths reasezenon of central awchority in Tibet at the catliost posible
ot bad been the repeatedly affirmed intention of the Chinese
: s, 2918 i...d been of the Nationalists; and almost as soon as
the Peaple's R~'m‘~,:': of China was established {October 151, 1040) 1t
v annaunced in Peking that the army would shorily be marching into
Tiber Inda .c:.c:c} shar ;‘Iv In a diplomatic note New Delhi warned
the new Governmen: in Peking that Chinese military action in Tibet
would seopardize the efforts that were being made ~with India in the
?r; dmp role~to have the People’s R"pubhc “rather than the Nationalist

usp on Fatmes represent “hina in the United Nations. But a fow
svs after shat was delivered in Peking it was announced that the army

0 .3 bren andeced o move into Tibets and New Delhi followed up
» : ‘. ey, deploring the 'invasion” of Tibzt and
iz the que-tion of her relationship wich the
¢ as sharp: "Tibet §s an integral part of

roblem of Tiber it entieedy a domestic problem of
'Ez:z«-zr I’co;x.. s Liberanion Aruw must enter Tibet,
Ti“"' "“z‘u‘. and d:fend the fronzices of China.’ China

H
a

:w.! wcentee poscefully negotiating with the Tibetans -

[ 3 e R ~ .
vl federaming 2 Tiboran delopasion bound for Peking

. A
cber o
s

’

L2t ."« Tepn terfrren

rerfrrenze woull b wlerared, A< for

B toehy poset than smdbeanv acren m Tabot wrould mjuere Ching's repu-
ey e the wneld Brlans erphiad chat o unfiendly gove euts
f Woevezces of Chod’y covcraen nghes in Taber 2¢a pretext for
ol pheegr v }:‘:- PN e 'wih:p. that would only be
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Ieave the Tibetans to run their own domestic affairs, with China in-
sisting only that they have no relations with any government other
than China's, This suggestion derives from the Indian use in these
notes of the term ‘suzerainty’ to describe China's position in Tibet.*

In the view from Peking, however, the apparent Indian desire to see
Tibet enjoying semi-independent status was seen as 2 preliminary to an
attempt to draw Tibet out of China and bring it under Indian in-
Auence, “Since the Indian Government has announced its suzerainty
over Bhutan and declared that Tibet has never recognized Chinese
suzerainty,’ a writer in the People’s Darly asked in September 1919,
“will it not declare suzerainty over Tibet?'S The inference was neither
far-ferched nor unfair. The Himalayan marches of China and India are
naturally and inevitably an area of competition between them, with
both vsing whatever ind or p smay serve the purpose
of extending or confirming their own influence there and, if possible,
excluding the other’s But, and again pechaps inevitably, each side is
ready to regard the other’s actions as sinsster or malign; hence China’s
angry and suspicious reaction to Indu's démarche over the Chinese
move into Tibet; hence the anger and apprehension m India when the
Chinese did return to Tibet, and the dismay later when China opened
diplomatic relations with Nepal, thus becoming an open competitor
in what had previously been an Indian diplomatic preserve.

Faced with the accomplished return of Chmese power to Tibet i
1950, the Indian Government reacted pragmarically. The attempt to
foster at least a degree of Tibetan mdependence, to maintain some
clement of buffer status for Tibet, had faded. Physically, there was
nothing India could do about 1t: mulitary tnterventton, braving ini-
mensc logistical dufficultaes as well as war with China, was beyond
practical consideration.t The choice was between commitment to the

. B Y ]

5ot forthcoming, the puzzle reasps umsolved
1 Or was the Indian Government tempted to smtervene nulitandy 1n Tibes 1 19502 The
Last British officve sn command of India's castern defences, Licurenant-General Sir Franas
Tuker, had recommended only three years befors that ‘rather than scc 3 Chinese oceuipi~
ton of Tibet, Iadia should be prepsred fo occupy the plitcau herself, 1 and according 1
one writer Preswdent Truman offered transpore aurcraf to help India defend Tibee, ‘The
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Jost cause of Tibetan independence, or of pursuing a policy of friendly
relations with China. Fricndship with China had always been central
to Nehru's thinking about India’s foreign policy, and the choice cannot
have been difficult, India did not support Tibet's appeal to the United
Nations, and as the Chinese confirmed their authority in Tibet so
Indian ambivalence about China’s right to be there faded, and with it
the Tibet question as a cause of ill-will between Peking and New
Delhi,. The Chinese did not make a public issue of India’s protest at
thesr actions in Tibet, They published the diplomatic exchanges, but
then soft-pedalled the whole affair,??

The arrival of Chinese power on the northern borders in 1950
alarmed political opinion in India, just as the reassertion of Manchu
power forty yecars before had alarmed the British. The alarm was
greatest on the political right, where the Communist nature of Chinese
power was most feared, and Nehru and the Government were attacked
for acquiescing in China's move into Tibet. This meant that the
sharpest critics of Nehru's China policy were also his opponents in
every other aspect of policy, domestic and foreign; this scems to have
made him stronger to resist them at first, and, later, more reluctant to
affront them.

The Government's Tibet policy was strongly attacked in Parlia-
ment, and Vallabhbhai Patel, deputy Prime Minister and Nehru's great
rival, wrote him a long, critical letter in November 1950. Patel im~
plicd that Panikkar, the Indian Ambassador in Peking, had had the
wool pulled over his eyes by the Chinese, whom he accused of perfidy
and malevolence and described as a potential enemy. He warned that
China’s move into Tibet ‘throws into the melting pot all frontier and
commercial settlements with Tibet, on which we have been function-
ing and acting during the last half a century’. Implicitly accusing Nehru
of complacency and vacillation, Patel proposed a fundamental re-
appraisal of China policy, including redeployment of India's forces to
guard areas likely to be the subject of dispute.* Nehru's reply to this

estimate was that India had only to send a brigade of troops to Tibet and China woul
l;?:;ch;};l off. T:gm:m is reported tg !glavc concurred and expressed his wilh‘ngncssutg
required air transport available” (A. B. i £y 1
Po!gi“' Man‘aktcalé, Bombayl,) o el { Shah, in India’s Deferce and Foreign
o entangle China in a sccond front against India during the Korean war might h
suited Washington; but, if the offer was made, New Delhi 2 the disks an
sterility of such an expedition in the steps of Y'---"*‘""‘c‘ .‘.m st have oo the risks and
* This 1cttc:d-7vas pgblishcd forthe first timein: '+, - - .
as an appendix in Dalvi, Himalayan Blunder (Thacker & Co.. Born
Nayar, Between the Lines (Allicd Publishers, gombay, 1969).' omb

. ,'It is published
2y, 1969) and Kuldip
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letrer has not been published, but its gist might be inferred from what
he did: he maintained his policy of friendship o China, continuing to
champion her case in the United Nations; but he had already ordered
Indian administration to be extended through the North-East Frontier
Agency (NEFa), 3s the tribal helt benzath the McMahon Line had now
been named.

At the end of 1049 the situation in NEFA was much as the British had
Ieft it, with 2 post at Walong, near the McMshon Line's eastern ex-
tremity, but Indian positious still well back from the Line in other
sectors, Penctration of the Tawang Tract was still halted at Dirang
Dzong; Tibetan administration in Tawang was sull unchallenged.
‘Within another year, however, twenty addinonal posts were sct up in
NEFA, and in February 1951 an Indian official with an escort and several
hundred porters moved into Tawang. The Indian Government had
apparently decided against the modification of the McMahon Line
that (by the cvidence of Gould's 1944 proposal to the Tibetans) their
predecessors had favoured at the last, and meant to push therr boundary
up from Se La to the alignment McMahon had drawn. The Tibetan
authorities in Lhasa protested, but were aumply told by the Indian
polisical officer that India was taking over Tawang. The Tibetans pro-
tested again, accusing the Indian Government of ‘seizmg as ity own
what did not belong to it”. This ‘we deeply regret and absolutely can~
not accept’, the Tibetans went on, and asked New Dethi to wathdraw
their force from Tawang immedutely. ' The protests were ignored, the
Indians stayed on in Tawang and forced out the Tibetan admunistra-
tion, as the Briwsh had forced 1t out of Dirang Dzong 1 1944 With
this, the ‘dangerous wedge' of Tibetan/Chunese territory that had so
worried the Britsh General Staff was at last physically remaved, and
the McMahon Line was in general eransposed from the maps to the
ground as the de facto north-cast boundary of India,

That the Indian Government should have directed nouce of theic
intention to tke aver Tawang to the Tibetan Govemment at Lbasa—
rather than to Peking—is understandable. Although New Delhi now
accepted China's soverexgnty m Tibet 3t made diplomanc sense to treat
the matter of Tawang as a local question, leaving mto Pelung to pro-
test. In the event, the Chinese Government made no comment at all
on the Indian move, 5o far as the record shows This otherwise puzzling
silence can be construed only as Chuna’s acquicscence 1n India’s filling
ottt to the McMahon Lue.

-



Jacto north-east boundary to ratification by diplomatic process,

The 1954 negotiations were thys concerned only with the Indian

o ) .
mssion at Lhasa; the trade agencics at Gyantse, Yatung and Gartok,

and general trade questions; postal and telepraphic installations; the
Imhtary escorts which, by right inherited frngBrimin, India min-
tained in Tibet; and pilgrimages. The boundary question eame up in-
directly, however, in discussion of the use of passes in the middle
sector* of the borders. The Chincse draft said, ‘[China] agrees to open
the following passes . . . for entry and exit by traders and pilgrims’; the
wording reflected the claim that Tibetan (and therefore Chinese) juris-

diction extended beyond the main passes in this sector. The Indians -
like the British before them —maintained that the boundary followed

the watershed and that consequently the main passes were themselves

boundary features. Thercfore they rejected the Chinese formulation:
ue into the open, they accepted a word-

but, rather than bringing the iss
question of ownership of the actual passes:

ing which avoided the
by the following passcs. . . ." The two dele-

“Traders . . . may travel
gations agreed, at least tacitly, that the boundary question should not

¢ introduced into these negotiations.
Later, when the dispute had cmerged, the Indians were to maintain

For the sake of clarity, the discussion between New Delhi a.nd Pci.in_i in the rv:»"m
vided the boundary into three sectors: the western sector, running fron the }.:x:alcz.it?
ss to Demchok on the Indus; the middle sector, running from t}:':rc.t':: 5? —2-\:1:'&:.
undary and covering, on the Indian side, Uttar Pradesh ‘"’ﬁ! Himmacliaf P;.‘::s“, an u:::}
tern scctor, running from Bhutan to Burma ~i.e. the McMakon Line, Thow termy wil

used here throughout.
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letter bas not been published, but its gist might be inferred from what
he did: he maintained his policy of friendship to China, continuing to
champion her cause in the United Nations; but he had already ordered
Indian administration to be extended through the North-East Frontier
Agency (NErA), as the tribal bel beneath the McMahon Line had now
been named.

At the end of 1949 the situation in NEFA was much as the British had
Ieft it, with a post at Walong, near the McMahon Line's castern ex-
tremuty, but Indian positions still well back from the Line in other
sectors. Penetration of the Tawang Tract was still halted at Dirang
Dzong; Tibetan admunistration in Tawang was sall unchallenged.
Within another year, however, twenty additional posts were set up in
NEFA, and in February 1951 an Indian official with an escort and several
hundred porters moved mto Tawang. The Indun Government had
apparently decided against the modification of the McMahon Line
that (by the evidence of Gould’s 1944 proposal to the Tibetans) their
predecessors had favoured at the last, and meant to push their boundary
up from Se La to the alignment McMahon had drawn. The Tibetan
authorities in Lhasa protested, but were simply told by the Indian
pohitical officer that India was taking over Tawang. The Tibetans pro-
tested again, accusing the Indian Government of ‘seizing as ats own
what did not belong to it”, This ‘we decply regres and absolutely can-
not accept’, the Tibetans went on, and asked New Delhi to withdraw
their force from Tawang immeduately. s The protests were ignored; the
Indians stayed on 1n Tawang and forced out the Tibetan admunistra-
tion, a5 the Britsh had foreed 1t out of Dirang Dzong 1 1944. With
1his, the ‘dangerous wedge' of Tibetan/Chinese terrtory that had so
worried the British General Staff was at last physically removed, and
the McMahon Line was in general transposed from the maps to the
ground as the de facto north-cast boundary of India
. Tlu_t the Indian Government should have directed notice of their
intention to take over Tawang to the Tibetan Government at Lhasa—
rather than to Peking—15 understandable. Although New Delhi now
accepted Chinas sovereignty 1n Tibet it made diplomatic sense to treat
the matter of Tawang as a local quéstion, leaving ft-to Peking to pro-
test. In the event, the Chinese Government made no comment at all
on the Indian move, 5o far as the record shows. This otherwise puzzling
silence can be construed only as China's acquiescence in Indma’s filling
0“1;.0 the McMahon Line,
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The move into Tawang met with only verbal resistance frOx_n the
Tibetans, but the tribal people took a toll in blood for the extension of
Indian administration clsewhere in NEFA. A strong Assam Rifles patrol,
moving up the Subansiri River in the early 19505, Was warmly wel-
comed by one of the tribes, feasted and given sheltc.r-:-fmd t%lcn
massacred almost to a man, Seventy-three riflemen and civilians died.
The Government dispatched a punitive expedition but seems, under
Nehru's orders, to have been content with an overwhelming show of
force and did not burn villages and take prisoners as the British would
certainly have done.?®

That the Indian Government would continue its predecessor’s policy
towards the McMahon Line was more than natural, it was axio-
matic.

The strategic and geopolitical considerations that had formed Britain’s
approach to the north-cast border applied with equal force for the new
Government. Strategically, a boundary which put the Chinese on the
verge of the Brahmaputra valley was as intolerable to the Indian
General Staff as it had been to their British predecessors; a boundary
on the crest-line, where McMahon had drawn it, had every advantage
over a line at the foot of the hills. It was recognized that the population
along the north-cast frontier was ethnically and culturally closer to

Tibet than to India, but this was scen as the more reason to bring it
under Indian administration.?® Beneath such practical considerations,
the territorial imperative in its political expression was now, no doubt,
engaged; as Gunnar Myrdal puts it, ‘the first and almost instinctive
reaction of every new government was to hold fast to the territory be~
queathed to it. What the colonial power had ruled, the new state
must rule’ 2

The only question for the Indian Government, then, was how should
it deal with the fact that China had repudiated the McMahon Line?
Again, the British precedent provided part of the answer; India would
simply treat the McMahon Line as the boundary, Jeaving it to China to
protest if she liked at the fait accompli of Indian administration of the
tribal arcas. But, furthermore, it was decided that India would refuse to
open the question to negotiation when or if the Chinese did raise it. To the
Indians this latter decision may have scemed a corollary of the policy of
making the McMahon Line the de facto boundary; but, as later devclop-
ments will show, the decision to refuse to submit the McMahon Line
to the process of negotiation was itsclf a major step, pregnant with
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momentous consequences. It was, indeed, to make the Sino-Indian
boundary problem insoluble.
The step from insistence on a particular boundary alignment to
[ N TS Y (P B S
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saving formulations, at the best, through concessions in some other
area or di ion, 2 mutually satisfactory compromise. But an un~
yiclding position coupled with a refusal to negotiate leaves no way out
except acquiescence by one side in a resolution unilaterally imposed by
the other. When such an approach is apphed to boundary questions it
points the way to armed contention for disputed territory.

The adoption of this approach to the McMahon Line as Indian
policy was signalled in November 1950, under the device of a parlia~
mentary question. The Prime Minister {and Nehru was also Minister
for External Affairs) was asked to state whether India had a well-
defined boundary with Tibet, and replied:

Tibet is contiguous to India from the region of Ladakh to the
boundary of Nepal, and from Bhutan to the Irrawaddy/Salween
divide in Assam, The frontier from Bhutan eastwards has been
dearly defined by the McMahon Line which was fixed by the
Simla Convention of 1914. The frontier from Ladakh to Nepal is
defined chiefly by long usage and custom.

A member asked whether the boundary was recognized by Tibet: ‘1
think parts of it have been recognized,” Nehru replied; ‘it depends on
what part the honourable member is considenng.” He was then asked
about reports that a new Chinese map showed a boundary on the
Brahmaputra valley. ‘No, sir. There is no new map of China so far as
we know. But all the maps of China for the last thirty years have
shown a certain portion of that porth-cast fronticr which is now part
of India as not part of India.” Pressed further on the subject of Chinese
maps, Nehru closed the exchange with this statement: *OQur maps show
that the McMahon Line is our boundary and that is our boundary—
map or no map. That fact remains and we stand by that boundary, and
we will not allow anybody to come across that boundary.’

This approach—makmg 1t clear, on the ground and in official state-
ments, that India regarded the McMahon Line as the boundary, while
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making wo direct commuication & Ching on that seere v e ehalleaped
within the Indizn Government in 1952 ’ i

By this tinie Indiz had alrcady let past onc (zpizimxx!:x:yf:w wealize
the status of the MeMahan Line, In September 137 (,::«m Er-ias,
Prime Minister of China, suggested o the l:}gdun 1'\::103‘::3{3;&.' m
Peking, that the question of stabilization of the 'M»t.:m {:rs::‘u:r :‘:?;!Id
be taken up as carly as posible, and proposzd thae it hould be done

3 f i o “fans 5t i
through discussions between India, China and Nepal. Chou ahostain

3
according ta the Indian record of the conversation, t'z::t"dz;::": w:':g::o
territorial dispute or controvessy between India and China's - fiaths
confirmation that China had decided to aecept the MeMshon align-
ment a3 India’s north-cast boundary,

The Indian Government replied that it wauhd welcome nagotiations
such as Chou En-lai had proposed. But the Chinwe did not f:*?lm‘«: up
their own suggestion, nor did the Indians: "I war our behief that since
our fronticr was clear, there was no question of raidng this tsaus by
us,” Nehru exphained later®! Instead, the two Governments tonk vp
the question of adapting India’s imperial inheritance of eighe in Tibs
to contemporary conditions. In July 1952 China Formally propored
sctrling 'pending specific problens” arising from India’s inherited rights
and asscts in Tibet, citing such heads for discusion ac commercial inter-
course, trade, and the treatment of Indian natonale. India, having
previously intimated to China that she was prepared to come to 2
mutually satisfactory scttlement over India’s exisung rights in Tiber,
agreed. Neither side referred agam to the boundary question,

It was at this point that the decsion not to raise the question of the
McMahon Line was challenged in Indiz, ac a high level, Sir G, §.
Bajpai, one of the most distinguished members of the Indian Civil
Service with which the Brirish had ruled the country, had been inde-
pendent India’s first Scerctary-General* By 1952 Bajpai had retired,
and was now Govemnor of Bombay, From that position he wrots to his
old ministry, urging that India should take the initiative in raising, the
question of the McMahon Linc with the Chincse Government. He
warncd that to China the McMahon Line might be one of those ‘scars
left by Britain in the course of her aggression against China, jwho}may

seck to heal or erase this scar on the basis of fronticr rectificarions chat
may not be cither to our liking or our interest’.

* The Secretaty-General was the senios official in the Ministey of Externa) Affairs; next
came the Foreign Secrctary, and then the Commionwealth Secretary.
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Nehru discussed this suggestion with K. M. Panikkar, the Ambas-
sador to China, who was in New Delhi for consultations, 2nd Panikkar
teplied to Bajpai. He rold him that the Prime Minister had decided
that it was not in India's interest to raisc the question of the McMahon
Line. Nehru, he explained, had taken the view that, since India had
unequivocally and publicly stated thar she regarded the McMahon
Line as the boundary, it should be left to China to raise the subject. If
India were to do so, ‘we would force [the Chinese] to one of two
attitudes: either the acceptance of a treaty signed by us with Tibet, or
a refusal of it [coupled] with an offer to negotiate. The first is not alto-
gether easy to imagine, considering that every previous Chinese
Government has refused in terms to accept an Indo-Tibetan treaty as
binding on them. The second would not be advantageous to us.’

If, on the other hand, ‘China raised the issue’, Panikkar went on, ‘we
can plainly refuse to reopen the question and take our stand that the
Prime Minister took fin his public statement], that the terntory on this
side of the McMahon Line 15 ours, and there 15 nothing to discuss
about it.”

Bajpai was not persuaded. He ponted out that China had asked for
a settlement of all ‘pending problems’, aud that the Chinese, ‘never
having accepted the McMahon Line as the frontier berween Tibet
and us, can hardly regard this frontier as settled. Naturally, they have
no intention of raising it until 1t suits their convenience,” He argued
that India should simply take the opportunity to mnform China that
she regarded the McMahon Line as the boundary, and intended to
treat it as such. The Chunese could then exther agree, ignore the state-
ment (allowing silence to be interpreted as acquiescence), or disagree.
In any case, India would know where she stood. But the decision had
already been taken, and Bajpar’s last comments were a footnote to 2
closed issue.®

So the Indun delegation in the 1954 negotations for a new agree~
ment on trade and intercourse mn Tibet made no mention of the
boundary question, and indeed went out of their way to avoid the
subject. Not only that, the Indians made no allusion to the trade
agreement the British had signed with the Tibetans 1 1914, 11 pur-
suance of the Simla Convention, but treated the negomations as if
their only antecedent lay in a 1908 trade agreement which China had
signed with Briain. This expressed the reversal in Indian policy to-
wards Tibet which had taken place when the Clunese reimposed their
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authority there. In 1948 the Nationalist Chincsc- Govcm'mcnt had
pointed out to India that the 1908 agrecment, valid for thm years,
was due for re-ncgotiation. The Indian Government rep:hcd t.hat it
recognized the validity only of the 1914 agreement with Tibet; it was
this reply that drew from the Chinese Nationalists the reaﬁirrflanon
that China held the Simla Convention and all its products invalid.*S

By waiving the 1914 antecedent, the Indians may have appeatcd‘ to
the Chinese to be moderating their earlier stand, and tacitly conceding
that the Simla Convention and its related agreements were not legally
valid. The Chinese at this time can have been in no doubt that India
meant to keep the McMahon alignment as her north-eastern boundary,
and, as has been scen, they had already indicated their acquiescence in
this; but the Indian position at the 1954 negotiations could have sug-
gested that India would be prepared in due course to submit the de
Jacto north-east boundary to ratification by diplomatic process.

The 1954 negotiations were thus concerned only with the Indian
mission at Lhasa; the trade agencies at Gyantse, Yatung and Gartok,
and general trade questions; postal and telegraphic installations; the
military escorts which, by right inherited from Britain, India main~
tained in Tibet; and pilgrimages. The boundary question came up in-
directly, however, in discussion of the use of passes in the middle
sector® of the borders. The Chinese draft said, ‘[China] agrees to open
the following passes . . . for entry and exit by traders and pilgrims’; the
wording reflected the claim that Tibetan (and therefore Chinese) juris-
diction extended beyond the main passes in this sector. The Indians—
like the British before them —maintained that the boundary followed
the watershed and that consequently the main passes were themselves
boundary features. Therefore they rejected the Chinese formulation;
but, rather than bringing the issue into the open, they accepted a word-
ing which avoided the question of ownership of the actual passes:
“Traders . . . may travel by the following passes. . . %7 The two dele-
gations agreed, at Jeast tacitly, that the boundary question should not
be introduced into these negotiations.

Later, when the dispute had emerged, the Indians were to maintain

* For the sake of clarity, the discussion between New Delhi and Peking i
Fe ity in the 1960
divided the boundary into three sectors: the western sector, running from ic Karakoami
Pass to Demchok on the Indus; the middle sector, running from there to the Nepal
l;v;mdary c:tmd covcpngéon d;Seh Indian side, Uttas Pradesh and Himachal Pradesh: and the
ern sectog, running from Bhutan to Burma ~i.e, i ' i
e sectan thmugh% e rma~-ie. the McMahon Line, Those terms will
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that they had not raised the boundary question on this occasion ‘be-
cause, so far as the Government of Indiz were concerned, the boundary
was well known and beyond dispute, and there could be no question
regarding it’.® They went on to say: “The Indian delegation through-
out took the line that all questions at issue between the two countries
were being considered and, once the settlement was concluded, no
question remained.’®® But it can be seen from the Bajpai/Panikkar
correspondence that in fact the Indian Government was fully aware
that China did not regard the McMahon Line as formally settled.
Moreover, the Chinese draft which the Indians rejected showed that
the two sides dissgreed over the boundary alignment in the middle
sector. The later Indian argument that the negotiations on trade in
Tibet foreclosed the boundary question appears therefore to have been
disingenuous. It suggests that the Indians’ intention in 1954 was to put
China in a position which would make it possible to argue that, be-
cause the Chinese had not raised the boundary question, they had
tacitly agreed that it was already settled.

Confirmation that in cffect the Indians were at this time attempting
to foreclose the boundary question, on their own terms, is to be found
in 2 memorandum dictated by Nehru in July 1954, three months after
the Ttbetan agreement had been concluded. But before considering,
that memorandum something must be noted of the substance of the
1954 agresment on trade in Tibet*

This unequivocally recognized China’s sovereignty 1n Tibet —refer-
ring to the latter as “the Tibet region of China’—and thus formally
buried the attemnpt, started by the British and carried on tentatively by
India i diately after independ to deal with Lhasa as of Tibet
were independent. Then, the agreement stated in its preamble the
famous "Five Principles of Peaceful Coexistence’, or ‘Panch Sheel’, as
the Indians called them:

Mutual respect for each other’s territorial integrity and soveregnty.
Mutual non-aggression.
Mutual non-interference in cach other’s mnternal affarss.
Equality and mutual benefic.
Peaceful co-existence.
* Agreemcat between the Republic of India and the People’s Republic of Chuna on Trade
and Intercourse berween the Tibet Region of Chuna and India, signed at Pelang on Apnt

a5t 1954. The text of the agroement and the tlated botes 18 gven 1o White Pape I,
PP 98-107.
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There was nothing new in the five principles thcmsclves—indccd. th,c
first and fourth of them had been articulated as principles of Chln:{ s
foreign policy in just those words by Mao Ts.c-tung, in a spc‘ech in
1949.3° According to onc account, this application of the term Panch
Sheel’ can be credited to Nehru, who said that he had heard the ‘happy
phrase’ in Indonesia but claimed that it had its roots decp in Indian
moral tradition. ‘Panch Sheel” has aptly been described as ‘a catchword,
suggestive of ancient concepts but without any real links with the past
other than a spirit which can be found in the heritage of all known
religions’ ;%! but it became the slogan for the moral aspirations behind
India’s foreign policy at this time, and especially it signalled and sym-
bolized the opening of a period of demonstrative friendship between
India and China. Opposition to and criticism of Nchru’s China policy
continucd in India, but only as an undercurrent. The vision of the two
great new republics of Asia marching in friendship towards a reformed
future had a powerful appeal to Indian nationalism, and Panch Shecl
was felt to be not only the guide for India’s relations with China, but a
beacon for all nations.

Nehru's memorandum tied the agreement on Tibet to the question
of the boundaries. Circulated to the ministries concerned, this memo-
randum described the agreement as ‘a new starting point of our rela-
tions with China and Tibet". The Prime Minister then wrote: ‘Both as
flowing from our policy and as a consequence of our agreement with
China, this [northern] frontier should be considered a firm and defi-
nite one, which is not open to discussion with anybody. A system of
checkposts should be spread along this entire fronticr. More especially,
we should have checkposts in such places as might be considered dis-
puted arcas.’s?

The intention behind this crucial policy directive is clear: India
should fill out to what she considered her proper boundaries, and then
decline to discuss them with China. Having agreed in the Panch Sheel
preamble to respect India’s territorial integrity and sovercignty, China
would have no course but to accept the fait acconpli.

So far as Nehru and his advisers were concerned, this may have
scemed no more than the application to the whole northern border of
the policy previously applied to the McMahon Line: that India would
mak.c cl?ar the alignment she regarded as her boundary, treat it as such,
leaving it to Chin-a to protest, and then ‘refuse to reopen the question’.
In the four years since Nehru had publicly declared the MeMahon Line
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to be India’s north-castern boundary there had been no demurral from
Peking; indeed Chinese acquiescence in the 1951 Indian take-over of
Tawang showed that Peking was not going to make an issue out of the
McMzhon Line. To extend this approach to the other sectors of the
boundary must have appeared to the Indians to be a logical and
necessary step. But, in fact, by ruling that the remaining stretch of the
northern borders should be regarded as a ‘firm and definite’ align-
ment, ‘nat open to discussion’, Nehru had taken the step which was to
transmute a boundary problem into 2 dispute, and the dispute vl-
mately into 2 border war.

The decision not to submit the McMzhon Linc to
had closed off the posuibihty of formal agreement berween India and
China on that shgnmerc. But at Jeast the McMahon Line was a known
alignment, marked clearly~though not precisely—on maps, and
known to bath the Indians and the Chinese. In the wester sector, to
which Nehru now applied the same approach, the sttuation was funda-
mentally dufferent. There, there had never been any proposed align-
ment 2s clear as the McMahon Line, nor indeed had the atea been
sufficiently surveyed to make it possble to draw such a lme. Further-
more, there had, over the years, been wide variations in the alignments
ﬁvourcd by the British—by onc count, eleven different variations,

g three basic slig 3 Nehru's directive meant that one
of these was now to be sclected unilaterally by India, put into effect
as the de facto boundary, and then treated as a subject ‘not to be dus-
cussed’ with China. If India selected an alignment acceptable to
China, no real harm would be done, Formal delmutation of the
boundary would probably be imposstble of the subject were really
‘not to be ducussed’; but a mutually acceptable de facto boundary
in such remote and desolate terran would serve quite satsfactordly.
There was ylamly the risk, however, that the Indians would choose
an alignment in the western sector thar was not acceptable to
China.

Before seeing what alignment the Indians did select for the western
sector of the boundary an attempt must be made to answer the ques-
tion: why did the Chinese not bring up the boundary question far
negotiation at this time? Chou En-lat’s later explanation that ‘the time
was not ripe’ lends itself to swmuster mterpretanion, and may have
reflected the Chinese behef, well-founded 1 their expenence, that
boundary negotiations are best left untif they can be conducted from
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scemed no more than the application to the whole northern border of
the policy previously applied to the McMahon Line: that India would
mak‘c cl§ar the a}ignment she regarded as her boundary, treat it as such,
leaving it to Chmfn to protest, and then ‘refuse to reopen the question’.
In the four years since Nehru had publicly declared the McMahon Line



- COLLISION COURSE 8t

16 be India’s north-castern boundary theee had been no demueral from
Peking; indeed Chinese acquiescence in the 3951 Indsan take-over of
Tawang showed that Peking was not going to make an issue out of the
McMahon Line. To extend this approach to the othet sectors of the
boundary must have appeared to the Indians to be a Jogical and
necessary step. But, in fact, by ruling that the remaining stretch of the
northern borders should be regarded as 2 ‘firm and definite’ ahgn-
ment, ‘not open to discussion”, Nehru had taken the step which was to
trznsmute 2 boundary problem into a dispute, and the dispute uld-
mately into a border wat.

The decision not to submut the Line to gatiati
had closed off the pessibility of formal agreement between India and
China on that alig But at least the McMahon Line was a known
alignment, marked clearly—though not precisely—on maps, and
known to both the Indians and the Chinese. In the western sector, to
which Nehru now applied the same approach, the situation was funda-~
mentally different. There, there had never been any proposed align-
ment as clear a5 the McMahon Line, nor indeed had the area been
sufficiently surveyed to make it possible to draw such a hne. Farther-
more, there had, over the years, been wnde vanations in the alignments
favouted by the British~by one count, eleven different variations,
reflecting three basic alignments® Nehru's disecrive meant that one
of these was now to be selected unilaterally by Inda, put into effect
as the de facto boundary, and then treated as a subject ‘not to be dis-
cusied’ with China. If India selected an abgnment acceptable to
China, no real harm would be done. Formal delimitation of the
boundary would probably be impossible 1f the subject were really
‘not to be d d'; but 2 11} prable de fato boundary
in such remote and desolate terrain would serve quite sansfactorily.
There was plainly the risk, bowever, that the Indians would choose
an alignment in the westemn sector that was not accepuble to
China,

Before secing what ahgnment the Indians did select for the western
sector of the boundary an attempt must be nuade to answer the ques-
tion: why did the Chunese not bring up the boundary question for
negotianon at this time? Chou En-lay’s later explanation that ‘the time
was not nipe’ lends itself to sinister interpretation, and may have
reflected the Chinese belief, well-founded in their experience, that
boundary negotiarions are best Jeft untl they can be conducted from

MeMah,
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positions of strength* But in .1951., Chou himsclf had proposcd carly
negotiations on the border, so his later phrasc might simply have
meant that China saw no reason to proposc opening border negotia-
tions when the neighbour concerned showed no interest in doing so,
and when there was no pressing boundary problem to be attended to.
Certainly Indian and Chincse maps gave widely divergent versions of
their common borders, but in the Chincsc view, as stated later, it was
‘natural that the two countrics should hold different opinions regarding
the boundary’ since that had never been delimited.® China was already
accepting the McMahon Line as the de facto boundary, so no urgent
problem was to be anticipated, there. A year after the conclusion of the
Panch Sheel agreement Chou En-lai, speaking at the Bandung con-
ference, explaincd China’s approach to the question of boundarics
with her neighbours: o

With some of these countries we have not yet finally fixed our
border-line and we are rcady to do so. . . . But before doing so, we
arc willing to maintain the present situation by acknowledging
that those parts of our border arc parts which arc undetermined.
We are ready to restrain our Government and people from cross-
ing even one step across our border. If such things do happen, we
should like to admit our mistake. As to the determination of com-
mon borders which we are going to undertake with our neigh-
bouring countries, we shall use only peaceful means and we shall

not permit any other kinds of method. In no case shall we change
this.?

Comparison of the Chinese approach, as cxpressed there, with
India’s approach, as cxpressed in the Bajpai/Panikkar letters and in
Nchru's memorandum, shows fundamental differences. The Chinese
intend to determine their boundaries in discussion with their neigh-
bours —the Indians have decided that boundary questions should nat
be open to discussion; the Chinese acknowledge that parts of their
borders are undetermined, and intend to maintain the status quo pend-
ing such determination —the Indians intend to argue that their boun-
darics are already determined, and have decided to establish checkposts

* In the Rajya Sabha on December oth, r9sg, Nehru explai ia's si

¥ ; s ) plained India’s silence about the
borf!_crs in the carly 19505 in almost such terms: ‘We felt we should hold by our
position and that the lapse of time and events would confirm it and by the time, perhaps,
when the challenge to it came we could be in a much stronger position to face it.’
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all along them, ‘morc especially . . . in such places as might be con-
sidered disputed areas’. Plainly, the ingredients for an explosive sita~
tion are there already, and it needs only a conflict inverritorial daims to
light the fuse. ’

Implementation of Nehro's 1053 direcuve required that India
decide precisely where her boundaries lay, and that the desied align-
ments be shown on her maps. Until 1954 the maps issued by the
official Indian survey office {the Survey of Indis) were stll depicting
the northern boundaries as the British had been doing since 1936. The
McMahon Line was shown as the boundary in the nosth-east, marked
with 2 broken hne to indicate that it was undemarcated,* From Nepal
westward 1o Afghanutan the maps showed no boundary hine at all;
there was, however, a colour wash, 1s edge marked ‘Boundary Un-
defined’, and this showed the ofd JohnsonfArdagh claim to 2 trans«
Karakoram border i jts fullest expresion—that 15, wath Aksa1 Chin,
and much more beside, marked tensatively as within India ¢ In 1954
the depiction of the northemn boundaries s official Indian maps was
sharply changed. The variation was keast mn the eastern sector, where
the McMahon Line was now simply marked as a full international
botmdary, with no reference to the fact that it was undemarcated.}
Simitarly in the west, between Nepal and Afghanistan 2 full inter-
national boundary now replaced the undefined colonr wash—~but this
showed a substantially different claum. From Afghanistan to the Kara-
koram Pass the new maps pulled the boundary back to run it more or
Jess along the mam Karakoram chamn, thus giving up the forward
chim of the Jobnson/Ardagh school in that sector But to the cast of
the Karakoram Pass the boundary on the new maps swung north
again, reverting to an appropmation of the Johnson/Ardagh hinc so
a5 to Joop up to the Kuen Lun mountans for a stretch—and thus -
cluded Aksat Chinin India

‘The Aksai Chin claym had been, in Britwsh days, a strategist’s formu-
Iation, concesved to anticipate a Russian advance and keep the Russian

¥ e fiot marked out an the ground The Bricsh maps were showrng the McMahon Line
atdclimuted, s ¢ formally agreed vpon between the pares concumed Sez p 231
The change i@ boundary-nuirkang for Ihutan and Sikkim was radseat, howeve fn pre-
e X ; i LOE
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presence as far as possible from Tibet and India. It had been fav?urcd
in Delhi and London at various times, discarded at others; but it had
never been expressed as a formal boundary proposal; and it had never
been reflected on the ground in extension of administration —a measure
that was as far from the desices of the British as it was beyond their
capacity. The claim had had long currency on some British maps but,
as has been scen, this did not always reflect even British boundary
policy; and there was nothing to prevent the British from making
tentative boundary claims on their maps, such as could always be modi-
fied without awkward questions. But when the Government of inde-
pendent India put a categorical claim to Aksai Chin on their official
maps the consequences were quite different. By claiming the territory
as Indian soil they had so far as their own political opinion was con-
cerned, and indecd cven to some extent constitutionally,* made it
such. It would be very difficult, perhaps even impossible, to retract
the claim.

Why did the Indian Government claim Aksai Chin when they
marked a definitive boundary on their maps in 19542 According to
their own account, they relinquished the claim to a trans-Karakoram
boundary to the west of the Karakoram Passt because the British had
done so in 1927, accepting then that the claim had no relation to the
facts of administration, but failing to transcribe that decision to their
maps.>’ But then why did the Indians claim a trans-Karakoram align-
ment in the Aksai Chin sector? That is the crucial question, and it is
one to which a definite answer cannot be given as the 1927 British
decision has not been published by the Indian Government (whose files
for the period are still closed) or traced in the British archives, A
possible answer can, however, be inferred. As has been scen, British
frontier policy in this sector fluctuated between a forward and a
moderate alignment. It is quite possible that in 1927, when the
British accepted that the longestablished Chinese presence on the
Karakoram Pass itself madc a claim to a boundary norsth of it nugatory,
they decided on the other hand that a claim to Aksai Chin should be
maintained on their maps. The Russian threat was alive again at the
time, since Sinkiang was falling under Soviet influence, and if the
British had no effective administration on Aksai Chin, neither, it might
*Serp g5t brlow,

'3 1354 the Indian claim to the whole of Kashmir had hardened and she therefore

ed'3 Sinenlndian boundisy betu : i
+d 3 Sinnelndun boundary between the Karakoram Pass and Afghanistan, territory
L wwzy de forro Pakistani,
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have been argued, had the Chinese. Why not, then, maintin a chim
to Aksai Chin? If the worst came to the worst, this might be used to
deter Russian expansion; or, altermatively, when the time came to
negotiate a boundary in this sector with-Chima, it could be bargained
away against the fullest Chinese claim to produce such a compromisc
line as that proposed to China in 1899.

If this was the drift of the British decision in 1927 the rest would
follow. When in 1954 the Indian Government came to check the
British precedents to see where the boundary in the western sector
should lie, they would have found a proposal for an Aksai Chin claim.
In the hands of the British that might have been a tentative claim, for
use as a diplomatic counter in future dealing with Moscow or Peking;
but in the context of Indian attitudes of 1954, it would have been
metamorphosed into a categorical statement. Nehru had ruled that
‘the northern border should be considered a firm and definite one
which was not open to discussion with anybody.”

In that reading, the heart of the Smo-Indian boundary dispute lay
in a bistorical accident. If the Englishmen who in 1927 reconsidered
the north-west boundary with China had suggested that in the Aksai
Chin sector the boundary should follow the alignment proposed to
China in 1899,* the territory crossed by the Sinkiang-Tibet road to be
built by China in the 19505 would have been left outside India on
Indian maps. Thus the intractable nub of the dispute would have been
avoided.

The 1954 map changes made Aksar Chin part of India on paper, but
were not reflected in the situation on the ground. The most advanced
Indian post in Ladakh was at Chushul, far short of Aksai Chun. An
Indian patrol had been sent up to the Lanak Pass in 1952, and this
patrol was repeated in 1954, setting up an Indian flag at the pass,#* but
no patrol went as far as Aksai Chin.® In pursuance of Nehru's memo-
randum, the Ministries of External Affairs, Home Affairs and Defence
conferred in September 1954, and identified the border areas in the
western and middle sectors which were disputed; it was ?r?pasad dfzt
these should be made the responsibility of the Defence Ministry (polic-
ing the borders was normally the Home Ministry's job) but the Army
demurredit_presumably they had enough on their plate. It was de-
cided, however, that where possible, border posts should be advanced

+Seep 34n sbove.
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presence as far as possible from Tibet and India. It had been favoured
in Delhi and London at various times, discarded at others; but it had
never been expressed as a formal boundary proposal; and it had never
been reflected on the ground in extension of administration —a measure
that was as far from the desires of the British as it was beyond their
capacity. The claim had had long currency on some British maps but,
as has been seen, this did not always reflect even British boundary
policy; and there was nothing to prevent the British from makin_g
tentative boundary claims on their maps, such as could always be modi-
fied without awkward questions, But when the Government of inde~
pendent India put a categorical claim to Aksai Chin on their official
maps the consequences were quite different. By claiming the territory
as Indian soil they had so far as their own political opinion was con-
cerned, and indeed even to some extent constitutionally,* made it
such. It would be very difficult, perhaps even impossible, to retract
the claim.

Why did the Indian Government claim Aksai Chin when they
marked a definitive boundary on their maps in 1954? According to
their own account, they relinquished the claim to a trans-Karakoram
boundary to the west of the Karakoram Pass{ because the British had
done so in 1927, accepting then that the claim had no relation to the
facts of administration, but failing to transcribe that decision to their
maps.3” But then why did the Indians claim a trans-Karakoram align-
ment in the Aksai Chin sector? That is the crucial question, and it is
one to which a definite answer cannot be given as the 1927 British
decision has not been published by the Indian Government (whose files
for the period are still closed) or traced in the British archives. A
possible answer can, however, be inferred. As has been seen, British
frontier policy in this sector fuctuated between a forward and a
moderate alignment. It is quite possible that in 1927, when the
British accepted that the long-established Chinese presence on the
Karakoram Pass itself made a claim to a boundary north of it nugatory,
they decided on the other hand that a claim to Aksai Chin should be
maintained on their maps. The Russian threat was alive again at the
time, since Sinkiang was falling under Soviet influence, and if the
British had no effective administration on Aksai Chin, neither, it might
* See p. 153 below.

% By 1054 t.hc Indi.:m claim to the whole of Kashmir had hardened and she therefore
assumed a Sino-Indian boundary between the Karakoram Pass and Afghanistan, territory
which was de facto Pakistani.
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fave been argued, had the Chinese, Why not, then, maintain a clim
to Aksai Chin? If the worst came to the worst, this might be used to
deter Russian expansion; or, altermatively, when the time came to
negotiate 3 boundary in this sector with Chim, &t could be bargained
away against the fullest Chinese claim to produce such a compromise
line as that proposed to China in 1899.

If this was the drift of the British decision in 1927 the rest would
follow. When in 1954 the Indian Government came to check the
British precedents co sec where the boundary in the western sector
should lie, they would have found a proposal fot an Aksai Chin claim.
1n the hands of the British that might have been a tentative claim, for
use a3 a diplomatic counter m future dealing with Moscow or Peking;
but in the context of Indian aritudes of 1954, it would have been
metamorphosed into a catcgorical statement. Nehru had ruled that
‘the northern border should be considered a firm and definite one
which was not open to discussion with anybody.”

In that reading, the heart of the Sino-Indian boundary dispute lay
in a historical accident. If the Englishmen who in 1927 reconsidered
the north-west boundary with China bad suggested that in the Aksai
Chin sector the boundary should follow the alignment proposed o
China in 1899,* the territory crossed by the Sinkiang-Tibet road to be
butlt by China in the 1950s would have been left outside India on
Indian maps. Thus the intractable nub of the dispute would have been
avoided,

The 1954 map changes made Aksai Chin part of India on paper, but
were not reflected in the situation on the ground. The most advanced
Indian post in Ladakh was at Chushul, far short of Aksai Chin. An
Indian patrol had been sent up to the Lanak Pass in 1952, and this
patrol was repeated in 1954, setting up an Indian flag at the pass,®® but
16 patrol went as far as Aksaj Chin.® In pursuance of Nehru's memo-
randum, the Ministries of External Affairs, Home Affairs and Defence
conferred in September 1954, and identified the border areas in the
western and middle sectors which were disputed; 1t was proposed that
these should be made the responsibility of the Defence Minustry (polic~
ing the borders was normally the Home Minustry's job) but the Army
demutred®®—presumably they had enough on their plate. It was de-
¢ided, however, that where possible, border posts should be advanced

*See p 34n above.
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into disputed territory, and both in the middle and eastemn sectors
posts were thus moved forward.#!

The Indian move forward in the middle sector occasioned a prompt
complaint from China, who protested in July that Indian troops had
intruded into Chinese territory, and thought the move ‘not in con-
formity with the principles of non-aggression and friendly co-exist-
ence between China and India” which had just been codified in the
Panch Sheel agreement.#? The Indian Government replied that the
territory in question belonged to India, threw back Pcking’s point
about the Panch Sheel agreement, and asked the Chinese to keep their
personnel out. In this middle sector of the Sino-Indian border, where
Uttar Pradesh and Himachal Pradesh meet Tibet, there was a Iong~
standing dispute over the alignment of the boundary;®® there the
Tibetans controlled not only the passes but patches of pasture beneath
them, and it was into those areas that the Indians now moved in an
attempt to make the passes themselves the boundary features. Both
sides pulled back in the winter, so it became an annual race to get to the .
high pasture before the other side. Diplomatic exchanges about the
middle sector sputtered on through the middle 1950s, and there was an
infructuous meeting on the subjectin New Delhiin 1958; it wasa tuning
up or rehearsal in microcosm for the main boundary dispute, and need
not be traced in detail. It can be noted, however, that the Indian
Government accused China of aggression because Chinese parties
crossed the passes,* although in fact the border forces of the two sides
had come into contact in consequence of a forward move by the
Indians—which Nehru himself confirmed in Parliament some years -
later.#® In the diplomatic argument the Indian Government maintained
that in the 1954 agrecement on trade in Tibet the Chinese had acknow-
ledged that the boundary ran through the passes;*® whereas, as has
been seen, the Chinese had made plain that they regarded the passes as
being wholly within their own territory. Finally, the accusation, re-
versing the actuality, that it was China who began to ‘probe forward’
before the ink was dry on the Panch Sheel agreement became one of
the charges in India’s indictment of China’s good faith—and was
almost universally believed. Another charge in that indictment was
that China furtively and treacherously built a road across Aksai Chin,
I?owing it to be Indian territory, and that touched the heart of the

ispute.

Aksai Chin is bleak and difficult terrain for any traveller, but it
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presents a rather different face to those on the Chinese side of| the Kara-
korams than it does to those on the Indian side. To the Chinese, Aksai
Chin is, first of all, far more accesstble than it is to the Indians, an
andent trade route lying from Khotan up the Kara Kash on to Aksai
Chin and wending on across the plateau to Tibet. It is thus a stage,
aibeit 2 difficult one, on a natural route. From the Indian side, on the
other hand, Aksai Chin is much more difficult to reach, through the
Karakorams or the Ladakh mountains; and, more important, 1t leads
nowhere. The British attempts 1n the nineteenth century to develop
caravan routes up the Changchenmo valley and across Aksai Chin to
the Kara Kash foundered because they turned out to be even more
dufficult than the traditional route. across the 18,000-foot Karzkoram
Pass.

So, when the Chimnese reasserted the central Government’s authority
in Sinkiang and tumed in 1950 to Tibet, it was natural for their forces
to take the Aksai Chin route into western Tibet—indeed this was the
sole practicable way, because to the north lay the great Sinkiang gobi
(desert). On November 17th, 1050, the Statesman teported that the
Indtan Government had been informed of the movement of Chinese
troops from Sinkiang to western Tibet by its agent then at Gartok, in
western Tibet itself.

The Chinese used the Aksai Chin route to supply western Tibet
through the first half of the 19505,*” and claimed that during this time
they patrolled and surveyed the whole Aksai Chin area — ‘the footsteps of
this survey team covered every place in Aksai Chin and Lingzitang’,
the Chinese said later.4 In March 1956 they began laying a motorable
road, striking up into the hills near Yarkand and reaching Gartok after
crossing Aksai Chin. The work took nineteen months, and the Chinese
said later that it had been done by their frontier guards ‘together with
more than three thousand civilian builders, working under extremely
difficult natural conditions. ., . cutting across high mountains, throwing
brdges and bulding culverts’, Of the total length of some seven hun~
dred and fifty miles, about one hundred and ewelve lay across terntory
that was to be claimed by India.

Did the Chinesc Government know about the Indian clam when
they surveyed and built the road? Their own maps, of course, showed
Aksai Chin as Chinese teritory, with the boundary followng the Kara-
koram range to the west of 1t, and they had regarded it as theurs at least
since Li Yuan-ping’s exploration 1n 1890 and probably, more vaguely.,




88 INDIA'S CHINA WAR

even before thae. If officials in Peking had Jooked into the boundary
question in the western sector in the carly 1950s they .wo?ld have notg:d.
that Indian maps showed an indeterminate claim which included Aksai
Chin. But these maps—~in which the boundary was shown only by an
undefined colour wash, marked ‘undetermined’ ~also embraced terri-
tory which had been under demonstrated Chinese control since t.hcy
st up their marker in the Karakoram Pass in 1892: the maps might
therefore have been dismissed as expressing an unreal claim of the im-
perialist cra which the Indians were merely keeping on their maps until
a boundary could be delimited with China—just as the Chinese were
doing with their own maps. The Indian Government had made clear
in domestic statements that it regarded the McMahon Linc as the
boundary in the castern sector, and since 1951 had treated it as such on
the ground; but it had not specified any boundary in the western
sector, and until 1958 the Indian presence there fell well short of what
the Chinese regarded as the proper boundary. '

"The modification to the western houndary as shown on the Indian
maps put out in 1954 must, if the Chinese embassy in New Delhi was
doing its job, have alerted Peking to the possibility of a dispute over
Aksai Chin; but, again, the Indians made no attempt to raise the
boundary question, and it was left to China to bring up the subject.
Chou En-lai did that in his talks with Nechru in New Delhi in 1956,
but he referred only to the McMahon Line.#® It was not until 1958 that
India made a formal claim to Aksai Chin. Before that, if the Chinese
had consulted their Forcign Ministry's archives to sec what the British
ideas about an Aksai Chin boundary had been they would have found
only the Macartney-MacDonald proposal of 1899, and that alignment
would have left the entire Aksai Chin road in Chinesc territory.*

The Chinese activity on Aksai Chin in the 1950s did not arouse the
Indian Government for the good reason that they knew nothing about
it.f The few Indian patrols sent out from Leh to the north-cast did not
* It has been argued that the 1899 line would cut the Chinese road for some ten miles in

the south-cast corner of Aksai Chin; but if the 1899 line is transpased on to a modern map
it ean be seen that the whole road lies on the Chinese side.

T It has been suggested that the Indian Government did know about the Chinese road-
building, and that the information was kept from Neheu *by persons in high position
more strongly, or more recklessly, committed than he was to winning the favour of
China". This inference scems to have sprung from a failure to trace on 2 map the routes
of the patrols which the Indians claimed to have made: that step would have shown that,
as the Indians admitted, ‘no Indian reconnaissance party was sent to the aréa in Aksai Chin

where the Chinese . . . had built 3 new road,"® (See G. F. Hudson in St Antheny’s Papers
No. 14, Chatto & Windus, Loadan, 1963.) R
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cross Aksai Chin—two of these might have reached its westernmost
edge but they went nowhere near the road. The finst the Indian Govern-
ment learned about that was from gratificd notices in the Chinese press
about the completion of this major road-building feat. These the
Indian Ambassador in Peking reported to New Delhi in September
1957. The Ambassador’s reference was to a small-scala sketch map ina
Chinese magazine, and from that the Government in New Delhi could
not be sure just where the road did sun.<A direct inquiry to the Chinese
would not have sat with the Indian approach, and so it was decided
that two patrols should be sent to investigate the lie of the road* They
could not be sent during the winter because the cold was too extreme,
50 it was not until July 1958 that they left Leh, the Indian base. One of
the patrols reported in October from the southern sector of the toad
that this did indeed cross territory claimed by India; the other patrol,
swhich had been ordered to the northern end of the road, disappeared.

*kdkok ook ok ok ok kox

By 1958 the two no-man’s-lands which the imperial era had left at
opposite ends of the Sino-Indian frontier had thus been occupied, each
side pre-empting the area which was important to it on strategic and
practical considerations. In the east the Indians had completed the work
left unfinished by the British and made good the McMahon Line, not
only asserting admxmstranon over Lhe tribal territory but extruding
Tibetan— potenti; ion from Tawang. The
area had been rcmmcd zhe North-East Frontier Agency, histed as Indian
territory in the 1950 constitution. and was being administered by
menbers of the newly formed Indran Frontier Service. Work had
begun on roads into the tribal terntory, notably one that was uli-
mately to reach Tawang.

In the west, unknown to India, a parallel process had been going on
simultancously, with the Chinese using and then developing the old
caravan route across Aksar Chin and turning it into a road which the
administration required for what they were to describe as the main
traffic artery between Sinkiang and Tibet.

Each side in extending administration into these new areas knew
that the other had map claims to it {in the case of India, it is known

* Why senal reconnusssance was niot ased 1s hard to say, perhaps because 1t might have
induced a Chunese protest, while 3 grourd patrol pught not be detected?
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that the Government had this knowledge, in the casc of China it can
be assumed); but each, for its own reasons, preferred not to raise t?lc
issue. Looking back, it might be said that both Governments were mis-
guided in not putting an understanding on their boundaries at the top
of the agenda when they opened relations at the beginning of the 1950s.
As U Nu of Burma put it: ‘It is of the utmost importance that even the
best of neighbours . . . should know where the territory of one ends:
and the other_begins, so as to apply faithfully the principle of respect
for each othet’s sovereignty and territorial integrity.’! But, on the
other hand, it might also be said that by 1958 their boundary problem
had gone a long way towards solving itsclf. The two Governments
were on the best of terms, each country had filled out into the no-
man’s-land of importance to itself, and all that was nceded was an
agreement to give binding diplomatic expression to what by all
appearances was a mutually satisfactory status quo. If both sides were in
fact satisfied there would be no Sino-Indian boundary problem at all;
if on the other hand both~or either—stood by map claims to territory
occupied by the other, the problem would be insoluble.

* hokokokok ok ok kk ok

After the death of Sardar Patel in 1950 Nehru had no peers in India,
and for the rest of the decade he bestrode the political scene. As well
as Prime Minister he was at various times Defence Minister, he some-~
times took on the presidency of the Congress Party, he was chairman
of the Planning Commission and the Atomic Energy Commission, and
until his death he retained the portfolio of External Affairs. During the
long years of the independence movement he had insisted that his
colleagues in Congress should give thought to the foreign policy to be
followed by the free India for which they were striving, and he him-
self had been almost exclusively responsible for the shaping of that
policy. That he should be Minister for External Affairs as well as Prime
Minister went without saying in 1947, and was never challenged even
when it appeared that the range of India’s internal problems which he
made his personal responsibility was already too much for one man.
His colleagues in the Government were content to leave foreign policy
to Nehru; their own interests or ambitionsYirected them towards the

patronage and power that sprang more plentifully from the domestic
portfolios. .
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The Cabinet system has never worked in India except in name, and
in the 19508 Nehru rately bothered even to pretend that the Cabinet
was the centre of the system. Once in a long while there were com-
plants about the Prime Minister's ‘cavalier and unconstitutional’
methods, as a Fmancc Muuszcr who xcslgncd aver them put it in
1956, but g his ¢ ferred to go along with them
and zdopt the same pmccdum themselves, “There have been numerous
cases . . . of Ministers who have quite simply and deliberately gone
their own way and announced publicly policy decisions without -
securing the prior approval of Cabinet,” a senior civil servant observed.s
Nehru’s highly personal style was, if anything, more marked in his
handling of foreign policy than of domestic affairs. There was a Cabinet
committee for foreign affairs but that, too, he ignored more often than
not, and time and again crucial foreign policy decisions were taken and
announced —even acted upon-—without either the committee or the
Cabinet being aware of them.® This was true of the handling of the
boundaty question with China, which was kept not only from
the Cabinet and 1ts foreign affars and defence commuttees, but also
fram Parhament until armed dashes made 1t impossible to suppress.

India’s foreign policy 1n the 19505 was thus the conception of Nehru
himself, and its implementation the concern of Nehnt and the senior
officials of the External Affars Minustry. Even there, in the carly years
Nehru tried to run the munistey as sf that were his only charge, often
drafting even simple telegrams himself and not consulting hus officials.
Of the Indian Foreign Service in Nehru's day one perceptive observer
wrote that ‘it was not a good service —nothing like good enough fora
country of India’s importance, There was not cnough training or pro-
fessional competence, not enough esprit de corps, and too much eager-
ness to please the boss. Nehru was too busy and too preoccupied to get
to know the necessary detail, or to get to know the officers except
for a handful of very senior ones or a few favountes. This encouraged
sycophancy, personal ad hoc approachcs, and a mixture of amateurish-
ness and subjectiviry.’s

Nehru's personal approach towards China was at the beginning
positive and warm, cven fraternal, spninging from a Jong-held beltef
that the future of Asta, and even of the world, would be marked by the
friendship of what he conceived to be two kindred and equal gants
In 1942 he wrote: “The future of which I dream 15 mextricably inter-
woven with close friendship and something almost approaching umion
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There was a corollary to Chou En-lai’s assurance to Nchru, how-

cver, which it appedrs he did not make clear. While prepared to acc::]p:3
the McMahon alignment, China would not snn?ly conﬁrmh 1
McMahon Line. Pcking has been consistent in this .rcgar‘d. W. crr;
there is a boundary treaty China observes it; buc’ will insist that, dl
further negotiations arc required to define the alignment .and set c;
disputes, they should issue in a new teeaty. That would in genera
confirm the old alignment but, ncgotiated between cqua.ls,’wou.]d, in
the Chinese view, erasc the stain of the old ‘uncqual treaties’. This was
to be China’s approach to the Sino-Soviet boundarl.cs. But the
McMahon Line, as the Chinese saw it, had no treaty basis. Tthcfore
the basis for delimitation could only be the status quo. For practical as
well as political reasons, however, even the ratification of a known—
though not preciscly defined —boundary such as the Mc.Mahon.me
would need negotiations. Chou might have assumed this to be sc'}f—.
evident. He was speaking in the context of the Sino-Burmese negotia-
tions and, he said Iater, he belicved that India would no more wish to
endorse old imperialist treatics than did China. Morf:ovcr, he had
just assured Nehru that China would not use negotiations to try to
change the boundary. ‘

The question remains: why did Chou En-lai not raise the subject of
the western sector of the Sino-Indian border at this time? Nehru, it

" seems, had no inkling then that since 1954 Indian maps had been claim-~

" ingin Aksai Chin an area which China regarded and used as her own.

‘But the Chinese Government must have been aware of the recently
confirmed Indian map claim to Aksai Chin. They were alrcady dealing
with the boundary dispute in the adjoining middle sector, so it can be
assunied that Chou En-lai had been bricfed about the potential for a
dispute in the west too. It has been seen that Nehru and his advisers
had taken the view that India’s interests would best be served if it were
Jeft to China to bring up her map claims to territory occupied by India
(the area beneath the McMahon Line); perhaps the Chinese took the
same approach to the Indian map claim to what they regarded as their
Aksar Chin territory.

Whatever the reason for it, Chou En-hi's failure to bring up the
western sector when he was discussing the castern border with Nehru
i 1956 had far-reaching and malign consequences. If, in the context of
what Chou certamly saw, and Nchru probably accepted, as a Chinese
concession on the MeMahon Line, he had gone on to pont out that
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Indian maps wete showing an incorrect boundary in the western
sector, it is highly probable that the dispute would have been avoided,
The glow, almost euphoria, of Hindee Chinee bhai-bhai was then at its
renith and Nehru would surely have seen 2 marginal modificarion of
Indian maps, bringing them into accordance with acruabty on the
ground, as 2 negligible price for its cond ~indeed, be might
have welcomed the opportunity to match Chou's pragmatism about
the McMahon Line. But the opp ity passed unseen, and two years
later the siroation was wholly changed. To have it civilly pointed out
that yous maps do nos accord with actaahty is one thing; to discaver
that a nesghbour, without a by-your-leave, has built a road across
territory your maps show as your own is quite another. The objective
reality may be the same but the perception 1 not, and in this case the
petception was everything.

‘The Indian Governmnent reacted to the discovery of the Aksai Chin
road in 2 note to Peking on October 18th, 1958, This claimed that the
tetritory traversed by the road had been “part of the Ladakh region of
India for centuries’, and said that it was 2 *matter of surpruse and regret
that the Chinese Government should have constructed a road throagh
indusputably Indsan territory wathout fisst obtaining the permission of
he Government of India’, or even informing it. The note asked if
China had any information about the mssing patrol#® The reply
same as a brusque counter~complaint, stating that Indizn armed per~
sonnel had unlawfully srruded mto Chinese teritory and been do-
ained. In the spree of Sino-ladian friendstup” the Indrans had akeady
seen depored,* but Peking descuibed their mtrusion 25 inconsistent
with the five princaples of peaceful cocxatence and asked for 2 guatan-
‘ce that there would be no repetinon.*® With this exchange the conflic
»f clams over Aksai Chm at last came 1nto the open, and fn a prompt
‘cply the Indian Government sad that the question of whether the area
was Indiag or Chinesc was ‘a matter 1 dispucc’. This was the caly
jme India conceded the exstence of a dispute, and a few weeks Lter

‘his position was reversed. i
‘While awaiting reports from the parols about the fse of the Aksri

Chin road, the Indian Government bad formally broached the subjeer
of China’s maps, pointing out m a Rote to Peking that a sketch m:}i 1;:
s secent Chinese magszine showed as Chinesc vartous areas Winc

K Pass The Jodias had 0o post
* Dy potung them across the 18,000-foor.ingh Katakorsn
neat by at the time, and the Itde (ndian party was fucky be discosered and re
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sk Indizns held o be their owz. In the eastem 50008, d.ftntsc ";‘P“
comsinred to icnore the McMahon Line and showed the bxx‘:o_f—lnuzm
borndary alone the foor of the hills; Nehru had alluded to thisin 1950,
when ha ssid that “all the maps of China for the fast f}airfy Voars luvc\
Shown a certain pordon of that north-cast fronter whichis now part of
India as pot part of IndialF In the western soctor, Chinese maps
showed the boundary lying south-cast from the Karakoram Pass o the
Changchenmo River valley. As has been seen, this alignment gtonfmdcd
with the view of the boundary taken by the British authorities in the
ninereenth century before they became alarmed by the advance of
Russian power towards India and began to modify their bf)und.u:y
thinking accordingly.* It put the whole of Aksai Chin in China,

The Indian note recatled that Nehru had mentioned maps to Chou
En-lai in 1954 and gave as the latter's reply that ‘current Chincse maps
were based on old maps and that the Chinese Government had had no
time to correct them.’® It was now high time, the Indians suggested,
that corrections should be made. Again, the Chinese. reply was dis-
concerting to the Indians. It confirmed that Chou En-ai had said in
1054 that current Chinese maps were based on old, pre-liberation
maps, but said that he had explained that this was because the Govern-~
ment had ‘not yet undertaken a survey of China's boundary, nor con-
sulted with the countries concerned’. In due course, a new way of
drawing the boundary of China would emerge from those consul-
tations, and in the meantime China would make no changes in the
boundaries on her own.® This note was delivered on the same day as
China’s complaint about the patrals, and disclosed that as well as a
conflict of claims there was a fundamental difference of approach to
the whole question of boundarics. Since at least 1950 the Indian policy
towards the northern borders had been that they must not be opened
to negotiation. In its original formulation that policy had referred
primarily to the McMahon Line, but in 1954 it had been applied to the
whole reach of the Sino-Indian border. Now it was clear that Peking’s
approach to the question was quite contrary, and that the Chinese
expected to discuss the boundary alignments before confirming them,

Objectively, the Chinese approach sounded rational, but in New

" Delbi it was read as an alarming intimation that China intended to
advance territorial claims at a time of her own choice, The bhiai-bhai
mood vanished; that had been at bottom a rhetorical and emotional

* See p. 28 above.
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delimited, that there were disputes, and that these could only be
settled by mutual consultation and joint survey. But ‘the existence of
the border question absolutely should not affect the development of
Sino-Indian friendly relations’, Chou said. After proper preparations
and with friendly talks, the question, which had been cam.ed over
from the past, could certainly be settled reasonably on the basis of the
five principles of peaceful coexistence: . _

So far as the specific disputes were concerned, Chou was as categori-
cal about Aksai Chin as Nehru had been about the entire boundary.
This area in the southern part of Sinkiang ‘has always been under
Chinese jurisdiction’, he said; it had been continually under patrol by
Chinese border guards, and the Sinkiang-Tibet highway ran through
it. He was far less definite about the eastern sector of the boundary,
explaining his Government’s position at some length.

As you are aware, the ‘McMahon Line’ was a product of the British
policy of aggression against the Tibet Region of China and aroused
the great indignation of the Chinese people. Juridically, too, it can~
not be considered legal. I have told you that it has never been
recognized by the Chinese central Government. Although related
documents were signed by a representative of the local authorities
of the Tibet Region of China, the Tibet local authorities were in
fact dissatisfied with this unilaterally drawn line. And I have also
told you formally about their dissatisfaction. On the other hand
one cannot, of course, fail to take cognizance of the great and
encouraging changes: India and Burma, which are concerned in
this linc, have attained independence successively and become
states friendly with China. In view of the various complex factors
mentioned above, the Chinese Government on the one hand finds
it necessary to take a more or less realistic attitude towards the
McMahon Linc and, on the other hand, cannot but act with pru-
dence and needs time to deal with this matter. All this I have men-
tioned to you on morc than one occasion. However, we believe
that, on account of the friendly relations betwcen China and India,

a friendly scttlement can eventually be found for this section of the
boundary line.”t

This passage and later restatements of it in the course of the continuing
dlplo.mzmc exchanges about the boundaries are crucial. The Indians
read it as a circcumlocutory rejection of the McMahon Line, a reading

ot T N
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that was taken to be confirmed when, later, China equated the areain
dispute in Aksai Chin with the area below the McMahon Line. But is
thae what the passage soughit to convey?

Chaou En-li was replying to Nehru's reminder that he had said in
1936 that he wotld recognize the McMahon Line as the border with
Indias he may have intended tacely to confirm that he stood by that
with the phrase: *All ths I have mentioned to you on more than one
occasion,” He drew 2 dustinction between the legahty of the agree-
ment which produced the hne, which be repudnated, and the line itself,
of which he said that ‘the Clunese Government . . . finds 1t necessary
to take a more or less realistic aitnde’, in the light of the friendly rela~
tions it had with Indiz, 2s with Burma. In the context, it would be
tenable to assume that Chou was intimating that when China and
India sat down to settle their boundanies, China would accept the
McMahon alignment as the boundary m that section. Thus disunction

Government since 1914, would have been to admat that Tibet had then
been sovereign, and thus to concede that the 1950 Chinese move mto
Tabct was more an invasion than the reassertion of temporanly lapsed
central power. The Dalai Lama, after fus fight to India, made this
point himself, in its converse formulation: ‘I you deny sovereign
status to Tibet, you deny the vahdity of the Simla Convention and
therefore deny the validity of the McMahen Line," he told an audience
1n New Delhe™

1, however, China was prepared to accept the McMahon alig
as the boundary, why did Chou not say so exphcitly? The Chinese
Government expected negotiations on the entre length of boundary
with Indiz, and no doubt counted their intimated acceptance of the
McMahon alignment as one of therr “gaves’ 1 a process of give-and-
take, That hard bargamng would be involved had already been made
clear by India’s eategonical claim to an ares through which ran a section
of the important Swkisng-Tihet raad. In chese dreumstances, 1o
government could have been expected to discard one of s prime baz-
gaining counters by formally commtting inelf 1o acceptance of the
McMahon Line before negonations had begun—m fact before the
other side had agrecd to negotiate at all. Chou bad gone as far 1 re-
assuring Nehru on that score as he could have been expected to doin
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writing; and only twao years before he had orally made the assurance
quite explicit. ) ,
The reading that Chou En-lai was confirming his Government's
readiness to make the McMahon Line the boundary in the castern
sector is substantiated by Peking’s later handling of the whole dispute.
Why, then, did Nehru and his advisers not take it in that sense? First,
perhaps, because a hitherto submerged distrust of China bad now har-
dened into the suspicion that for territorial aggrandisement or simply
to assert predominance over India the Chinese meant to take or claim
territory which India regarded as her own. More tangibly, the Sino-
Burmese negotiations were just then more or less deadlocked, and the
Burmese seem to have told the Indians that China was being un-
reasonable or intransigent.™ If that was a factor, it should have been
removed rwo years later when China signed 2 boundary agreement
with Burma accepting the McMahon Line and, with minor modifica~
tions, the other alignments claimed by Burma;* but in 1959 the Indians
would not have found it easy to read assurances from between the lines
of Chou En-lai’s letter. Finally, and perhaps most important, China
was asking the Indian Government to reverse the central premise of
the border policy it had been following since its very inception, the
stand that the McMahon Line should not be opened to re-negotiation.
Why the Indian Government saw re-negotiation as tantamount to
giving up the McMahon boundary is not clear; the sine gua non of all
negotiations is that both sides go into them without prejudice to
their positions, and there seems no reason why the Indians could not
have been as adamant in negotiation with China over their north-
castern boundary as they have been, for example, in negotiations with
Pakistan over Kashmir. Perhaps the very fact that China insisted on
negotiating the boundaries made it impossible for the Indians, in their
own view, to reconsider their basic position.
That position had its own logic:
(1) No territory south of the McMahon Line can be ceded in any
circumstances.
(2) Thcrei;orc there can be no negotiation over the McMahon Line.
(3) Therefore there can be no negotiation over any section of the
border (bccausc China would be unlikely to agrec to negotiations
over part of it, and anyway for India to agree to that would weaken
ber refusal to negotiate the McMahon Line).

* Sez p. 2120 below.
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should be respected by both sides and that ncither side should try to
take unilateral action in excrcise of what it conceives to be its right.
Further, if any posscssion has been sccured recently, the position
should be rectificd.” This was the first usc of a debating technique that
was often to be employed by the Indian side as the dispute developed —
couching rcjection so as to make it sound like agreement. The question
of the status quo was to be crucial to the whole dispute, and already
here it had been fundamentally confused. Chou En-lai had proposed
joint maintenance of the status guo; ‘I agree,’ Nehru replicd—but he
then went on to suggest the restoration of previoys positions, 1ot the reten-
tion of the present ones (‘the position as it was before the recent disputes
arose should be respected [and] . . . if any posscssion has been secured
recently, the position should be rectified’). Nehru thus did not agree
with Chou’s proposal of maintenance of the status guo, but in effect
suggested restoration of what India held to be the status quo ante. He
foreshadowed here the Indian demand for China’s evacuation of Aksai
Chin, which was later to be hardened into an absolute pre~condition
for discussion of the borders.

In those first letters to Chou En-lai, written some twelve months
before the boundary dispute became a matter of public knowledge or
political agitation in India, Nehru took up the position which he was
to hold throughout: there was no boundary dispute with China, that
is, there could be no question about the alignment of India’s boun-
darics. These were where the Indian Government said they were—
thercfore there could be no negotiation. Secondly, the stafts quto ante
(always.callcd by India ‘the status quo’) must be restored, that is, where
the Chinese were on territory chimed by India, they must withdraw.

Tbxs.was a nyllxsion course, and it was set by Nehru and his advisers
cpinion, Dol s st el oyl publc

. : remely difficult for Nehru
to change course, but it cannot be blamed or credited fo

¢ t having f
the Indian approach. For that Nechru must take respo ing formed

nsibility.
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The Prime Ministers” exchanges were not 1.
six months, and by the time Choy Ep
letter, in September 1959, the context
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for meddling in China’s domestic affairs, to the point of suborning
rebeltion. . ]

Peking had for years been coniplaining that Kalimpong (the termi-
nus of the trade route to India through the Chumbi Valley) was being
used as a base to instigate resistance in Tibet—and with good reason.
As carly as 1953 Nehru had admitted that Kalimpong was ‘a nest of
spics’: there were spies of every country there, he said, ‘and somctimes
I begin to doub if the greater part of the population of Kalimpong
does not consist of foreign spies’.”” Chou En-lai brought up this com~
plaint in his talks with Nehru in 1956, saying that Kalimpong was
being used by American and other agents to undermine Chinese in~
fluence in Tibet.”® At the beginning of 1958 Peking complained
again, Chou bringing up the subject in a discussion with the Indian
Ambassador, and the Chinese Government following up in a diplo~
matic note with a detailed and circumstantial description of the
‘stepped-up’ activities of émigrés and American and Kuomintang
agents in Kalimpong.?® The Chinese said these were preparing an
armed revolt in Tibet with the objective of separating it from China.
The Indian Government replied that Peking must have been misin-
formed: there was no cvidence of foreign activities in Kalimpong.®®
At the beginning of August, however, ‘every Tibetan official of note
in India, including the Dalai Lama’s brother and their cabinet ministers,
together with guerrilla leaders as delegates from the fighting rebels,
met in Kalimpong to draw up a final appeal to India and the United
Nations.’- Peking complained again. In March 1959 the Chinese de-
clared that the rebellion which had just broken out in Lhasa had been
engincered from the ‘commanding centre’ in Kalimpong.52

It is evident that support and dircction for the Tibetan rebels came
through Kalimpong, and that the Government of India connived at
this. There is some cvidence that the Indian role was more active.
George Patterson, an Englishman then living in Kalimpong anid with
close Tibetan contacts, wrotc later that in 1954 he was approached by
an Indian official to bring a rebel leader to Kalimpong ‘to work for
Tibetan independence’ .

On the outbreak o_f the rebellion and flight of the Dali Lama the
Indian Govemnment 'mformcd .Pcking that the latter had asked for
political asylum, which was i.ncmg granted. New Delhi offered assur-
nn?:s-, hlowc-vc‘r,. th:ft the I?ai:u Lama would not be allowed to carry on
political activitics in India® Chou En-hi was later to describe the



10

re is 10!

ational People’s Congress W2 12 sesston it peking

here Were angty erences there o0 ‘Indan taﬂiOnmd' , who were

yccused of €F g al and comfortt® ¢he rebellions feudal foress and of
2 the footsteps © Bricish § ists, and arbouring

cmﬂ;ndb:mm:edthumtm\m 1am?

i the LOK gabha ot ‘Seprembet 1ath, 1959

4 For s e, the starement carcfully, speaibed e pomt 3¢ whichthe Dalar Lot o
o 1ndia. which he sud W fhmzemat® {for the aance of

e PP -3 “The Tibeu? tarude 10 e was ambivalents 1 1y 0 1

and that s vould ot self bave bctnuyauuchc\fymcuaxh et

et made nmmcdmdy after b8 faght |



106 INDIA'S CHINA WAR

is not an opponent but a friend to our country. China will not 1.3c
so foolish as to antagonize the United States in the cast and ‘again
to antagonize India in the west. The yutting.do'\?n of t.hc rcblehon
and the carrying out of democratic reforms in Tibet will not in the
least endanger India. . . . We cannot have two centres of attention,
nor can we take friend for foe. This is our state policy. The quarrel
between our two countries in the past few years, particularly in the
last three months, is but an interlude in the course of thousands
upon thousands of years of fricndship between the two countrics,
and does not warrant a big fuss on the part of the broad masses and
the Governments of our counries. . . . Our Indian friends! What
is in your mind? Will you be agrecing to our thinking regarding
the view that China can only concentrate its main attention cast-
ward of China, but not south-westward of China, nor is it neces-
sary for us to do so? . . . Friends! Tt scems to us that you too cannot
have two fronts. Is it not so? If it is, here then lies the mecting
point of our two sides. Will you please think it over?®

The Ambassador concluded by sending his best regards to Nehru.

In the whole correspondence between the two countries in the dis-
pute that statement is unique in the urgency and directness, cven
familiarity, of its phrasing. It was certainly undiplomatic, in the sense
that it discarded the customary obscrvances of diplomatic wording,
and it could be read as concluding on the hint of a threat. But it can
also be read as an attempt to reassure the Indian Government by laying
China’s own cards on the table.* If that was the intention, the gesture
failed. A week later the Chinese Ambassador was called back to the
Ministry to hear an indignant reply, and rebuked for having uscd
‘discourteous and unbecoming language’. Tt was pointed out to him
thit India treated all countries as fricnds, ‘in consonance with India’s
past background and culture and Mahatma Gandhi's teachings’. %

While the diplomatic exchanges in the summer of 1959 reflected
and perhaps intensified the embittering of relations engendered by the
uprising in Tibet, movements along the borders brought the two
countries towards physical collision. In the castern scctor the concen-
* One student of China’s policies, Harold C. Hinton, had no doubt ab
this statement. ‘Despite its quaint English, the drift is clear enough . .
;:12: ;‘:i;ngfn worryx;:g Ithe Chinese Government] was the possibili

ore or less co-ordinated set of pressures on the Tibetan
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The reasoning was unexceptionable; minor variations from a map
line are almost invariably found necessary in boundary s‘cmarcanox.l.
But demarcation must be a joint process, and the Indians on this
occasion were acting unilaterally, establishing their b.ordcr post on
what their own maps showed as Chinese territory \thoExt sm:k‘mg
China’s approval, or even intimating their intention. Later the Indians
made no secret of their action. In September 1959 Nehru told the Lgk
Sabha* that, while by and large the McMahon Line was fixed, ‘in
‘some parts, in the Subansiri areat or somewhere there, it was not -
considered a good line and it was varied afterwards by us, by the
Government of India’ 22 In a letter to Chou En-lai in the same month
Nehru rejected the Chinese complaint that the Indians were over-
stepping the McMahon Line; but in the same breath he admitted that
the Indian claim in the Migyitun area ‘differs slightly from the boun-
dary shown in the treaty map’. He justified this with the explanation
that the Indian modification “merely gave effect to the treary map in
the area, based on definitive topography’, and argued that it was in
accordance with established international principles®? So it would
have been, if done in consultation with China.

While the Indian Government refused to submit the McMahon Line
as 1 whole to negotiation, it was at this time offering to discuss the
exact alignment of the line at specific points, including Longju.®®
Nehru even declared his willingness to submit such questions to
arbitration; but these offers were in the context of India’s insistence not
only that China should first formally recognize the McMahon Line,
but that she should also accept the boundary India claimed in the western
sector. Later, China was to agree to interim discussions on particular
points in dispute; but she required that such discussions be preliminary
to comprehensive negotiations on the boundaries, The way even to
interim discussions on marginal questions of alignment was thus blocked
on both sides.

At the same time as the Indians adjusted the McMahon Line to suit
their requirements at Migyitun, they similarly crossed the map-marked
line at other points: at a place east of Migyitun called Tamaden, and,
notably, at the western extremity of the line at Khinzemane, in an
area that three years later was to be the flint for the border war. Butit

* The House of the People, the lower ho
the Rajya Sabha, or House of the States.

T Migyitun adjoins the Subansiri division of the Morth-East Frontier Agency.

use of the Indian Parliament. The upper house is
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wotuds gudtas, Wio uad wed vack.s Next aay New Deln protested,
saying that it was the Chinese who had moved into Indian territory
and opened fire, forcing the Indians out of Longju. The note accused
China of ‘dehiberate aggression” in an atempt to implement border
claims by force, and warned that the Indian frontier posts had been
ordered to ‘use force on the trespassers if necessary’® This threat was
in fact bluff—the Indians were soon after ordered not to fire unless
fired upon—but it seemed to be challenging China to a showdown at
Longju. Peking pointed out that as the two Governments differed
over where exactly the boundary lay, Chinese personnel stationed on
what they regarded as their own territory could be called trespassers
by the Indians, and fired on more or less at will.

The Indian threat to use force in these circumstances does not scem
to be well founded 1n international law. As one authority puts it, while
every state has the inherent right to defend its borders against viclanion
and to protect 1ts territorial mtegrity, ‘where the sovercighty over the
territory a state claums to protect 1s disputed, as will surely be the posi-
tion in 2 boundary dispute, it can no longer afford 2 basis upon which
to rest the right of self-defence.’®® The issue here is* when is a boundary
dispute not 2 boundary dispate? A factitious or spunous boundary
claim is 2 famliar cloak for aggression, and the Indians acted as if that
is what they faced on the McMahon Line and, later, in the western
sector. But demal of the existence of a genuine dispute can equally bea
closk for intransigence, and that 15 what the Chanese had now begun to
feel they faced ¥

China’s account of the Longju incident was wholly contrary to
Indsa’s. The Chinese denied that they had launched any counter-
attack to what they described as the unprovoked attack of the Indrans,
maintaining that the Chinese border guards had done no more than
return the Indiang’ fire, and that the larter withdrew from Longju of
their own accord.® There 15 no way of telling which account was
nearer the truth, and it is quite likely that one of the two Govern-
ments was bemng misled by the reports of 1ts border forces. The face
that China did not attack the other Indian posts set up across the
McMahon Line at Klunzemane and Tamaden does, however, militate
against the Indian charge that the Longju madent was a deliberate
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attack (and the Indians soon after this with-drcw the Tamaden .post,
admitting that it had been on Chinese territory).” T.hc safest inter-
pretation must be that the Longju incident was an accxflcntn‘I clash of
the kind to be expected when armed troops of opposing sides press
close to an undemarcated boundary. o

Tn India, however, there was no doubt about the origin.of the inci-
dent in Chinesc aggression. The Times of India speculated that among
the motives behind the Chinese ‘border offensive’ was the wish to
‘lower the morale of the border people and, by a provocative display
of apparently superior military might, create a wider imprcssio_n. in
Sikkim, Bhutan, Nepal and Burma that India is really in no position
to defend them’.20 The Praja Socialist Party denounced Chinese
‘expansionism’ and the ‘cynical contempt with which it treats the
noble concepts of friendship, toleration and co-existence’. The reso-
lution concluded that ‘a new danger and a new challenge face the
Indian people—but only by facing such dangers and meeting such
challenges does a nation develop its manhood and its personality’, 204
A newspaper columnist suggested that the Chinese were testing the
defences of NEFA,102

While the first shooting affray of the boundary dispute thus took
place on August 25th, 1959, on the McMahon Line (the Indians said
they had one killed and one wounded),!9 the point of collision was
simultaneously being approached in the western sector.” The Indian
Government had decided during the summer that border posts should
be set up at three points north-cast of Leh. These were well short of the
boundary shown on Chinese maps, even that being then for most of its
length beyond the logistical reach of the Indians. At the same time it
was decided, however, that a patrol should go up the Changchenmo
valley to the Lanak Pass, which India regarded as the boundary feature,
to cstablish a post there.1®t Moving up the Changchenmo valley after
having st up the other posts, this patrol of about seventy men of the
special border police* came into contact with the Chinese at the
Kongka Pass—the Chinese regard that as the boundary feature and,
getting there first, had cstablished a post. An Indian scouting party of
three was detained by the Chinese on October 20th; next day in a
sh:'trp affray nine of the main Indian force were killed and seven taken
prisoncr. The Chinese also suffered casualtics, but probably of only
one killed. Once again the accounts of the incidents were contradictory.

* A para-military force like the Assam Rifles,
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the Congress Party’s giant share left only the fast two slicfc.s for the’
Opposition. There technically sat no such thing as an Opposition party
(the Lok Sabha’s criterion for party status being a membership o.f at
Jeast fifty) but a collection of sub-groups. Largest of these at the time
was the Communist Party of India, with thirty-one members. Next,
with nineteen scats, came the Praja Socialist Party, the main splinter
of the Congress Socialists who had quit the mother party some years
before and then broken up. After that no party had as many as ten
scats, although a few had cobbled together groups for the sake of
convenience in obtaining speaking time and other privileges. The new-
born Swatantra Party, conccived as the voice of a sccular and demo-
cratic Right alternative to Congress; the Jan Sangh, the voice and
vehicle of Hindu orthodoxy and reaction; the Socialist Party, another
of the Left’s splinters; the Republicans, representing the Untouch-
ables: these and even smaller parties together with numerous Inde-~
pendents filled the rest of the Opposition benches. Considering their
small numbers, these Opposition members put up a stout verbal resis-
tance to the mass weight of the Congress, and most of the Lok Sabha’s
best debaters were on the Opposition side. These included Acharya
Kripalani, formerly president of the Congtess Party, now leader of the
Praja Socialists, who would rise in his front seat, like the Ancient
Mariner with his persistence and his long grey locks, to assail the
Government, making Krishna Menon, the Defence Minister, his
special target; Asoka Mehta, also then with the Praja Sodialists, the
anti-Communist, liberal intellectual to a 'T; Professor Ranga from
Andhra Pradesh in the south, heading the Swatantra delegation, with
Minoo Masani, ex-socialist turned Rightist with all the fervour of the
apostate; Professor Hiren Mukerjee, the model of the Communist in
Parliamentary clothing, suave, strong and precise in debate, an alert
upholder of his Party’s civil liberties and Parliamentary rights. Among
the Independents Frank Anthony, the leader and nominated member
for the Anglo-Indian community, was outstanding, his contributions
to debate allways cogent, at times as cutting and glittering as ground
glass, standing out in the chamber as much for hisinvariable and imma-
;\i:ﬁ;?/es’tcm attire as for his oratory. At t}ﬁs time the great bulk of
ament’s l?usmess was conducted in English, the occasional passage
?f Hindi coming only when a member used it because his English was
inadequate, or —more rarely —on principle.

It was a characteristic of the Lok Sabha that almost all the leading
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members on the Opposition side had once been in the Congtess Party,
s

s with their app across the floor when politics
were sablinated, or at least blurred, in the independence movement.
The associarions of past imes added bi to the

exchanges in the House, but they also provided an underlsy of fami-~
Larity and remembered friendship.

On the Government side Nehru towered. He was then seventy, but
carried his years lighdy, still with a two-smirs-at-a-time springiness
in his walk, the stoop of age showing in his neck and shoulders enfy
when he was tired. Much as he went his own way in decisions—or

D U ey T R S e D SO
primacy o - . -
for majo L : .
A poor debater, his speeches too long and more like soliloquies than
ications, he was a parl by commi rather
than by joyi 4 w the House, his

P joying his

sallies were often touched with contempt for huis opponents —‘infan-
ale’, ‘childish’ were favounte words of tebuke for them. His anthonity
was accepted, and in fact Nehru cather than the Speaker held the seins
of the House; when, as not infrequently even 1n those days, 1t was bolt*
ing into noisy disorder wath the Speaker's calls ignored i, would be
Nehru's cutting voice which overrode the tumult and restored contrite
decorum,

But Nehru's dominance was by no means absolute, it was tem~
pered by his basic amenability to the will of the House and particutarly
£0 the submerged but powerful opposition to him wathin the Congress
Party aself. That was represented even on the front bench® by Pant,
the Home Munuster at this time, 2 dotardly beanmg dusgussing 2 sull
. RN TN b S el P Al Tnanea
Americ’s grain surpluses; the burly Jagjivan Ram, the Congress
Party’s leader of Hinduwsm's submerged caste of U hables, who
was wsing the Railways portfolio to advance the interests of his caste.
Colfeagrues itke this were often deeply opposed to Nehru's approach;
but they never fonght him, being content metely to thwart—juse as
Nehru himself, 1t often scemed, was content merely to exhart. In the
massed back benches of the party dusapproval of Nehru's polites was
widespread too, althongh Jatent and wsvally muted. But the border
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question gave such Congress critics of Nehru occasion and courage to
attack him dircctly, confident that so long as they spoke for the nation’s
sccurity and territorial integrity they could reply upon almost univer-
sal support in the House.

Krishna Menon, Defence Minister since 1957, in a scat directly behind
the Prime Minister, served as a substitute target for those who pre-
ferred not to attack Nehru directly. Closer to Nehru personally than
anyone else in the Government, Mcnon added to that cause of jealousy
an undisguised contempt for the bulk of his colleagues. His backingin the
party was very limited; he had no state base (he came from Kerala but
had spent most of his political life in London), and the Congress Left,
which counted him their leader, was a weak reed indeed. Menon’s
real roots of influence and power lay in his friendship with Nehru, and
so long as the Prime Minister backed him he was safe against his many
enemies in Congress. But Menon had long been besieged in Parliament,
and the first disclosure of the existence of the Chinese road in Aksai
Chin and the Longju incident coincided with the aborted resignation
of the Chief of Army Staff, General Thimayya, and brought on a
clamour for his resignation.*

Nirad Chaudhuri, a perceptive but unsparing anatomist of Indian
society, saw in Nchru

one fatal weakness, his incapacity to stand up to more determined
colleagues. . . . Therefore he yiclds. . . to popular feeling whenever
he thinks, and as a rale wrongly, thatitistoo strong for him. More-~
over, this illjudged yielding in him has an extraordinary feature:
he then becomes a whole-hearted and even passionate advocate of
the very courses he condemned before. For instance, from time to
time he lost his patience with the Hindu bluster against China, and
employed strong language about it, but when at last he gave in he
showed an exuberance which was not less than that of his critics. 108

That *bluster against China’ began to pick up volume in the monsoon
session of Parliament in August 1959, and as criticism of the Govern-
ment’s China policy developed, so it broadened its scope. The attack,
which came as strongly from the non-Communist Left as from the
Right, took in non-alignment as well as ‘doctrinaire’ economic policies,
and hitas hard at the Government’s domestic policies as at its handling of
foreign affairs. The dispute over the boundarics and the Government’s

* This incident is described in the following section,
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an Indian protectorate, and that there was no reference at all to defence
in the India~Bhutan treaty.1%? On August 24th an adjournment motion
was tabled in the Lok Sabha on ‘the grave situation arising out of the
hostile attitude of the Chinese Communists towards India. . . /110
Nehru's attitude to Sino-Indian relations at this time was still positive
and measured. He sympathized with many of the expressions of dis-
approval of Chinese actions in Tibet that were being voiced in India,
and perhaps also with some of the expressions of anxicty about China’s
intentions towards India. But he had told the Lok Sabha in May:

Looking at the subject from any long perspective, or even in the
short perspective, it is a matter of considerable consequence that
China and India should be friends, should be co-operative. It does
not mean that they should go the same path, but they should not
come in each other’s way; they should not be hostile to each other;
it is neither good for India nor for China. . . . It is in the interest of
both these countries, even though they function in different ways,
not to be hostile to each other.21t

Up to almost the end of August 1959 he had told Parliament nothing
at all about the boundary dispute with China, about the road that
crossed Aksai Chin, or about Peking's opposed approach to the whole
question of boundary settlement—and for once the secret had been very
well kept. It was not only a matter of sccrecy; Nehru did not hesitate
to mislead Parliament when members picked up the scent of the
boundary dispute. In mid-August an Opposition member from Assam
asked whether China had of late communicated to India the view that
‘the McMahon Line no longer describes the international boundary as
it was not ratified by the Chinese Government, and as it was only a
British creation there should be some sort of redrawing of the line'.
This can be recognized as a fair summary of Chou En-lai’s fisst letter,
received in January; but Nehru replied: ‘No, sir; we have reccived no
such communication now or at any earlicr stage.”12 On August 28th
the chickens thus hatched came home to roost.

The Longju incident of three days before was reported in the news-
papers that morning, Word had also at last got out of the existence of
the Chinese road across Aksai Chin, and members came to the House
dcfn:mding information on both subjects. Nchru coolly confirmed the
existence of the road ‘through a comner of our north-castern Ladakhi
territory’ and told the House how the Government had learned of it.
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[China] having accepted broadly the McMahon Line, I am pre-
pared to discuss any interpretation of the McMahon Line; minor
interpretation here or therc—that is a different matter—not these
big chunks but the minor interpretation, whether this hill s there,
or this little bit is on this side or on that side, on the facts, on the
maps, on the cvidence available. That I am prepared to discuss
with the Chinese Government. I am prepared to have any kind of
conciliatory, mediatory process to consider this. I am prepared to
have arbitration of any authority agreed to by the two parties
about these minor rectifications, where they are challenged by
them or by us, whichever the case may be. That is a different
matter. . . . I do not take up that kind of narrow attitude that
whatever I say is right and whatever the other person says is
wrong. But the broad McMahon Line has to be accepted and so
far as we are concerned it is there and we accept it.}14

Nehru then turned to the western sector, saying ‘the position abo
Ladakh is somewhat different.” He explained that the McMahon Lit
did not extend there (a lot of M.P.s were at this time hazy in the
border geography) and that the border was governed by the 18
treaty between Gulab Singh and the Tibetans—stating, erroncousl
that the Emperor of China had also been party to that treaty.* ‘Noboc
has challenged that,” he said. ‘Nobody challenges it now.”

But the actual boundary of Ladakh with Tibet was not very carefully
defined. It was defined to some extent by British officers who went
there, but 1 rather doubt if they did any careful survey. They
marked the line. It has been marked all along in our maps. They
did it. As people do not live there, by and large, it does not make
any difference. At that time, nobody cared about it.116

In his statements in Parliament about the western sector at this tin
Nehru was not only vague, he was tentative:

It is a complicated thing, but we have always looked upon the
Ladakh area as a different area, as, if I may say so, some vaguer
area so far as the frontier is concerned because the exact line of the
frontier is not at all clear as in the case of the McMahon Line. . . .18
This place, Aksai Chin area, is [Indian] in cur maps undoubtedly,

* Sce pages 24 and 25 n in Part I for th i

; : ] e 1842 treaty. Not only was China not a patty
1t.f but neither, according to the British officer who invcstigatcdy the matter for the %irtg'(
a few years after it was concluded, was the Tibetan Government. 117
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There appears to have been some uneasiness among Nehru's Cabinet
slleagues and other advisers at the conclusions for India’s policy to-
ards China that he had drawn from Gopal’s report. By this time
Tehru was keeping the Cabinet's Forcign Affairs Committee™ closely
wformed about the handling of the dispute with China, and Gopal
ave the committee an oral account of the result of his investigations.
‘rishna Menon afterwards demurred to Gopal, saying that this his-
orical approach to questions of boundary agreement was not the way
o go about it, that what was nceded was a political decision. Others in
he Cabincet also apparently felt that between them Nehru, the amateur
istorian, and Gopal, the professional, were taking the Government on
“wrong course, and expressed such misgivings to Gopal.’? But the
atter was the wrong man to complain to, he could take no policy
lecisions; and no one was prepared to stand up to Nehru in Cabinet
nd squarely disagree with him.

If Nehru had decided that India’s interests lay in a settlement with
Shina and instructed Gopal accordingly, the latter could have pro-
luced a historical justification for a compromise boundary line in the
western sector —indeed, in the MacDonald-Macartney line of 1899 one
was ready made. But, as a marked change in Nehru's public comments
on China at this time make clear, he was by then resentful and sus-
vicious of China, angered by what he had begun to see as Peking’s
cavalier and overbearing approach to the boundary question.

As Nehru saw it, equality of regard was fundamental to good rela-
tions between governments. “Natural friendship does not exist if you
are weak and if you are looked down upon as a weak country,” he told
Parliament at the beginning of September. ‘Friendship cannot exist
between the weak and the strong, between a country that is trying to
bully and the other who accepts to be bullied. . . . It is only when
pcoplf: are more or less equal, when people respect each other, that they
are friends. So also [with] nations.” In Nchru’s reading of events on
thc‘ borders and of the diplomatic correspondence, China was not ful-
filling that prcsconion for fricndship, but was on the contrary using
the boun_dary question to assert superiority, cven perhaps dominance,
over India. As he expressed it apropos the Longju incident, the Chinese
might have {ntsndcd that ‘just to show us our place . . . so that we may
not get uppish’.** A few days later he confirmed the charge. ‘Now,

* This consisted of Nehru, Pant (Home Affairs), Morarj i (Fi
A ) , Morarji Des: {ri
Lal Bahadur Shastri {Commerce and Iudustry)), and j%x?lK.?;:'l(?[lz:\T’)c.c)' Rrishna Menon.
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Nehru was phaiinly speaking from a strong sense of injury and resent~
ment. He felt that the Chinese had failed to give due weight to India’s
importance in the world—they forgot, he said, that ‘India is not a
country which can be ignored, cven though she may speak in a gentler
Janguage.'1%° An clement of Nchru’s reaction was undoubtedly per-
sonal, and perhaps it was a strong onc. All of India’s foreign policy
was an extension of Nehru's political personality; but no part of it was
more markedly associated with him personally than India’s friendship
with China. He had long been under attack for it from his domestic
critics; now they were gleefully reminding him of their past warnings.
To this humiliation, weakening to his own political position, must
have been added the sense of betrayal by the Chincse, and particularly
by Chou En-lai.

How strong Nchru's sensc of injury was can be assessed by its con-
sequence, which was nothing less than the reversal of what had until
then been a key clement in India’s foreign policy: the policy of friendly
co-operation with China. That this had always been close to Nehra's
own heart has been seen; but it was also a policy that, from every con-
sideration of India’s interest, was not only sound, but imperative. That
it could now be dropped, in anger and resentment at China's approach
to the question of the boundaries, suggests that India’s foreign policy
in Nehru's day could be largely subjective, and was cdloscly tied to
Nchri's own pride, and perhaps prestige.

The change in Nehru's attitude towards China was sudden, and can
be related to two cvents; the Longju clash (Nchru ignored the fact
that this was a consequence of India’s admitted unilateral modification
of the McMahon Line) and, sccondly, the receipt of a long letter from
Chou En-lai.

This letter, dated Scptember 8th, 1959, and a belated reply to
Nehru’s of six months before, confirmed all the Indian misgivings and
resentment about the Chinese approach to the boundary question. In
a tone markedly less cordial than in his previous letter, Chou reaffirmed
t?lc basic point: that the Sino-Indian boundary had never been de-
limited. He rebutted Nehru's argument that the 1842 treaty for the
western sector, and the Simla Conference for the eastern, had amounted
to dclimitati9n; he pointed out that China had not participated in the
former —which anyway made no specific provision for the boundary —
and that the McMahon Line was not even a product of the Simla
Conference proper, and had never been recognized by any Chinese
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a measurc by which he said ‘the dark clouds hanging over Sino-Indian
relations would be speedily dispelled’.1

This letter was read in New Delhi as a barely veiled claim for the
whole of NEFa north of the Brahmaputra—a claim, as Nehru de-
scribed it, “which it is quite impossible for India or almost any Indian
ever to admit whatever the consequences”.1* If this was a misreading —
and the evidene suggests that it was—the Chinese must bear some of
the blame. Chou En-lai’s former assurance that when it came to nego--
tiations China would accept the McMahon alignment had here almost
disappeared, dwindling into the reference to ‘existing actualities’ as
one of the factors upon which a boundary settlement should be based.
He had also greatly exaggerated the extent of Tibetan/Chincse pene-
tration into the tribal belt enclosed by the McMahon Linc; apart from
the Tawang Tract, that, as has been seen, had not in fact reached more
than a few miles down some of the bigger valleys, but Chou now
suggested that Chinese administration had extended throughout the
tribal belt. This was as tendentious as the Indian claim that the
McMahon Line simply formalized the previous ‘natural, traditional,
ethnic and administrative boundary’.?® Each side, it can be seen, was
by now maintaining that what had in fact been a no-man’s-land had
always been under its own administration.

Chou En-lai’s letter was taken in New Dclhi as amounting to what
Nehru a little later called ‘a definite breach of faith [by the Chinese]
with a country which tricd to be friendly to them’.?® But analysis of
the letter, putting it into the context of Chinese statements before and
after, and of the moment in Sino-Indian rclations in which it was
written, scen from Pcking, suggests that Chou may have meant to
express 1o alteration in China’s basic approach to the boundary ques-
tion. When the letter was written relations had been severcly strained
by the rebellion in Tibet and the reaction to this in India, vociferously
sympathetic to the rebels. Peking suspected that India’s sympathy cx-
tended to covert assistance to the rebels, allowing them to raid back
into Tibet from sanctuary below the McMahon Line, and letting
agents of the Kuomintang regime in Formosa operate freely in Kalim-
pong, smuggling saboteurs, weapons and ammunition into Tiber.23®
There had been an outburst of violently anti-Chinese feeling in India,
going as far as calls for war, and, while Nehru had until then by and
large maintained his friendly and calm tone, he too had publicly sym-
pathized with the Tibetan rebels, giving that sympathy demonstrative
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days before that there had been no delimitation in the western sector;
but then he went on to say: ‘Indecd the terrain of the Sino-Indian
border in many places makes such physical demarcation on tbc .gro’und .
impossible” Thus, by suggesting that when he said ‘delimitation’ he
meant ‘demarcation” Nehru in effect cancelled his admission about the
indeterminate nature of the border in the western sector, and resumed
his carlier stand—that the boundary was already settled everywhere,
and that it lay just where India said it did. (At home Nehru retracted
his admission by simply saying that he had been ‘quoted out of con-
text’, and declared that ‘neither in-the castern nor the western sector
[is] the Indian border indeterminate’.) 140

The Indian arguments, as they had by then been set out in a series of
diplomatic notes to Peking and in Nehru’s letters to Chou En-lai, were
diffcrent in character as they applicd to the two main sectors in dispute,
the castern and the western. So far as the McMahon Line was con-
cerned, the first line of defence was the argument that the Anglo-
Tibetan exchanges which produced it ‘nwst, in accordance with
accepted international practice, be regarded as binding on both China
and Tibet'.14t This argument was sustained by burking the central
issue —which was that the Chinese had not participated in the secret
Anglo-Tibctan exchanges—and by ignoring the fact that China in 1914
and later had explicitly repudiated any and all such agreements between
the Tibetans and the British. The officials and historians of the Indian
Ministry of External Affairs, and no doubt Nehru, knew as well as the
Chinese that this was a mistepresentation of what took place at the
Simla Conference. But the Indian Government had decided that it
would be dangerously against the country’s interest to negotiate a
boundary settlement with China. This was not only because of the
expectation that, whatever hints the Chinese might drop beforchand,
at such negotiations they would introduce sweeping irredentist claims;
the Indians had also come to see any compromise boundary scttlement
with China as unacceptoble, because it would signal that India had had
to back down, and thus relegate her to sccondary status in Asia. The
only reasonable ground for refusing to negotiatc a boundary settle-
ment is the argument that the boundary is already in fact delimited,
and the Indians argued accordingly, not, of course, for the benefit of
the Chinese, but for the international community at large, which was
by now trying to follow the Sino-Indian debate.

The second line of India’s verbal defence was the claim that the
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essentially differcnt. In the east, the Indian position was really that the
McMahon Linc was the de facto boundary and by every consideration
of national intcrest must remain so, and the arguments were shaped to
that purpose. But in the case of the Aksai Chin arca, the Indians were
convinced that their claim had a stronger historical foundation than
that of the Chinese. This conviction rested basically on the report of
Dr Gopal, who was responsible for the claboration and presentation
of the Indian historical argument throughout.

The Indian argument was most cffective in countering the Chinese
version of the ‘traditional and customary boundary line’. In detail, the
Chinese case for the line shown on their maps was weak, and the
Indians were able to cite much evidence to indicate that the Chinese
claim was too far to the west. The Chinese counter was that because
no boundary had been delimited, any ‘traditional and customary’
alignment had to be vague, by its nature; precision was to be expected
only after delimitation and demarcation, processes which the Indians
were maintaining were not required. If the Chinese case for their ver-
sion of the traditional and customary boundary was not strong, how-
ever, the Indian evidence to substantiate their own claim that a fully
determined international boundary existed along their claim line was
also weak. They could adduce evidence that at various times the Kuen
Lun mountains had marked the southern limit of Chinese territory in
this area; but they could adduce none to show that cffective Indian or
British administration had ever been exercised up to the Kuen Lun,
Aksai Chin had in practice been a no-man’s-land, and no lincar
boundary had ever run across or around it. The creation of such a
boundary-had been left to independent India and China.

One curious element of the Indian presentation of their case was the
treatment of the 1899 Macartney-MacDonald linc. This, as has been
scen, was the only boundary alignment ever proposed to China by the
British; and it would have left the territory crossed by the road built
by ‘the Chinese in the 19505 on their own side. But the Indians per-
sistently inverted the implication of the 1899 line;* for example,
I.\Iehr‘u claimed in his letter to Chou in September 1959 that the 1809
line ‘signified beyond doubt that the whole of Aksai Chin area lay
in Indian territory’ —the reverse of the truth. This error can only be

* For the Indian side’s mis-statements of the 18 : ials’ H
09 proposal sce: Officials’ Report, p. $5;
Note of November 24th, 1959 (W.P. 1, p. 25); Note of Fcbruaryﬂ;zth, 1961; (W{’P. i,

g. 2332. Note of November 4th, 1959 (W.P. 11, p. 22); and this letter of Nehru's (WP H,
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(b) In the event of any Chinesc armed detachment coming over to
our side, they should be told to go back. Only if they firc should
our people fire at them.

(¢) [This gave detailed instructions for the Chushul area.]

(d) The Aksai Chin arca has to be left more or less as it is as we
have no check-posts there and practically littde of access. Any
questions in relation to it can only be considered, when the time
arises, in the context of the larger question of the entire border.
For the present, we have to put up with the Chinese occupation
of this north-castern scctor {of Ladakh] and their road across it.
(¢) Our general instructions to our peaple on the border should be
that they should avoid any provocative action, but should remain
firmly on our side of the linc and nohallow themsclves to be
pushed away casily. )

(£) 1 think it is unlikely that the Chinese forces will take up any
aggressive line on this fronticr, that is, try to enter into our terri-
tory any further. If they should do so, they will have to be stopped
and the matter reported to us immediately for instructions.*

When this minute was dictated, the large Indian patrol detailed to
set up a post at the Lanak Pass was already setting out and, as has been
scen, on October 21st it clashed with the Chincse at the Kongka Pass
and suffered fatal casualtics. In its protest note of November 4th New
Delhi compared China’s actions on the borders with ‘the activities of
the old imperialist powers against whom both India and China
struggled in the past’, and warned that India would resist aggression
by all mcans available. This same note carricd a detailed and complete
description— the first—of the boundary which India claimed existed
in the western scctor. In Parliament in August and September Nehru
had made repeated statements to the effect that no clear boundary had
cver been defined in the western sector: now a boundary putting the
whole of Aksai Chin in India was described with exactitude, and the
Chinese were told that ‘any person with a knowledge of history . . .
would appreciate that this traditional and historical frontier of India
has been associated with India’s culture and tradition for the Jast two

* Thie et
m':lx-t}::u' z;unu:c. ; dacument of the Government of India, is still unpublished. As with much
rial quoted later in this baok, the writer is not free to state where or how he obtained

:f;uﬁ:’ should be taken to be the case where documents are cited without reference to
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nd o, 1he utterznocs of thowe with ‘cold feet 2nd warm heads',
znd offcred repeated zcsurances tha the country was militerily srong
eueuph. ‘D can 121} this Hous', he said in the Lok Sabhe, ‘that at no
time sinee oot independence, 2nd of covrse before it, were our defence
Souros in better condition, in finer feule, and with the background of
our fzr greater industrial produation . . . to help them, than' they are
mnday. | am noy boasting sbout them or comparing them with any
rther eountry’s, but T am quite confident that our defence forces are
wre) capable of Inoking after our gecurity.”? The same claims, even
smore measured, were made by respected commentators in the press.
£ columinist in the Times of India, reflecting high-level briefings, wrote
of the Prirne Minicter's ffull confidence in the ability of our defence
fores to maintain the integrity of our northern border should the
Chincie be o foolish as to challenge it. This confidence is not mere
bravado but is based on a carcful and studied appreciation of the
military and Jogjstical zituation along the Sino-Indian border.”1% How
vide of the mark such views were will be seen Jater.

1ehiru had 2 public meeting called in Wew Delhi <o that he could
answer these attacks, He cxplained that in his Mcerut speech he had
heen speaking to a rustic audience, and that therefore he had used
simpler language and ideas; and now he began to take a tougher
approach, "We will defend our country with all our might,” he said;
‘there is no fear in my mind that somcbody will attack us and sit on
our chest, .., We are strong enough to meet any challenge.’15?

‘That the Kongka Pass incident came to have a drastic cffect on
Mehru's thinking as viell as on public opinion was revealed in a memo-
randum <ent by Nehru to key ambassadors abroad and leaked to the
New York: Times, which published its gist on November 12th:

Aceording to this sccret memorandum, Mr Nehru is believed to be
of the opinion that India may have to use armed force to push
Chineze troops out of the Indian territory they have occupicd.
Mr Nehru is reported to have pointed out that China through-
out her history has never willingly surrendered any territory or
abandoned any territorial claims. He is said to be convinced now
that China in the present dispute is only after territorial gains from
India and not interested in a scttlement based on traditional
fronticrs: therefore he does not see much chance of a reasonable
negotiated settlement of the dispute. He is further reported to have
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in the diplomatic correspondence with China should be publicized.*
Bu it brought about that derangement of the governing power which
Walter Lippmann has described, when ‘the power of the exccutive has
become enfeebled, often to the verge of impotence, by the pressures of
the representative assembly and of mass opinions.’?6%
Lippmann went on to obscrve that this ‘has forced the democratic
states to commit disastrous and, it could be, fatal mistakes’; but before
applying this to the Indian Government’s handling of its dispute with
China it must be remembered that the collision course was set by Neheu
and his advisers long before this, when they were under no significant
public pressure. Furthermore, that while Nehru’s surrender to legis-
lative supervision of policy was almost complete, that worked only
’to(,pt;sh—h‘ihi/on in directions he had chosen himself. Public and Parlia-
mentary pressures did not make him do anything he was not himsclf
inclined to do; nor did they prevent him from doing anything he
really wished to do. Political opinion in India was arouscd by the end
of 1959, and it was plain that any attempt to compromise with China
would be denounced as appeasenmient, or cowardice, or worse. So the
controls were locked~but in the positions in which Nehru had set
them, and from which he was never seriously to attempt to move
them.

* Why dx.d_Nchr}x publish the White Papers? Walter Crocker asks in his smcjy of the late
Prime Minister: ‘They were bound to unleash nationalist passion in India, prabably to a
degree which could deprive him of any leeway for negotiating. Pique? Natiomalist
passion in h!rgis‘clf? ot calculation, for instance to exert pressure on China as well a5 to
anticipate criticisms of his border policy in India? Perhaps all three were part of the moati~
vation; but probably the biggest factor was that after . . . the exposures made in Parlia-
ment in 1949, the safest course was to make 3 clean breast of it 164 w



(it) Evasive Action

At the end of 1959 China attempted to switch the focus of the dispute
from historical argument to discussion of ways to resolve it, and mean-
while to de-fuse the situation on the borders, Chou En-lai wrote again
to Nehru on November 7th, 1959, sfter the Kongka Pass incident. He
describied this as unfortunate and unexpected and said tha, unless the
two Governments quickly worked out a solution, border clashes which
neither wanted to sce might occur again. Noting with grarification that
Nchru had aceepted the prinaiple that pending a sertlement the statrs
quo should be maintamed {which i fact, as has been seen, was not the
casc) be proposed that the armed forces of both sides should each be

ithdrawn twenty ki from the McMazhon Line and from ‘the
line up to which each side exerases actual control’ in the western
sector. He asserted that China had 'never had the intention of straining
the border siruation and the relations between the two conntries’, and
then proposed that he and Nehru should meet 1n the immediate future
to discuss the boundary question and Sino-Indian relations gencrally. 35

The proposal of a summit meeung and 1terim measures of demili-

tarization appeared to be 1n consonance with the general approach to

he setth of Idisputes withwhichIndu, and particularty
Nehru, were assocnted. The expectation outede India was, therefore,
that Chou En-lafs proposdls would be accepted; bue in fact the
Chinese approsch had been ruled out by India even before it was arti~
culated. The gap was already unbridgable, but 12 was obscured by the
carcful wording of Indu's diplomatic communications.

When Chou En-l proposed that ‘the two sides should maintain the
fong-existing sfatus quo of the border' he meant that they should both
stay in the frontier ateas mnto which they had extended administration
inthe prfc:ding decade or 50, and make no attempt to disturb the other’s
occupation. The McMshon Lisie would thus conunue 1o be observed
by China as the de facto boundary; while in the western sector stabliza~
tion of the posiion would leave the two sides for the most part widely
separated, with China in occupation of Aksai Chin. As the Chinese

135
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used the phrase, status guo meant ‘the situation obtaining at present’,
i.e. on November 7th, 1959, when Chou made his proposal. As the
Indians used thephrase, however, it meant ‘the situation as it was
before China moved info Aksai Chin’. Thus, when China proposed
maintenance of the stafs gquo, she meant that everyone should stay
where they then were; when India scemed to adopt the proposal, she
meant in fact that the Chinese should evacuate the areas India claimed,
while India remained in possession of the territory China claimed.
This word-juggling created a situation where India could call it ‘main- -
taining the status guo’ when her patrols moved into Chinese-held ter-
ritory. It also made it impossible to reach any standstill agreement
pending settlement.

By the end of 1959 the general Indian perception of the situation on
the borders was that China had by stealth seized a large area of incon-
trovertibly Indian territory in the west and, when challenged, had
brazenly advanced a factitious claim to an even bigger area below the
McMahon Line. After the Kongka Pass incident the Chinese Defence .
Ministry had coupled the two areas in a statement, saying that if the
Indians insisted on a right to patrol in Aksai Chin because they claimed
that territory, the Chinese could similarly claim a right to patrol into
the area south of the McMahon Line.%¢ This was read in India as a
threat, but also as the hint of a bargain in which China would give up
her claim to the territory below the McMahon Line if India gave up
hers to Aksai Chin. In the Indian reading, the Chinese were saying:
*You forget about what we have stolen, and we will not try to steal
any more'; and backing that up with the implied threat that, if India
persisted in trying to regain the stolen western territory, China would
swallow NEFA too. '

The Indian approach to the border question becomes intelligible if
it is seen in this light: suppose one morning it is discovered that in a
surprise and secret move the Chinese army has irrupted through an
unguarded border pass and swarmed into the Punjab, occupying
several thousand square miles and beginning to run traffic across it.
Chinese troops set up road blocks on the Grand Trunk Road and turn
back Indian travellers; in an ambush, they kill several of 4 police patrol.
New Delhi challenges Peking, charging her with clandestine invasion
and aggression. China blandly replies that the area now occupied has .
always been under Chinese control. She expresses ‘willingness, even
cagerness, to scttle the boundary question as a whole through peaceful
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negotiations; but suggests that first both sides undereake to observe the
status quo. New Delhi would of course instantly reject the idea of
negotiations; tepudiate the suggestion that the stats guo could be
made the basis of even a temporary arrangement; and commit India
to throwing back the Chinese by forceif they did not withdraw volun-
warily, In the circumstances of this far-fetched scenario, such an Indian
reaction would not only have been wholly understandable, it would
have been mandatory. In fact, as has been seen, this was exactly how
the Indians did react; and they did so because they bhad convineed
themselves that China had in Aksai Chin seized territory that morally
was as much a part of India as was the Punjab.

Judging by Neheu's admission in Parliament that the boundary in
the west was undelumited, that the Aksai Chin area was something
vaguer than the McMahon Line, he did not at fire hold thar view
himself. But he had been brought to 1t, by hus responsiveness to the
public anger in India, by his own indignation at what he saw as
China's bullying betrayal, and perhaps by Gopals teport. As the Indian
argument that the boundaries had always been just where she claimed
they were was claborated, so 1t seems that Nehru, hke many others in
India and cliewhere, came to beheve it. From thus it followed that
China’s presence in Aksai Chin must be a standing act of aggression,
and the Indian Government was therefore bound to reject any arrange-~
ment which appeated to acquesce 1 sts contmuance.

Nehru had also ruled out discussions such as Chou proposed with

. his obscrvanon that 'no Government could possibly duscuss the future
of such large areas which are an integral part of their terntory.#7 He
had gone even further, and made discussions on the precise alignment
of the boundary {distingushing those from general boundary negotia-
tions) cond { upon umlateral Chinese withdrawals.1#* That Chou
En-lai, 1 spite of the stated Indian position, now proposed a summit
meeting suggests esther that the Chinese had not yet appreciated how
adamant the Induan stand was, or that Peking wished to put New
Delbiin the posttion of openly refusing to negotiate,

That India would refise both of Chou En-lars proposals was, then, 2
foregone conclusion, but the rejection of the 1dea of a demilitarized
zone all slong the borders was coupled with a counter-proposal. In his
teply, Nehru first distinguished the eastern and middle sectors from the
western seetor, saying that the danger of clashes would be avorded s
the first two sf both sides simply stopped sending out forward patrols—

pod
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vihich, he said, India had in fact already done. Turning to the western
sector, he reiterated the claim that India had exercised jurisdiction over
Aksai Chin by sending regular patrols there, and ruled out an agree-
ment to maintain the status quo because, he said, ‘the facts concerning
the status guo are themselves in dispute’. He then advanced his own
proposal:

Isuggest, therefore, that in the Ladakh arca both our Governments
should agree on the following as an interim measure. The Govern~
ment of India should withdraw all personnel to the west of the line
which the Chinese Government have shown as the international
boundary in their 1956 maps which, so far as we are aware, are
their latest maps. Similarly, the Chinese Government should with-
draw their personnel to the east of the international boundary
which has been described by the Government of India in their
catlier notes and correspondence and shown in their official maps.
Since the two lines are separated by long distances, there should
not be the slightest risk of border clashes between the forces on
cither side. The area is almost entirely uninhabited. It is thus not
necessary to maintain administrative personnel in this area bounded
by the two lines on the cast and west. 1%

In its conception this'was a diplomatic ploy, not a proposal made with
any expectation that it would be accepted. The Chinese proposal for
joint military withdrawals had put India on the diplomatic defensive.
Now Nechru riposted by ingeniously using the language of mutual
withdrawal to advance what was in fact the same Indian demand for
total and practically unilateral Chinese withdrawal from the disputed
territory in the western sector. Implementation of Nehru’s proposal
would have involved Indian evacuation of one post, Demchok, in the
extreme south-east of the disputed area, and perhaps fifty square miles
around it. For China, on the other hand, it would have meant evacuat-
ing about twenty thousand square miles, an evacuation that would have
left no land route from Sinkiang to Tibet—except in so far as India
might have been prepared to allow the Chinese to use the Aksai Chin
road for civilian traffic. (That modification to the original proposal was
suggested at the time by Nehru in a press conference in New Delhi.)170

Nehru's counter-proposal was widely welcomed by Indian political
commentators, who saw it as ‘eminently reasonable and practicable’
and offering China an ‘opportunity of vacating its aggression without

£
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undue loss of prestige’.17t The politicians were by no means so approv-
e a v Senp ) ’ (R S,

when he sud that ‘in their eagemess for a negotiated settlement
Government have suggested that India would withdraw from what
has always been India m retumn for the Chinese withdrawing from
areas which are also ours.’??? Asoka Mehta charged that the Govern-
ment had weakened India’s case in its eagerness to negotiate; a Jan
Sangh speaker said that offering to make a no-man’s-land out of a
corner of India amowunted to ‘putting a premium on aggression’.33
‘Through the press and directly, Government spokesmen and officials
tried to assuage these misgivings, emphasizing the smallness of the area
which Indiz would have to vacate and that the Prime Mimster’s pro-
posal would, if accepted, achieve India’s man objective of gettng the
Chinese out of the Aksar Chun area, It was also pointed out that even
full Chinese compliance would not mean that India’s boundary clayms
became negotable. The negonations that mght follow Chinese with-
drawals in fmplementation of the Nehru proposal would stll only be
about marginal boundary adjustment, not about ‘great chunks’ of
India.t™
Nehru's rejection of Chou En-lar’s suggestion of an immediate
meeting of the two Prime Minusters, on the other hand, was almost
universally welcomed 1n India Opinton there was sohd that there
should be no discussions with Peking until the Chinese had withdrawn
from Aksa1 Chin. Newspapers hammered at this point editorially. “We
must make it clear that there can be no discussions of any kind while
Chinese provocation lasts.”?* “The Induan Government and the Indian
people are determuned that there shall be no appeasement of any ex~
pansionist nesghbour. They will not countenance any compromise
which will eat nto Indian national territory. . . . There can be no
negotiations on the boundary question so long as the Chinese remain
on Indin soil."?¢ ‘New Delhu’s willingness to negotiate is not uncon-
ditional and cannot be until China vacates its aggression and thereby
acknowledges supremacy of peacefisl and friendly negotiations. [New
Delki must not] deviate an meh from its position of insisting in the first
place on the total withdrawal of Chinese forces al; the f;nfc‘ ’S:; :;f;::;
tions "1 Qpposition M.P.s urged, with Kripalsni, that ¢
can take plfcl:: only on the basigs of prior acceptance by China of our
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frontiers and the immediate. vacation of territories forcibly occupied
by them.'2? Congressmen felt the same way. Atulya‘x G%losh, t?lc Con-
gress boss of West Bengal, put it in moral terms: With China con-
tinuing her aggressive activitics no man of self-respect would entertain
the proposal of a mecting between the Prime Ministers of India and
China’

Nehru took no bows to the applause for his refusal to meet Chou
En-lai; indeed with spirit and persistence he maintained in his domestic
utterances that he was not only ready but cager to meet the Chines, -
and was determined to go on secking to negotiate! ‘So far as I am
concerned, and so fat as this Government is concerned,” he said at the
end of 1959, ‘we will negotiate and negotiate and negotiate to the
bitter end. I absolutely reject the approach of stopping negotiations at
any stage. That, T think, is not only a fundamentally wrong approach
but ... itis also 2 fundamentally anti-Gandhian approach. . . . Negotia~
tions will go on as long as this Government functions, to the end’.}”
He would argue to the Opposition that the only alternative to negotia-
tions was war, and, while never ruling out the possibility of war over
the boundaries, he would again insist on the need to tatk—‘though.
that does not mean that any action which is necessitated will not be
taken’.28® Nehru would override suggestions that he should not meet
Chou En-lai: “As far as I am concerned, I am prepared to meet any-
body in the wide world,” he told correspondents at his regular monthly
press conference in January 1960. “There is nobody whom I am not
prepared to mect . . . [but] one does not rush to a mecting becausc a
meeting is tatked about, {it} may be mistimed, misjudged and thercfore
produce bad results.’

Since these reaffirmations of his resolute personal commitment to
negotiations were coupled with reiterations that India’s boundaries
were not negotiable, Nehru's position began to cause a certain amount
of puzzlement in New Delhi. At the same press conference, when
Nehru in his letter to Chou En-lai had scemed to rule out a summit
meeting, a journalist followed up the'Prime Minister’s remarks about
his willingness to negotiate with the question: ‘Is it stll the Indian
stanfi tha‘t our frontiers arc not negotiable?’ “That is our stand,” Nehru
seplicd; ‘at the same time there is nothing that is not negotiable.” He
caught himself up on this paradox, and explained: ‘It seems to be con~
tradictory. But therc is no question of negotiation or bargaining about
the matter [of the boundaries]. But it is a somewhat different matter
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in dealing with them in letters and talks. One cannot refuse to talk o
another country.’ 14

The app dictions in Nehru's on ‘negotiations’
are fesolved when it is seen thar for him the word had two distinet
meanings. When he scemed 1o be saying: “We are ready to negotiate
the boundaries, but we will never negoriate the boundaries,' he meant:
‘We will never compromise on our boundaries, but we are prepared
to censider minor adjustments to them and to falk to the other side
about them.” He later made the essential distincrion exphicit:

There 15 a difference between negotianions and talks, there is 2
world of difference. . . . Talking must always be encoursged
wherever possible. Negonation is a very formal thing; it requires
a very suitable background; 1t should not be taken up unless a sujt-
able background comes. . . . Talking 1s an entirely different matter,
Talking may not yeld any result, maybes at any rate it helps in
understanding, in probing other’s minds 192

The distinction between ‘negotiate’ 1 1ts dicdionary meamng of ‘con-
fer with 2 view to finding tenms of agreement’ agd in Nehru's sense of
‘discuss with a view to persuading the other side of the vahdity of the
Todian position’ has since become a staple device of Indian forcign
policy articulatton, understood and accepted 1n India,* but at the tum
of 1959~60 1ts subtletres were not yet app d in New Delh. The
strong impression there was that Nehru would refuse to meet Chou
En-lai unul the Chinese had signalled thexr acceptance of the Indian
version of the boundaries by withdrawmg behind the Indian chaim
Iine, or “vacating their aggression’. The wider, imternanonal fadure s0
appreciate the smbigusty of Nehru's words when he pledged himself
and his Government to negotiations must explan the almost universal
belief that it was China, rather than India, who refused to negotiate
a settlement of the boundary problem.

The confidence in Tadiz ol @ 277 A
meetin: - . ! . e
acumt L g mpews W December, Chou resterated his pro-
posal for joint mulitary withdrawal all along the bcrd:r: pomtng out
that this measure would not prejudice the clums of either side. He

# For cxample, the Indzan Government even afier the 1965 war with Pakisay frequendy
raterated 1!1; cwm;m o talk wnth Pakistan over Kashmar, while at che ‘;XS‘ nme
rrasunng demestic apimon that Kachmur was 3nd would reman "pot pegonal






3 Onvemence Practicy ity coulq 0t servg g,
Justify refusal N, r's zeply L, que
Pressed deep TEBTet thap hy very Feasonabls Proposalyr Joint vyjyp,”
drawals i € Western Sector had 10t beey accepted, py, said again that
710 agteemen, could pe Feach, Upon ciples whey there y, such
Complete gy,

P

- “Sagreemen, aboyr faces,; and he added thay Vay 1t vwas

entircly, Imposgible for ha ¢, 8910 Rang ooy O any oohey Place within
the nexe few days 104

With Indyy's fefua] of Chinag Summje Bambit o, diplomatic game
© Sorders . qutet too, g, Chinese Continued
obserye the McMabon Line de fi, boup,

Cavered ¢, the posy 2 der 2¢ , 188

that oy n~Claimed “€TTitory nog, Of the line vy 10t undey
any by, Verba] e othe, Post the 1, d 2ftempted 4
'P~markeq line, 8J8 Was ynde, Chinese

Contro] g, t Ne] 'B8ested thyy It be de, rized, and the
incse b, e Jong thdrey, from 5y, Both sies had 10pped pagrq).
ing near th ahon © Western secror had afsq 1 quiep
ince the h Chin, spended Pattollig
ere too, er had stopped Indian P TWinter and ¢p, ex-

t: I 02 undzallcng:d in

55100 of g "TMtory gy, amed 1y g, West. In ghe India'n
fon of € Situanop, 3mounted ¢ aequiescence i China’s
Cession, ¢, acccptmg by defayl; de facts settlemer, of the borden,



144 "INDIA’S CHINA WAR

on China's terms. The Chinese, it was believed, would use the oppor-
tunity to consolidate their occupation of Aksai Chin and perhaps extend
it, preparatory to the next step in what the Indians were now con-
vinced was a long-term programme of expansion at the cost of India.
From the moment they began to describe China’s presence in Indian-
claimed territory as ‘aggression” the Indian Government had assumed
an obligation to do something about it, and Nehru, pressed for a
commitment to launch military operations against the Chinese, had
invariably left the implication that if or when the time came for that
step, the Government would be ready to take it. “We do not intend
to start military operations against any of these places [held by China]
at a time when we arc dealing with them on a political level,” he told a
press conference in October.?®® With the diplomatic exchanges stale-
mated it could hardly be said that the Government was still dealing
with the problem on a political level, and with the summit unscaled it
could not be said that all diplomatic approaches had been exhausted.
Accordingly, at the beginning of 1960 the Indian Government began
to reconsider Chou En-lai’s urging of an'early meeting with Nehru.
Other factors were conducive to reconsideration. The chill had
come off the cold war, Krushchev’s visit to the United States had
generated ‘the Camp David spirit’ and, although that was soon to be
dashed by the fiasco of the Paris summit, the setback was only tem~
porary. For the general thaw, New Delhi and Nehru personally claimed
some credit. For years Nehru's India had been the persistent advocate
of a rational and civilized approach to the world’s quarrels, of the use
of the negotiating table as a lightning conductor for international
storm~clouds. Now the shaping défente between Moscow and Washing-
ton was taken to show that the great powers had at last accepted and
begun to put into practice the Indian prescription. When his foreign
policy was assailed, Nehru at this time would cite the fact that the great
powers seemed to be emulating India as evidence of the correctness of
his approach, and remind his critics of the high regard in which India
was generally held. The esteem of the’ world at large had long been
taken for granted in India. “The high position of prestige in the comity
of nations that we have come to occupy is obviously the result of our
dls}ntcrcstcd approach to international problems and the special view-
point of tole‘rance and peaceful co-existence, stemming from our
cu‘ltural inheritance, which has characterized the stands that our leader-
ship has always taken on international issues,’” an Indian official report
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noted in .xy.sér"’ At th? end of 1959 Nehru told the Lok Sabha that
‘whether it is in the United Nations or whether it js elsewhere, we are
respected all over the world,’ and wondeted why that was so.

Tt has been an amazing thing . . . that India's voice has counted for
so much in the couneils of the world in the fast several years, since
independence. . . Wemay have become conceited about it ~ there
was some room for conceit, T admt ~but the fact is that 2 country
which 1n the modemn world 11 1 terms of physical might not 1o be
compared with the great powers or with many of the armed
nations . . . which is poor and is strugghng hard to pet rid of its
poverty . . . has counted for so much n the world for the fast few
years.

It might have been partly clever diplomacy, partly the world's remem«
brance of the radiance of Gandhy, Nehru suggested, but more it was

that we have spoken with conviction and eamnestness and sincectey
about peace and our destee for peace and. ... for tolerance and when
we have talked about co-exastence and all that it was not a plirase
in our mouths and lips—it was 4 decp feelmg from snside onr
bearts and 3 deep tmderstanding of the world as 1t 1s today.

This self-congratulation did pactly, nio doubt, reflect thac claim to
special wisdom and moral status which bas been a part of Asian and pee-
haps especially Indran nationalism (a3 1 once was of European and
especially Bansh nationalism) but there was a solid cruth beneath i,
At the end of the rgsos India did ocenpy 3 umque position i the
world's affaiss, called on as referee, pescemaker or achiteator from
Gaza 1o the Cango and Korea, listened 3 with respect and courted for
understanding. As the prime arnculaar of dhe concept of non-ahgn-
ment a3 2 dynantic in taternational ricons, and 28 aecepted spokes-
man for the non-aligned countnes, 1n&a, peonsfied 11 Neheu, had

done much to blunt the confircts of the cold war. The success of India’s

foreign pobicy in terms of acceptance by both Waskingeon and Moscow

was demomsrrated just a ehus trme by the sxcesstve visits 0 New

Delhi of the Presidents of the U A and the USSR and then of
Krushcher.

Pmida:.x Eisenhower's visic 1 Decernber 1959 7= the seal on a
marked change in American policy towards ncfm‘;_::d coumstict
and India in particular, The old disapproval of ‘im=mt i
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was dead with John Foster Dulles and replaced by cordial sympnd‘\y,
verging at times on 2 suitor’s ardour—Eiscnhower told the Indian
Parliament that their country ‘speaks to the other nations of the world
with greatness of conviction, and is heard with greatness of respect.
India is a triumph that offscts the world failures of the past decade, a
triumph that . . . a cenwry from now may offset them all."** More
material cxpression of America’s backing was given in 2 sudden multi-

lication of economic aid: in the twelve years to mid-1950 the U.S.A.
had given Indiaabout $1+7 billion worth; in the next four years American
cconomic aid to India amounted to about four billion dollars” vrorth.
One factor in the changed American attitude to India was India’s falling
out with China, of which the Americans had been apprised before it
became public knowledge. In May 1950 Scnator Wiley Smith, after
visiting India, told the Scnatc Forcign Relations Committee that
Nchru and his close advisers had expressed concern about China.
‘From the standpoint of the United States’, he said, ‘it is 2 hopeful sign
that the Indian Government is becoming somewhat alarmed over Red
Chinese operations on the border” and China’s speedier pace of indus-
trialization. 1% :

At the beginning of 1960 the scriousness of the rift between China
and the Sovict Union was not appreciated in the outside world. The
Indians feared that their mounting quarrel with China would cstrange
them from Moscow, as the Russians stood by their great Communist
partner, with consequent damage to India’s non-alignment. Material
interests would have suffered too; Russian cconomic aid to India,
though relatively small, had begun to make itsclf fele with the Bhilai
steel plant. But, in the event, these fears were belied. From the begin-
ning, Moscow took a dispassionate view of the Sino-Indian disputc,
not allowing the hostility between China and India to affect the rela-
tions between Moscow and New Delhi. The Longju incident occurred
on the eve of Krushchev’s visit to the United States and the Russians
appeared to have been carcfully neutral about it, deploring only the
use to which they said the incident was being put to ‘discredit the idea
of peaceful co-cxistence’.’®! Russian neutrality over the Sino-Indian
disputc was all that the Indian Government could have hoped for and
:norc.th:m it expected, Nehru drew attention to the Russian statement:
The issue of that statement itsclf shows that the Soviet Government is
taking 2 calm and more or less dispassionate view of the situation,” he
told the Lok Sabha.?? In fact, for the Soviet Union to be explicitly
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neutral over a serious dispute betsyeen 2 Communist and a non-
Communist power was in the international and ideological context to
shift away from the obligations of fratemal solidarity, As Peking wasto
observe later, by making no distinction between the two states and

ressing dispassionate regret over the Longju incident Moscow, for
those who could read between the lines, “in reality condemned China's
stand’. 1%

‘This tacit Russian support was of high importance to India. Western
countries could be expected to accept the Indian version of the dispute
without question and to condemn China with, or even before, New
Delhi; but the sympathy and support of the non-aligned and especially
of other Asian countries might not be so readily forthcoming, since by
no means all of those countries were prepared to aceept uncritically the
proposition that China was wholly in the wrong. Continued Russian
endorsement of Indua's bona fides was thusa strong card in New Delhi’s
hand, and therefore Russian reaction had to be taken into consideration
as the Indian Government formulated its moves.

An invitation to Krushchev to make 2 return visit to India had been
outstanding for some time (his tour of India with Bulganin mn 1956~
had opened the chapter of active Indo-Russian friendship) and at the
end of December 1959 the Indians were informed that he would like
to combine a visit to them with his forthcoming trip to Indonesia. The
prospect of 2 meeting with Krushchev opened the possibility that, ina
private dialogue with Nehru, he could be made to see even more
clearly the validity of the Indian approach to the boundary dispute;
and that Moscow’s influence, which the Indians believed to be very
strong in Peking, could be enlisted to make the Chinese accept it. But
the Russians had already made plain that they believed negotiations
were the only way in which the border dispute could be resolved;* the

Nt e e S
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counsels, : ‘

That was one good reason for reappraising Nehru's refusal to meet
Chou En-Li. Another was found in 2 long Chinese note received 1n
New Dethi at the end of December. This appears to have been the brief
* Although when it came to their own boundary question with China the Russians, like
the Indiang, were to refuse to enter into general negotations. (See Part 1LY Simularly, the

Eadians bad advised the Burmese Government to negotiste a boundary sertlement with
China, although they bad no intention of dowg so themselves
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<which the Chinese Foreign Ministry had prepared for the carly meeting
of the Prime Ministers that had been expected in Peking. Basically, the
note consisted of a detailed and measured rcfutation of the Indian
argument that the boundaries were already delimited in accordance
with the Indian claim lines; and a restatement of the Chinese position —
that the dispute was a bequest of the British which could be settled
theough friendly negotiations, “taking into account the historical back-
ground and the present actnal situation”. There was nothing in the note
to indicate that the Chinese approach had shifted, but the tone was
sustainedly reassuring. Instead of brusquely dismissing the Indian
charge of ‘aggression’ as Peking had done in previous notes, here the
charge was calmly analysed, reassurances reasonably advanced. China
was still very backward cconomically and culturally and would need
decades to overcome this backwardness; she had a vast territory, more
than half of it sparsely populated, was rich in natural resources and had
a huge domestic market—why should she wish to expand? Peking
apologized for the length of the note and explained that its intention
was ‘not to argue but to bring arguing to an end’; that rather than
‘answer attack with attack’ they assumed that the Indian Government
‘really has some misunderstanding about China’s intentions’. The note
closed with an expression of China’s ‘ardent desire that the two coun~
tries stop quarrelling, quickly bring about a reasonable settlement of
the boundary question, and on this basis consolidate and develop the
great friendship of the two peoples in their common cause’.1%

When the note was studied in New Delhi the avowals of desire to
end the dispute were felt to be sincere, and this strengthened the view
that there might be something to be gained by talking to Chou En-lai.
There was nothing to indicate that a meeting of the Prime Ministers
could have tangible results; the Indians had no intention of changing
their approach, and there was no hint that China would accede to
that. Nevertheless, it began to appear that India’s interests would be
served by agrecing to summit tatks. That would reassure the watching
world that India was being consistent to its own prescription, that
Nehru, the advocate of negotiations in every dispute, would not
shrink from adopting the same approach to India’s problems. Accord-
ingly, at the end of January 1960 the Indian Government decided that
Chou En-lai should after all be invited to New Delhi to explore with
Nehru ‘avenues which might lead to a peaceful settlerent’, 195

It was obvious, however, that this reversal of policy, dropping the
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which the Chinese Foreign Ministry had prepared for the early meeting
of the Prime Ministers that had been expected in Peking. Basically, the
note consisted of a detailed and measured refutation of the Indian
argument that the boundaries were already delimited in accordance
with the Indian claim lines; and a restatement of the Chinesc position~
that the dispute was a beguest of the British which could be settled
through friendly negotiations, ‘taking into account the historical back-
ground and the present actual situation”. There was nothing in the note
to indicatc that the Chinese approach had shifted, but the tone was
sustainedly reassuring. Instead of brusquely dismissing the Indian
charge of ‘aggression’ as Peking had done in previous notes, here the
charge was calmly analysed, reassurances reasonably advanced. China
was still very backward cconomically and culturally and would need
decades to overcome this backwardness; she had a vast territory, more
than half of it sparscly populated, was rich in natural resources and had
a huge domestic market—~why should she wish to expand? Peking
apologized for the length of the note and explained that its intention
was ‘nat to argue but to bring arguing to an cnd’; that rather than
‘answer attack with attack’ they assumed that the Indian Government
‘really has some misunderstanding about China’s intentions’. The note
closed with an cxpression of China’s ‘ardent desire that the two coun-
tries stop quarrelling, quickly bring about a reasonable settlement of
the boundary question, and on this basis consolidate and develop the
great friendship of the two peoples in their common cause’, 198

When the note was studied in New Delhi the avowals of desire to
end the dispute were felt to be sincere, and this strengthened the view
that there might be something to be gained by talking to Chou En-lai.
There was nothing to indicate that a meeting of the Prime Ministers
could have tangible results; the Indians had no intention of changing
their approach, and there was no hint that China would accede to
that. Nevertheless, it began to appear that India’s interests would be
served by agrecing to summit talks. That would reassure the watching
world that India was being consistent to its own prescription, that
Nehru, the advocate of negotiations in cvery dispute, would not
shrink from adopting the same approach to India’s problems. Accord-
ingly, at the end of January 1960 the Indian Government decided that
Chou }L:n-lai should after all be invited to New Delhi to explore with
Nchru ‘avenues which might lead to a peaceful settlement’, 105

It was obvious, however, that this reversal of policy, dropping the
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insistence on Chintese withdrawals as a precondition for 2 summit
meeting, would intensify the penisting domestic eriticism of the
Goverment. Nehru had been on the defensive since August. The rela-
tively cautious tone with which he reacted against the jingoism of his
critics, his reproofs to those who demanded ultimatams to China and
swift military action to ‘gvict the aggressors’, and his reiterated com~
suitment to jations’, had dered the strong suspicion that he
intended to compromise with China, The retreat from insistence on
Chinese withdrawals before the operung of any discussions would in-
cvinnbly nourish that suspicion, and invite charges of appeasement.
Faced with the necessity of a change of course undey fire, the Govern-
snent began to lay a semantic smoke-screen,

The smoke was Nehr's distinction between ‘talks” and ‘negotia~
tions”. Since, by his own definition, the intended summit meeting
would not be negotiations, Nehru felt able to go on saying there was
no prospeet of negottations with China even while his letter inviting
Chow En-lai 10 New Delhi was being delivered. The letter was de-
Tivered in Peking on February xath* Krushchev had armved in New
Delhi“the previous day and Nehru went straight from a moming's
discussions with hum to Parhament, where he again ruled out any
possibility of negotiations with China, °f see no ground whatever at
the present moment, no bridge between the Chinese position and
ots,” he said. “That is, the present positions are such that there is no
room for negotiations on that basis, and therefore there is nothing to
negotiate at present.’’9 As the general expectation had been that
Krushchev’s persuasions would be exerted to bnnging about negotia-
tions between India and China, the timing of Nehru's reiteration that
there was no ground for them seemed to make it even more categori~
eil. Certainly it oconred to no one that Nehru had already invited
Chou En-lai to New Delhi—as was in fact the case.t Nehru's statement
confitmed the impression in Parliament and at large that he had no
intention of meeting Chou. The-smoke-screen was thus at ats densest
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Jan Sangh two days before Chou’s arrival, with a demonstration in
which several thousand people went to the Prime Minister’s residence,
Jed by motor cyclists, the column forested with saffron banners and
waving placards: INVADERS, QUIT INDIA; NO SURRENDER OF
INDIAN TERRITORY; DOWN WITH CHINESE IMPERIALISM and
the like. The crowd massed at the gates, held back by a large force of
police, and one of its leaders was allowed in to deliver 2 memorandum.
This asked for Nchru's personal assurance that “there will be no abdica-
tion of our claim over any part of Indian territory, whether in our
possession or presently under China’s illegal occupation,’ and further
that ‘nothing will be done to limit our right to take all nccessary
measures to liberate Chinesc-occupicd arcas.” In the official account of
what passed between Nehru and the Jan Sangh delegate, the Prime
Minister said only that he had nothing to add to what he had already
said in Parliament. But when the Jan Sangh leader came back from his
talk with the Prime Minister he stilled the turbulent crowd to announce
that Nehru had promised that ‘India will not cede even an inch of her
territory to China.”

Indian political opinion had by this time found an additional, inter-
national reason for refusing to negotiate with Peking, Seeing India as
the leader, and indeed the bulwark of non-Communist states, oppo-
nents of settlement with China pointed to the illeffects such com-
promise would have in the rest of Asia, ‘shatterfing] the morale of all
those countrics . . . who are aspiring to build themselves up inde-
pendently and in 2 democratic way’, as the Jan Sangh memorandum
put it. Scttlement had come to be scen in India as humiliating defeat
at China’s hands, and so the failure of the approaching talks came to be
desired as victory for India. If the talks succeeded, ‘China’s prestige and
power will be enhanced in the eyes of the smaller Asian countries, for
India’s action will be corstrued as acquiescence in and compliance
with China's attitude’, as one editorial put it on the eve of Chou En-
lai’s arrival;* if the talks broke down, ‘India will be held up as un-
reasonable, [but better] to be held up temporarily as unrcasonable
than to be dismissed as weak and pusillanimous’2% There were very
few exceptions to the unanimity of political utterances in India urging

* The same point was made in the U.S.A. The Washington Evening Star said: 'Firm resis—
tance on the part of India svould shore up the spirit of all its neighbours. 1t is essential to
Mir Nehru's leadership in his own country and to India’s future position in Asia that there
should be no appeasement of the Peiping visitor in New Delhi.206
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the Government not to settle. The Communist Party advocated peace-
ful settlemént; the National Herald, a respected provineial paper,
pointed out that Kripalani and his vociferous colleages on the Opposi-
tion benches had no right to claim to speak for India; reacting against
the battlecries of their communal enemics in the Jan Sangh and the
Hindu Mahasabha —who were taking the most extreme jingoist line—
some of the smaller Muslim journals suggested meaningful negotia-
tions. Bur these latter were minor and exceptional voices.

A month before Chou En-lai’s artival a ruling of the Indian Supreme
Court reinforced the Gove s inflexible approach to the ques-
tion of the northern boundaries. In 1958 Nehru had compromised
over minor but intractable boundary disputes with Pakistan, agreeing
among other things to divide a small patch of disputed territory, called
Berubari Union, between West Bengal and East Pakistan. This in-
volved the transfer of several square miles, including a number of
willages, to Pakistan, and the Government’s right thus to cede Indian
territory was challenged in the courts. The Supreme Court upheld the
challenge. On March 14th, 1960, it ruled that the Government’s
attempt to ‘reach an amicable settlement of the boundary dispute [over
Berubari] on an ad hoc basis’ involved cession of territory, and that
therefore before it could be implemented the agreement Nehru had
reached with the Pakistan: Prime Minister would have to be raufied by
amendment of the Indian Constitution*20" The Government took a
legal opinion on the imphication of this for 1ts handling of the border
dispute with China, and was told that in the light of the ruling a con-

ional amendment would be required 1f it sought to cede territory
or cven to modify any of its boundary claims. In other words, if Nehru
teached agreement with Chou on a compromise boundary for the
western sector, for example, he would have to have the agreement
approyed by a two-thirds majority of Parhament, and by more than
half of the then fourteen state legislatures.

This would certainly have been difficult. But Nehru's dommance
of the Congress Party was sall unchallenged, and the party controlled
the state assemblies 25 well as Parliament with big majorities The
Berubari amendment was passed that year,} and it is posible that if
*The Indian Constitution lacks any provision giving the executive power to cede or
acque termitory. Since the temtonal extent of the Indian Union 13 defined 1n the Con
sawution any alteranon requises amendment

1 At the time of whiting {1970), bowever, the Indian Government has snll not been able
10 umplement the 1958 agreement 1n so far as that concerned the Beruban tract.
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Nchru had thrown all his weight behind a compromise scttlement
with China at this stage, he could have carried it constitutionally. But
in fact, as has been seen, he was determined not to come to any such
compromise, and the Berubari ruling served to underline that deter-
mination.

Constitutional factors, added to political pressures, thus worked to
cement Nehru inw the position he had taken up. He had moved into
an absolutist position on all of India’s boundary claims, giving up the
uncommitted, even tentative tone which at first informed his com-
ments on the western scctor. By speaking of India’s honour and dignity
and accusing China of arrogance and aggression, he had himsclf helped
to infuse the boundary question with the passions which a few months
before he had urged his compatriots to avoid. With word-splitting
not far short of casuistry he had aroused misgivings about his approach
to the dispute cven among his supporters, and confirmed the distrust of
his critics. Thus by his own words and actions he had helped deprive
himself and his Government of all room for manceuvre: only uncon-
ditional Chinese acquicscence in India’s claim to Aksai Chin, coupled
with formal acceptance of the McMahon Linc~in other words, .
China's surrender to India's demands—could free him. Unless Chou
was prepared to make his visit to New Delhi a journey to Canossa, the
mission had failed before the Chinesc party set foot on New Delhi
airport. That is what it amounted to when Nchru assured his public
that his meeting with Chou En-lai would not be negotiations.

The Indian Government’s position was affirmed once again before
the summit meeting, in an cqually long rejoinder to the full statement
of the Chinese approach Peking had made in December. New Delhi
argued again that the Sino-Indian boundarics had long been fixed by
custom and tradition, and for the major part of their length confinmed
by treaty and agrecment; therefore “an amicable scttlement cannot be
reached on the basis that a new agreement has to be negotiated to
determine afresh the entire Sino-Indian boundary.” But India would
be prepared to discuss “specific disputes in regard to the location of
particular places on the boundary, and to make minor frontier rectifi-
cations by agreement where they may be considered necessary’.2%8

The Chinese rounded off this rally in the diplomatic exchanges with
another note explaining that its purpose was not argument, but ‘in the
hopes of promoting the understanding of the Indian Government and
narrowing down the differences between the two sides so as to facili-
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tate, the forthcoming meeting between the two Premiers”. The note
raiterated that the boundaries had never been delimited and that there-
fore ‘over-all negotiations’ should be ducted. But Pcking then
introduced a significant new proposal: ‘As for the question of the un-
delimited boundary between the two countrics, so Jong as both sides
are willng to maintain the status guo of the border pending a sertle-
ment, 1t nced not prevent the establish of normal relations be-
tween them.”?® In other words, if India was not prepared to negotiate
a gencral serelement on the boundaries they could be left undelimited,
with both sides observing the lmes of present actual control as de facto
boundaries. Secing that Nehru was explicitly and publicly committed
not to negotate a settlement, Peking seems here to have been indreating
3 way out: leave well alone, umil, in duc course, when the heat and
tension had drained out of the question and the usual frendly relations
resumed between the two Governments, they could coolly reconsider
the matter.

KAk kK kdkkhk K

By the beginmung of 1960 New Dellu had been Iong and well estab-
Isshed on the itineraries of travelling statesmen, and the protocol and
programme of their visits were famihar. Winter was the season for
them, when wann sun and brisk mghts, a profusion of flowers and just
enough rain to lay the dust made visitors listen askance to complamts
about the climate from residents still haunted by recollections of
sumiuer. At the beginning of every winter the caprtal would be dressed
for these occasions, flag posts erccted on the roads used by the visi-
tors 1n thar official drives, pot-holes filled 1, bright orange gravel
re-laid on verges and walks—~1t would fade snd blow away with the
hot winds of summer. The muniapal authortties would bestir them-
selves in response to the Government’s indication of the importance of
the visitor. Truchs would be supplied to brang people to wave on the
routes, inducement 1n cash or kind provided to draw the near-by
villagers to the environs of the arport in therr bullock carts or on their
‘{mﬁk. paper flags distributed. The wanter of 195960 had been a
vintage year for official visits, so the capal sull looked sprck and span
for Chou En-1aj though he came at the season’s end, wath mttmations
of the weight of summer in the sun and the winds alrcady dust-laden.
The forms were obscrved for um, Chinese flags akternatmg wath
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Indian along the route from the airport. But the only requirement of
crowd control for the police was to sce that some demonstrators bear-
. ing black flags were kept off the route.

Chou En-lai, accompanied by Marshal Chen Yi, the Foreign Minis-
ter, and a large party, travelling in three aircraft, arrived in New Delhi
from Rangoon late on the afternoon of April 19th, 1960. Under the
marquec at the airport the greeting gathering consisted of little more
than the diplomatic corps, reinforced by a doughty remnant of the
hosts who only a year before would have turned out to cheer the Chinese
visitors. One of these did mise the cry of yesteryear with a reedy
‘Hindee Chinee bhai-bhai’ as Chou En-lai descended from his aircraft,
but otherwise there was only a polite patter of applause from the
diplomats. Speeches of greeting were exchanged; Nehru's, most un-
usually for him, and emphasizing the cold formality of the Indian
welcome, had been prepared in advance, and in Hindi* He recalled
the good will that had existed between India and China on Chou En-
lai’s previous visits (this was his fourth); but, he went on, ‘unfortunately
other events have taken place since then which have put a great strain
on the bond of friendship and given a great shock to all our people.
Our relations have been imperilled in the present and for the future
and the very basis upon which they stood has been shaken.” It would
be a hard task to recover that fecling of good faith and friendship, but
their efforts must be directed to undoing much that had happened.
Chou in his reply referred to the common interests of their countries:
“Both of us need peace, both of us need friends,” and, recalling panch
sheel, said: “There is no reason why any question between us cannot
be settled reasonably through friendly consultations in accordance
with those principles.” He concluded: ‘I have come with the sincere
desire to settle questions.” Then into a car with Nehru for the direct and
. speedy drive to the President’s palace (formerly the Viceroy’s), where
the Chinese party was to stay. The route was empty except where
rit;sh-hour traffic had been bottled up, and there the crowds stood
silent.

Next morning, the Chinese party made the customary gesture of
laying flowers on the place where Gandhi was cremated, and then the
Prime Ministers had their first formal exchanges—at the insistence of
the Indians these were all held at Nehru's residence. The colloquics
berween the Prime Ministers were to take up more than twenty hours

* Neliru almost invariably used English on such occasions, and spoke extempore.
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2 the six days of the visit, lengthy exchanges cven when time &

f!lnan:id for mns)lz:icn, and the summit dialogee was echoed lower
e dlo

dg;ﬁdhbemr;hmed that the Chinese shocld meet as mxy of the
Indizn Cibinet as possible, the idea being that they shocld eocommer
1 preconcented solid front. The Indians wished to lexve ther visfons
20 foom for doabe zbous the force of their resentmen: over the boen-
dary dispute, and it was arranged that as far a3 possible everyers the
Chanese met shoald speak foreefilly to the same poins (Nebre Bad
been criticized for keeping the initial developmens of the boemdiny
dispute to himself it is probable tha ke now kad the secendury motive
of involving as many of his colleagres as praczi ble 2 ks disermdens
with Chor, and so sharing responsbilicy for whazever cmerged fom
them) Accordingly, Chou En-lai and Chen Y1 made 2 roezd ef t2e
ministers’ houses. Pane, the Home Miniser, and the e inSoensial
man in the Government after Nehro, bad prepared Eimself ta argme
the Indian case in detail; the Vice-Presidens, Dr Radiulormebege fee-
tured Chou on the philosophical basis of the Indian pesiden: Mo
Desai, the Finance Minister, was blezs to the poins of redees; 2=d
others, in their various scyles, reitarated the Indiam postice.

‘There was one signal omission from the iz of calls the Chimme wers
to make — there was no provition in the fnftial ammangemersy for tem
to see anything in private of Kriskna Mezen, Pelifal opicn im India
weas still suspicious thae, in spite of his protesmcions o e ceemry,
Nehru meant to do a deal with Chog Ex-lst The sexpicen bad bes

nourished by his rei d rrtmert @ peaceft setlemen, -
pressions of moral aversion from war 22d declizzmers of Bz ey~

readmess to negotiate. Many 17 New Deliz il expecced t sew Nakes
emerging from his meeting with Chou Erla: wawmg 2 semag of pazer
21d prodiming ‘peace in our time’ —the prralel wik Mok oz
frequently drzwn, 2nd any comprorise weold cormmy Brre Bee
denounced as bhind appeasermen. Boz i Nekew wras smpeczad of kame
kz_nng for settlement a arry price, Krithna Meneon Eié alrmdy Bemn
tried and convieted, 50 to speak, ex thar charge, Mezers ;r:-f.l":c e
ances had in fact generally been as seromz i dememciacian of Chomr 32
gﬁhm 3 of stronger, but 1t vras known thas ke regazded Bakmmzr, mer
hcl:inl:i 38 the main military threas to Indiz, and ke Pighr genenally
| mto be a erypto-Communise. He was close o Hebe pemenaly
3 was believed to be 3 malign infiuence en him, crpng b e seete
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Fle fesr was proundleas o an Governmeont was as adamant
s s hietrert eeitic enndd have wi and his officials stood four~
equsre znd immaoyvable an the poition that there could bf‘noﬂ general
bonndary nepotationt. They nwintained thet the boundaries were
already delimired and ran just where India said they did, and that the
Chinewe st withdesw before there could be any of the discussions
s “minar rectifications” which were all they would agree to. They
rejrcted the Chinee proposals for sertlement, they refused to accept
the Chinewe proposals for freczing the boundarics untl some indefinite
futare when the subject could be discussed more calmly. They were
aleolute, Members of the Chinese delegation told East European
diplamats that they had been shocked at Nehru's inflexibility, at his
sefusal, wi they saw e, to try to understand their point of vicw.

What ~as the Chinese point of view? It was quite clear at the time
(althouph since then it has been suggested that the Chinese put forward
no apeeific proposals), China's general approach had been repeatedly
srated in the diplomatic correspondence, and Chou En-lai reiterated
it ar a state banguet on his second night in New Dethi. The Sino-Indian
howndary question, be said, had been left over from history, it had not
been created by cither of the two Governments; it was ‘only an issue
of u limited and temporary nature” and, while it was complicated and
had its difficult aspects, it was ‘entirely possible to achieve a fair and-
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Chinese note of December 26th, 1959, Indian maps are described as
‘cutting deep into Chinese ferritory’ in the western scctor, while of the
castern sector it is said only that ‘the whole boundary line is pushed
northward, including an arca of about 90,000 square kilometres suiich
originally belonged to China'?3—a crucial change of tense.*

Tor the conclusion that in the summit talks the Chinese made clear
that they were prepared to accept the McMahon alignment provided
the Indians accepted the Chinese control line in the west, confirmation
comes from the participants, After the talks Chou En-lai told the press
in New Delhi:

We haveasked the Indian Government to adopt an attitude towards
this western arca similar to the attitude of the Chinese Government
towards the arca of the castern sector; that is, it may keep its own
stand, while agrecing to conduct negotiations and not to cross the
line of China’s administrative jurisdiction as shown on Chinesc
maps. 214

At an impromptu press conference by Nehru at the airport just after
Chou left, a journalist pointed out that in saying that as far as the
castern sector was concerned there were ‘only some individual arcas
to discuss’, Chou had accepted the Indian position: ‘Yes,” Nehru re-
plied, ‘but now they tic it up with the west.”2!® An hour later Nechru
told the Lok Sabha that ‘the attempt was made to cquate the castern
scctor with the western sector. That is, according to the Chinese,
although in the castern sector we have no right to be there, we had
nevertheless advanced gradually in the course of the last few years . .,
to the . . . McMalhion Line.”* Chou En-lai, talking to Pandit Sunder
Lal, founder-president of the India-China Friendship Association and
one of the very few non-official Indians to meet the Chinese delega-
tion, is said to have summed up what he called his ‘give and take’
approach like this: *You keep what you hold, you take too anything
that is in dispute and occupied by neither, and we keep what we
hold."2v

That China was prepared to accept the McMahon alignment has
stronger evidence than anything said at or reported from the summit
talks, or during the previous or subscquent diplomatic exchanges.
Chou En-lai and his party came to New Delhi direct from Rangoon

* Emphasis added by the writer,
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where they had signed with the Government of Burma 2 boundary
agreement in which China actepted the McMabon olignment* After that,
it would have been diplomatically impossible and geogtaphically im-
practicable for China to have tefussed to aceept it in delmiting her
boundaries with India.
The Chinesc may have believed that the conchusion of the Sino-
boundary ag so clearly d d their good faith
and intention to confirm the boundary which the Indians wanted in
the eastern sector that the Indian Govemnment’s apparent obduracy
would evaporate; certainly ol the signs were that they arrived in New
Delhi expecting to come to terms with India, as they had with Burma
—-and would smmedsately after wath Nepal, But they found that the
McMzhon Line was not the crux of the question 5o far as India was
concerned. The sine gua non of a boundary serrlement in the Indian
view was that China must concede thar Aksa Chin was'_indi:.n terneory
" L taaeaer o .1

aTov ot
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against what she clarmed unreasonably ~“You condone my last theft
and [ won't steal any more.! No sooner was the Chinese approach
understood than Indian opmion had set solidly against any such settle-
ment. “Nothing could be more thoronghly unacceptable to this
country than the suggestion that the stams gyo, which 1 3 pm;iucrt o‘f
C o B A T A e e

N

t . . ] . B .

attitudes. At abmcccing at the tum of 1959-60 attended by humself,
Pant, N. R, Pdlai {the Secretary-General), and one other, the Chinese
“barter” proposal was discussed; Nehru 15 seported to have closed the
discussion wath the obscrvanon: ‘If I give them that I shall no Jonger

= - 1. o

fusal. As Indian offictals explamned that refusal at the time, the Chunese
propasal of ‘reciprocal acceptance of present actushities in bth sectors’
Was unacceptable to India because 1t would be ‘a derogavon of the

*The Swmo~Burmest, boundary seefement 1t deaft with on pp. 210-12 below
6
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juridical validity of the northern border and would also compromise
the territorial integrity of the country’.220 o

Finding India adamant that recognition of ‘present actualities could
not be the basis of settlement, the Chinese then tried to give effect to
the proposal they had made just before the conference: that, failing a
settlement, the two sides should simply agree to maintain the status guo.
Such an agrcement could be achicved in the apparently more limited —
and for Nehru less invidious—formulation that both sides would
suspend patrolling along the borders; and in the latter part of the con-
ference the Chinese tricd to get the Indians to agree to that. Again they
failed, although in this regard the Indian refusal was somewhat
muffied. Ever since the boundary dispute became a political issue in
India the Government had been under pressure to throw the Chinese
out of Aksai Chin, or at least to move into the arca itsclf to assert
Indian claims there. Patliament was on the alert for any concession by
Nehru that would foreclose such moves by India—hence the demand
the Jan Sangh delivered to him on the eve of the mecting that ‘nothing
will be done to limit our right to take all necessary measures to liberate
Chinese-occupied areas.” That India’s hand would be kept frec in this
regard was a prime concern of the Indian side in the talks,

The position about patrolling was slightly blurred at this time.
China had suspended forward patrolling in all sectors of the frontier, 22
while India had suspended it in the castern sector only.2?2 The Indian
position on patrolling in the western sector had been left ambiguous
in the diplomatic correspondence. For the record at least, Peking was
assuming that New Delhi had suspended patrolling there t00,2® but
wanted to have this point clarified and formalized. In fact the Indians
had not suspended patrolling in the western scctor; they were not send-
ing out any patrals because they were not logistically able to support
them. The Indian Government’s position, however, was that nothing
must derogate from India’s right to send patrols into her own territory
in the west (i.c. the disputed, Chinese-held territory), and that this right
would be cxercised in due course unless the Chinese voluntaril
evacuated the arca. ‘

To have said as much to Chou En-lai, however, could have been
taken as an open threat and would certainly have invited the rgjoinder,
already made in Peking’s statcments, that China would in that case
have to reserve the right to give similar expression to her claims south
of the McMahon Line. The Indian refusal to accept the suspension of
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patzolling had, thercfore, to be oblique and imprecise~as Nehru told
Pacliament afcer the conference. "We found that it is very difficukt and
party undesirable to be precise about fparrolling],” he said®5 The
Chiftese proposal was that ‘in order to ensure tranquillity on the border
50 25 to facilitate the discussions both sides should continue to refrain
from patrolling aleng all sectors of the bomndary”;™ Indian resistance
transuted that paint into the following in the communiqué: *Duting
the period of further examination of the factual material, every effort
should be made by the parties to avoid friction and clashes in the
border aress.” In the Indian interpretation this meant no mote than that
when their forees began to move into Chinese~claimed rerritory in the
western sector they would not artack Chinese pasiaons or patrols. As
Nehru explined to Pathament, so far as the Indian Government was
coneerned “our people will be completely free to move about these
areas without coming into conflict,’

That the summit conference had failed was phin from the outser,
but neither side wished 1t to break down. It continved, therefore, for
its full five days, but the jamt communiqué released at the end of the
talks stated that the differences had not been resolved, The Indian nde
svere prepared to Jeave it at that,* but the Chinese wished to keep the
diplomatic ball in play, and it was agreed that officials of the Gavern-
ments should meet to collace all the historical evidence and prepare a
report listing the points of agreement and disagreement. At the Indians’
insistenice 2 deadline of four months was put on the officials’ work. No
further step was agreed; the communiqué simply sasd that the officials’
report “should prove helpful towards further consideranon of these
problems by the two Governments™.

Dunng the visie the Indian Government not only honoured their
undertaking to the Opposition parties that there would be no public
functions in the visicors” honour but also did what they could to see
that the Chinesc delegation was isolated from private or press contacts.
On the Jast day of the confe foragn spondents asked the
Ministry of External Affairs f a press conference could be arranged for
Chou En-las, who usually met the press at the conclusion of suchvsits.
The request was refised—~but that evening the Chinese themselves
annotmeed that Chou would give 2 press conference at ten-thurty pm.

The New Delhu press corps rather pded 1self ot the sharpness with
which it treated Indian and vinting pohticans. Even Nehru, who
those days held a formal press conference every month, was treated
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with cavalicr familiarity by the Indian correspondents, who were just
as ready to harangue, instruct, or admonish as to question him* The
Indian journalists, to a man committed to their Government's position
in the boundary dispute, were accordingly expecting to put Chou
En-lai through a mincer of questions that would expose what they be-
licved to be China's naked apgression against India; but from the
moment he entered the room, one of the pillared halls of the Presi-
dent's palace, its walls hung with life-size porteaits of the last of the
Viceroys and his Vicercine,} Chou dominated the press conference.

The Chinese began by distributing a statement by Chou En-ai
in which he conciscly reiterated the Chinese position: that the boun-
dary had never been delimited, that the question could be scteled
through friendly consultations, and that, pending settlement, ‘both
sides should maintain the present state of the boundary and not change
it by unilateral action, let alonc by force'. In the meantime the friend-
ship between China and India should not, and could not, be jeopardized
by the boundary question. The nub of the statemient lay in six points
which hic described as ‘common points, or points of proximity’ be-
tween the two sides:

I, There exist disputes with regard to the boundary between the
two sides. -

11, There exists between the two countrics a line of actual control
up to which each side excrcises administrative jurisdiction.

1L In determining the boundary between the two countries cer-
tain geographical principles such as watersheds, river valleys and
mountain passes should be equally applicable to all sectars of the
boundary. '

IV. A scttlement of the boundary question between the two
countrics should take into account the national feclings of the two
peoples towards the Himalayas and the Karakoram Mountains.

V. Pending a settlement of the boundary question between the two

* Bxeept for occational explosions of irritation Neliru tolerated this treatment, thus setting
a precedent that was to be uncomfortable for his successors. Lal Bahadur Shastsi Rave one
formal press conference in New Delbi and was treated so offensively that hie never gave
anather, and Mrs Indita Gandbi at first held them very rarcly. ¥
1 There could hardly have been a more telling symbol of the v

gical distance that sqlmmtcd the two Governmtents than the
Chinese, it must have

such reminders of past

ast political and psycholo-
ate ¢ se two paintings, for the
peen incomprehensible thar proud and patriotic Indians could allow
servitude to decorate important roous in their President's palace.
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countries through drseussions, both sides should keep to the hne of
actual control and should not put forward territorial claims as pre-
conditions, but individual adjustments may be made.

VL In order to ensure tranquillity on the border 5o as to facilitate
the discussions, both sides should continue to refrain from patrol-
ling along all sectors of the boundary.2s

There was still a certain distance between the rwo sides on these points,
Chou said, but continued consultations could parrow 2nd then elimi-
nate it, He then declared himself ready to answer all questions, request-
ing only that his answers be reported in foll.

The press conference went on for two and 2 half hours,* but did not
greatly extend the public knowledge of the positions taken during the
talks, Ask=d which sector occupied most of the Prime Minister’s time,
Chou En-lai said the western sector, over which ‘there exists a relatively
bigger dispute”. He reiterated that his Government, hike those before it,
could never recognize the McMahon Line becanse 1t was ‘llegally
delineated through an exchange of secret notes by Brtish impenalism
with the Tibetan local authorities’. Nevertheless, he said, China was
observing the Line as the boundary, and had not put forward territorial
claims as pre~condstions in the negotiations. He then ized the
Chinese position on the western sector, and said he had asked the
Indians to adopt towards that an atttude similar to China’s towards
the eastern sector: ‘the Indian Government has not entirely agreed to
this," he said.

A Western correspondent asked whether the Indian side in the talks
had taken the position that China had committed aggression against
India. Chou replied that no such suggestion had been made, adding
thatif the Indrans had made such 2 pomt ‘tt would not only [have been]
out of keeping with objective reality, but would also [have been] ex-
tremely unfriendly’. =

The Indians were displeased by the fact as well as by the content of
Chou's press conference, and Nehru waited only until the Chinese were

- - [ S
- . - - - ¥
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airborne and dwindling in the castern sky on their way to Katmandu
before having his own say to correspondents at the airport. R?fcrring
to Chou’s proposal of mutual accommodation on the basis of ‘present
actualities’, he said: ‘There could be no question of barter in this
matter.” He confirmed that the Chinese had been prepared to accept
the Indian position so far as the castern scctor was concerned, but said
they had ‘tied it up with the west’.230

The disclosure in the morning’s papers that, according to Chou
En-lai, the Indian side in the talks had not accused China of having
committed aggression confirmed Indian suspicions that Nehru had not
been sufficiently blunt to the Chinese. The journalists at the airport
challenged him on this score, and M.P.s raised the same point in Parlia~
ment; Nehru there duly pronounced the shibboleth of loyalty and
outrage that the charge of aggression had become in India. He ex-
plained that he was ‘not quite surc . . . whether [he] used that word or
not’, but said that the whole context of the talks had been onc of China’s
aggression; Chou En-lai ‘came here because something important had
happened, the important thing being that according to us they had
entered our territory . . . which we considered aggression’.®1 Chou
was not amused when his crstwhile host’s words were reported to him
in Katmandu. ‘He did not say it to our face but as soon as we had left
he attacked the Chinese Government as aggressors,” he said. “That is
not an attitude to take towards guests. We were very much distressed
by such an attitude, particularly as we respect Prime Minister Nehrn, 22

Nehra went straight from the airport to the Lok Sabha to give an
account of the conference. He quoted Chou En-lai's six points, saying
that the Indian Government did not agree with them, and then sub-
jected them to a cursory and misleading analysis:

L There exist disputes with regard to the boundary . . .

Nehru: “Of course there exist disputes.”

(This was the crux of the whole question. The Indian position was
that there was no dispute about the overall alignment of the
boundaries and that China had concocted factitious disputes to
camouflage territorial demands.)

1. There exists . . . a linc of actual control up to which cach side
exercises administrative jurisdiction.

3 . -
?Iel}m: It is obvious, I do not know where the importance of it
ics. .
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(Nehnu's refusal to agree to Chinese proposals for the maintenance
of the status guo had been based on the argument that the actual
situation was unclear; “An agreement shout observance of the
status quo would be inpless as the facts c ing the status
gquo are themselves disputed,” he had told Chou En-laj easlier.y=

ELIE S NUSAEEPN S SOV N L [T S X

and we agree that heds are very imp factors;
it is the most & factor in i regions, river
valleys, ete, It does not carry us anywhere.”

(The Indians described the McMahon Line as 2 hed boun-
dary, maintaining that as such it was the proper alignment in the
eastern. sector. If the watershed principle were apphed to the
westernt seceor it wauld point to 2 boundary along the Karzkoram
Mountains which form the watershed berween the Central Asian
drainage and the streams flowing into the Indian Ocean.)

IV, A settlement of the boundary question . . . should ke into
account the national feelings of the two peoples towards the .
Himalayas and the Karskoram Mountains.

Nehru: 1 take it 2s 2 response to the fact that the Himalayas are an
intimate part of Indis and Indian culture and all that. . . . I the
Chinese feel strongly about the Karakoram [Mountains] they are
welcaime to do sa, § have no objection to 1t

(The dispute in the western sector was essentially about whether
the boundary should follow the Karakoram range or, as the Indrans
‘maintained, jump at the Karakoram Pass to the next range north,
the Kuen Lun. Taking up the claum 1o India’s mystical affiuty
with the Himalayas which as an argument for the McMahos Line
ad repeatedly been advanced by Nehru, Chou Envlai was here
aiming the same sort of Chinese ties to the Karakoram Moun~
tains. The implication was that in return for China's acecptance of
the McMahon Line India should give up her claim to 2 trans-
Katskoram baundary in the western sector }

V. Pending 2 settlement . . . both sides shovld keep to the line of
actual control and should not put forward termtornal dauns as
pre—conditions. . . .

Nehru: *Presumably 1t means that they will not discuss anything
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unless the territorial claim is accepted, maybe that. .. it is not
quite clear.” . o
(India had a territorial claim to Aksai Chin and was insisting that
hefore there could be substantive discussion on the actual align-
ment of the boundaries China must accede to that claim and
evacuate the territory. Nehru here reversed the Chinese point to
suggest that China was insisting on Indian acceptance of the
Chinese claim before there could be negotiations! o

In the Indian perception, this is what it would have amounted to
if substantive negotiations had been started while the Chinese were
in occupation of Aksai Chin.)

VI.. .. both sides should continue to refrain from patrolling along
all sectors of the boundary.

Nehru: ‘This is not something that T agreed to.”

(As has been scen, this was China’s attempt to de-fuse the boundary
situation so that its settlement could safely be left to some later
datc; and the Indians had rejected it. Nehru was not yet ready to
declare that his Government intended to patrol forward into the
Aksai Chin territory ~ he was speaking in public with the Chinese,
so to speak, in the audience. Therefore he could not reassure his
critics in Parliament, and was in a quandary when he was pressed
on this point:

Question: . . . as our Prime Minister has said that we agreed to
avoid clashes, docs it mean that our patrol personnel cannot go to
patrol our territory? ,

Nehru: . . . in this communiqué it is said that every cffort should
be made by the partics to avoid friction and clashes in the border
arcas. Thatisa general directive which we take and which we give.
We found it is very difficult and partly undesirable to be precise
about it. T think we cannot immobilize people so that they can go
and sit and not go to the right or lcft. I think it was right anyhow
to tell them that they should not take any step which obviously
brings them into conflict.

Question: . . . what will be the situation if our patrol personnel
are not allowed to go to patrol the territory because whenever
they went to patrol our territory they werc arrested by the Chinese?

Nehru: Our people will be completely free to move about these
arcas without coming into conflict.
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Questien: it mean that Government has commiteed it.selt'
that p;dm];wﬁcm:l tnvestigation, 5o steps will be taken to gject
the Chinese from Indian saul? .
Nehm: 1 should think that was absolutely clear. . . . You cither
bave war or you have some kind of, call it talks oc steps; you
cannot have something in becween the two, We cannot dechare
war on the frongier and at the same time talk about discussions ot
sending official teams, The gwo cannot go togetherJ™

tidate therr posirions, pursuing fusile discussiony
while China was 'in occupation of t ds and th ds of square
ailas of our sacved mothesland’, 23 Ranga, the Swatantra feader, 12id
in the Lok Sabha~‘soifing our motherland with ther cancerous
fisger' ™ And, secondly, that the Government bad made no satee
ment of intention to force China to “vacate her aggression’. Those who
approved the Government's handling of the summir talks &4 30 bewr
case Nehrn had stood “firm as 2 rocK’, 25 Congress MPs petin, and
one newspaper suggested that “the fact that Indus has not been avers
awed by China will not be lost on Asian apion.=¢

KAk Nk kkE hh ok

The summit meenno an wheok

N L
store, failed PR ' t . e
setof oy’ - R e .
« modify o "2 s s BE S1atar Latn termstory. For his
ggrna acmna X R & . . [T .
fr £ sws Ludlilay agreements, leaving neither of th
neighbours fecling that they }ad be g o Py o

: . en bullied or even pressured by
their huge neighbour. In the cate of Burmu, the Chinese had accepted
the McMahon alignment of the basis of the boundazy; in the case of
Nepal they had agreed that, vhere there orcre disputes, “adyummenys
b?nudc.maccmdanccwi:bz.‘rprizxighdrq:d:y, zezead benefy,

friendship and murtnal accommadamon’ 24 Thaso had brez e ::z};x;s

ofa dsu.pute over Mownz Byersr, wikich Chomes o 2t honed wrhey
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China, but the Chinese accepted the Nepali (and general) view that the
peak itself marked the boundary. China and Nepal agreed to keep
their armed personnel out of a forty-kilometre zonc along the
boundary. :

So far as the Sino-Indian dispute was concerned, although Chou
En-lai maintained that the talks had not failed, that “further under~
standing has been achieved anyway’, all that the summit mecting had
done was to clear the way for 2 worsening of the situation on the
borders. The officials’ consultations, as Nehru foresaw,?® would do
no more than produce two contradictory reports. The dispute could
not be resolved by what Nehru called ‘facts’, it required political com-
promise, The Indians had refused to come to any agreement to sus-
pend patrolling in the western sector so as to keep their hands free for
the move forward into Chinese-controlled territory in Aksai Chin to
which Nehru and his Government were already implicitly committed.

The Chinese approach hardened after the summit failure. No more
was heard of the suggestion Peking had made before the talks, that
perhaps the Indians genuinely misunderstood China’s intentions. 0
Chen Vi expressed the strain of indignation that was henceforth to
mark Chinese comments on the boundary dispute when, after listening
to Chou En-lai being questioned by American and Indian correspon-~
dents at the Katmandu press conference, he broke in with: ‘I want to
call your attention to the fact that China is a country which is being
wronged. I want tostress, Chinaisa country whichis being wronged.’241



Part 1T

THE FORWARD POLICY

£
‘We thought it was a tort of game. They would stick up a post and we
would stick up a post and we id pot think it would come to much more.
An Indian Army officer

It was 3 game of Russian roulctre, but the highest authonities of India
scemed to feel that the one shot ia the eylndes was a blank. Unfortunately
fot them and for the conntry it was not 30 The eylinder was filly loaded.

General ] N. Chaudhari?

When you shut the door, what remains? Esther sitting sullenly and dowg
nothing, Lke an old woman—or going out, sword m hand er whatever
weapon you have, and fighting. There Is nothing else left.

Jawaharkil Nehred






sot the falure of the New Delhi sammit that closed the door
::v:‘:xcgodmd serdlement of the boundary dispute. India had closed
that long before; indeed, had walled it up when border policy was
first considered by the new Indian Government in the first yeats after
independence. But with Chou En-lii's departure, the Government was
squardly faced with the guestion: *What next?’ Thete was never any
doubt about the answer, it had been inherent in the Indian position
from the beginning of the dispute.

That was that Akssi Chin had always and incontrovertibly been
Indian territory and that the Chinese claim to it was factitious, con-
cocted to fizge 1llegal and clandestine seizute, If, caught and
denounced, China refused to withdraw from the area, India would
have to tm to measutes other than argument to recover it, lest the
situation set into permanence—a de farto settlement by default. There-
fore India had parried of rejected Chings attempts to obtain an agree-
ment on maintenance of the status guo of 1959, from the proposal in
Chou En-lar’s first letter to his attempts 1n the summit talks to get
Nehru to accept a joint suspension of patrolling.

The Government, by describing the Chunese presence in Indian-

Adfead ai

v

' . - ..

habutually coupled his rejection of war with 2 commitmens tha l}
diplomacy and talks fifed, the Government would not supinely =t:¢'pr
the situation. If ejection of the Chinese by the direct use of mulitary
force was ruled out becanse it would fead to war, and acquiescence in
the smfhu qoon the boundaries was ruled out because it would amount
to defeat, 3 third way early suggested itself to the Indians. As the
Times of Indie gt it in an edhtorial in Ocxober 19598

New Delli muse assertits rights by dispatching properly equipped
13
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patrols into the areas currently occupied by the Chinese, sincg any
prolonged failure to do so will imply a tacit acceptance of Chinese
occupation, and a surrender to Peking’s threat to cross the
McMahon Line in force should Indian patrols penetrate into the
disputed areas of Ladakh.t

The Government had reached the same conclusion by the time that
Chou En-lai Jeft New Delhi. The day he left, the writer was told by a
key official not to expect the borders to relapse into quiet, as Indian
patrols would have to begin probing the Chinese-occupied area.
There would be no attacks on Chinese positions (the summit com-
muniqué committed the parties to ‘every cffort . . . to avoid friction
and clashes’); but the Indian patrols would penetrate the spaces between
them.

This forward policy, as it came to be called, was not formulated in
the normal processes of government; it emerged in a kind of virgin
birth out of the sitnation in-which the Indian Government found itself
at the beginning of 1960. Various—and varying—claims about the
paternity of the policy wese put forward later: proud boasts of father-
hood before it brought disaster, disavowals when events had bas-
tardized it. As late as October 1962, General Kaul, then Chicf of the
General Staff, told the writer that the forward policy had been his own-
conception, ‘sold to Nehru over the head of Krishna Menon'; but
in that officer’s later accounts responsibility for the policy is shifted
away from himself and towards Nehru, Menon and his own military
superjors.’ Krishna Menon has been more consistent and more honest,
conceding that the policy derived from the situation and maintaining
that if it had been continued ‘as a game of ches, it need not have
failed. . :

The objectives of the forward policy were, first, to block potential
lines of further Chinese advance; secondly, to establish an Indian
presence in Aksai Chin which would make Indian participation in the
joint withdrawals proposed by Nehru more than theoretical, and thus
give strength to that diplomatic lever for getting the Chinese out of the
arca. Beyond that, implicit at the outset, was the intention to under-
minle Chinese control of the disputed areas by the interposition of
Indian posts and patrols between Chinese positions, thus cutting their
supply lines and ultimately forcing them to withdraw. But the objec-
tives emerged after the policy was formulated, and were more a
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rationale; the forward policy really sprang from the conchusion that

there was nothing else India could do. X
At no time were the implications thought through in New Delhi,
The policy was legalisti ing that as p ion is nine-tenths of

the law India had only to go and stand on as many parts of Aksai Chin
as possible to turn the tables on China, or at least attain a position of
equality with her. It was reckless, ignoring the often repeated Chinese
warning that assertion of Indian claims in the western sector courted
retaliation across the McMahon Line. And at bottom it was irrational,
because its fundamental premise was that no matter how many posts
and patrols India sent into Chinese-chaimed and -occupicd teritory the
Chinese would not physically interfere with them—provided only that
the Indians did not attack any Chinese positions. From the very begin=
ning of the dispute in 1954, after the advance of Indjan boundary peess
in the middle sector brought them into contact with the Chinesey
India had been ready to threaten force against Chinese who tried &
maintain positions across the Indian claim lines;* but Nehru and }:—*
colleagues were absolute in their faith that the Chincse would pot &
likewise. When it is remembered that India accused China of toigse
happy aggressiveness in the Longju and Kongka Pass inademss &
faith that China would not use force against Indian troops who pese~
trated into Aksai Chin becomes more curious—unless iz =
to suggest that New Delhi suspected that the Chiness wose
those incidents, in which it was alleged that the Indizs 3725, w=

true.
The forward policy smacked of satyagraha, the pas=e ==
obedience movement which Indians employed agzi=
this case the satyagrahis would be armed troops, atle =
attacked; but the confidence in a kind of moral roxssiss
would dissuade the Chinese from attacking recalled &
British would be reluctant to use force, and thar i€ v
rebound against them, It seems to have reflectad Neke=!
* For ple m a note of Sep 26th, 1956, Inda ixformed Peiong =
of Chunese aroed pesonne 5 terntory Lt clyoed weeld be mwmet 3

EE
1 . . '

- ' . LI

o ~e .
border forces aathonty ‘to use force more or ke £, mf Zooee mgr=mz
Longju and Kongka Pasyincidents were 3 comegommes of S e S "Smn v
al e
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his country as one unique in the world’s experience for the dcp'th of
its pacific instincts, and his belief that the world—including China—
shared that view. India’s reputation in the world would go with the
patrols into Aksai Chin like a moral armour. o

If these assumptions were unreal, there was a deeper illogicality
about the forward policy, because with its other ‘objectives it looked
ultimately to changing the military balance in Aksai Chin to the point
at which India could use force to eject the Chinese. "My whole soul
reacts against the idea of war anywhere,” Nehru often said;® but, when
not in his apocalyptic vein, he could be quite pragmatic about the
prospect of war. ‘A certain aggression has taken place on our territory,’
he told the Lok Sabha in 1961, when the forward policy had begun to
be put into effect. ‘How do we deal with it? First of all, what is the
objective? Obviously, our objective can only be to get that aggression
vacated. How do we get that aggression vacated? By diplomatic means,
by various measures, and ultimately if you like by war. .. . Wegoon
strengthening our position to deal with the situation whenever we
think it is strong enough to be dealt with by us, and not from a weak
position.”? How it could be believed that the Chinese would stand idly
by while India gradually and laboriously built up positions of strength
from which to attack them is difficult to understand; but that Nehru
and his colleagues did believe it was to be demonstrated not only in the
western sector, but below Thag La ridge in the east—until they were
brutally disabused in October 1962.

Nehru's utterances on war in this period were usually set off by the
bellicose rhetoric of Opposition speakers. With the sole party exception
of the Communists, the Opposition benches were solid in their calls on
the Government to use force to evict the Chinese if they did not
evacuate the areas that India claimed, and there was strong —if largely
silent—sympathy for that view on the Congress side. It was denied that
such action would amount to war. ‘To defend your own territory is
not to wage war,” Masani said; ‘I have never known this suggestion
before, that if you throw out bandits from your territory you are
engaged in an act of war. It is just police action on your own territory.’
The phrase ‘police action’ was consistently used by the Government's
critics to describe what they had in mind for the Chinese, It had first
been used in India to describe military operations in 1048, when the
vacillation of the Nizam of Hyderabad over the future of his state was
cut short by India’s marching the Army in, and it was soon to be -
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applied to the scizure of Goa. It 1mplied an assumption of moral
authority on the part of the attacking or ‘poltce” force as well as their
overwhelming strength, and so was doubly comforting to Indian
sensibilities —as it is, of course, in other countries proposing to use force
to attain their ends. *We as a peaceful nation who are members of
the U.N. do not believe in war as any remedy,’ an Independent M.P.
summed it up in the Lok Sabha at the end of 1959; ‘therefore , . . the
only way is to have a police action whereby we can push the Chinese
out of our territory, create the status guo ante, vacate aggression, and
after that have a basis for negotiation.’! This nominalist fallacy—that
the nature of an act could be changed by calling it something different
—was always impatiently rejected by Nehru, and then the Opposition
would change tack and clim that, in any event, war was not the
ultimate catastrophe or even an unmixed evil. Small, local wars
could not always be avoided, Knpalani argued. “When such wars are
foughe, thanks to the wisdom of the world, they are localised and afeex
some time a workable solution is found. . . . So we need not scaez ooz~
selves that any resistance to Chinese aggression will lead to 2 wesid
war and a destruction of humanity. The world will see to iz gz &
does not happen.'1?

Opposition members liked to point to the siver Emmge oz
clouds of war, suggesting that the experience of war world ==
temper the Indian people—'It is conflict that bnngs cos Sz ree = 2
country, that brings about unity,’ as Kripalari gz =—& &2
the danget of it could be tumed to good efo =
borders] can and must be used to achieve mamml cfmmer = T

« national endeavour,” Asoka Mehta counselled &= G T
fronted by aggressive footsteps along our maareal
nation will be willing to bear additonal saerrfices.™ Tim sz of 2
natiorr girded for combat was not without sz Fazeren ammemes &=
Nehew, who saw India, if at last faced with war, berorm=z ‘s mesiem of
armies’, with ‘every single activity, every sngle dicz == =2 s,
planning et cetera, conditioned by one rjer fier—bezzmoe ot w2
be a struggle for life and death’.t$ Buz merr coneimery Ee
phasized the dangers of war, not only for Indiz 20d -fuma &
world as a whole, “War between India and Choza worll be ome 25 e
major disasters of the world,” ke sasd 1 2o cpper Home 2z e
1961, * ... for it will mean woeld waz. [ %53 moam war wick =7 2
indefinite. We would not be able 5 B = 1= somme, Boczee = 27 2
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be possible for China to defeat us and it will be .impossiblc for us to
march up to Peking across Tibet.”2® This warning that war in the
Himalayas would inevitably sct the world alight was tesfﬂy rc_]cct.cd
by those who wanted to sec the Indian Army launch operations to evict
the Chinese. ‘One of the fantasies with which New Delhi hypnotizes
itself into inactivity is the supposition that a Sino-Indian conflict on thf’:
border issue would plunge the entire world into a nuclear holocaust,
one editorial put it at the end of 1961.1¢ .

The tone of Nehru's utterances on war oscillated. First, reacting
against the wild trumpet calls from the Opposition benches, he would
speak of Armageddon, the horrors of war; then, backing away lest he
be taken to be damping down the patriotic ardour which the boundary
dispute was arousing, and of which he confessed he was proud (though
he said that he wished the young men who sent him pledges signed in
their blood would find more constructive outlets),!” he would reaffirm
India’s readiness to fight if war did come. Drum-beating and strong
language were wrong and dangerous, he said; ‘war is a dangerous
policy; but if war is thrust upon us we shall fight and fight with all our
strength. But I shall avoid war, try to prevent it with every means in
our power, because it is a bad thing, it is a dangerous thing. . .." On
the other hand, ‘there are some things which no nation can tolerate,
Any attack on its honour, on its integrity, on the integrity of its terri-
tory, no nation tolerates, and it takes risks, grave risks even, to protect
all that.18

Varying as his utterances on war were in their tone, they did in sum
tend to give currency, even respectability, to the idea that India would .
go to war with China for Aksai Chin unless that territory was sur--
rendered. Led on by the hot cries of the Opposition even while reject-
ing them, Nehru from very soon after the boundary dispute became a
political issue in India began to speak of war with China as a possi-
bility. (He even went so far as to allude to it in a speech at the state
banquet in New Delhi for Chou En-lai.) But in those rhetorical allu-
sions to the ultimate possibility of war, the conceived context was
always that of India, patience at last exhausted and a position of
strength achieved, going to war for the territory she claimed. That war
might arise from Chinese reaction to or anticipation of Indian moves
never crossed civilian minds in New Delhi. From bcginning to end,
Nehru and his colleagues were unwavering in their faith that, whatever
India herself did along the borders, China would not attack. That was
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the basic assumption of the forward policy, a military challenge to 2
militarily far superior neighbour.

LEEEE SRS S22

The 1950s had been a decade of neglect for the Indian armed forces,
The Army especially suffered from the stepmotherly attitude of the
new Congress Government after independence. Thar may have
derived partly from the resentment of the Congressmen against those
who had served the forcign rule while they themselves siffered gaol or
worse trying to oust it, but the attitude was confirmed by two major
policy conclusions of the pew Government. The first of these was that
there was no danger of any attack on India,

This belief can be traced back in the pre-independence utterances of
Nehru as far as 1928 when, in a speech to Congress, he enumerated the
countries which might be considered to present possible threats to India
and one by one ruled them out, to the conclusion that ‘no danger
threatens India from any direction, and even if there is any danger we
shall be ablc to cope with it."?® British defence strategy had focused on
the hes to the sub-contis and been informed by
apprchzxmon of a challenge from Moscow ever since the Russmu
absorbed the khanates and reached the frontier of Afghanistan in the
1880s; and this obsession persisted even in the 1920, although soon
afterwards it was put aside in favour of the more limited contingency
of a war with Afghanistan. Nehru dismissed the Russian bogey as
‘largely imaginary’ and saw the danger from Afghanistan as, at most,
that of a few raids, As for China, the Himalayas made ‘an effective
barricr and not cven air fleets could come that way'.® India's size, its
geo-strategic position and the interest of the great powers in seeing that
it did not fall under foreign dominion again would, in Nehru's view,
keep his country immune from any significant external attacks: 'No
country will tolerate the idea of another acquinng the commanding
position which England occupied for so long. If any power was
covetous enough to make the attempt, all the others would combune to
trounce the intruder. This mutual rivalry would in atself be the surest

guarantee against an attack on India.’** Nehru conunued to hold this
rational and pragmatic view of external threats to India after inde-
pendence and indeed until the main Chinese assaule in November 1962,

In the first years of independ, there was no h inIndia

PP
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of any militaty tlireat from Pakistan—the boot was very much on the
other foot. Pakistan’s share of the pre-partition Indian Army was,
naturally, smaller than India’s, and the rudimentary resources an’d
sketchy organization of the new state of Pakistan magnified In.dxa s
military superiority. In India, Hindu nationalist feeling against Pakistan
was intense, the desire to ‘avenge the wrong’ of 1947 and undo partition
openly expressed. Nehru stood squarély against such sentiments, but
only time could suppress them, War between India and Pakistan was
close during the Kashmir fighting in 1947-8; again in 1950 when com-
munal massacres broke out afresh in the two Bengals; again in 1951
when the Kashmir dispute came to a head once more. On all these
occasions the Indian Army concentrated on the Punjab border, threat-
ening Lahore. In 1951 Pakistan informed the Security Council of the
threat from the Indian Army; the passing of. this crisis seems to have
owed something to American diplomatic intervention.??

It became clear to the Pakistanis that they would have to live under
the recurrent threat of Indian attack until they built up their own
forces to at least a deterrent level. John Foster Dulles’s pactmanship
made that possible in 1954,* and as the United States equipped and
trained Pakistan’s armed forces it appeared that it would no longer be
easy for India to knock out Pakistan—and there could be no more one-
sided military confrontations. The possibility that India might launch
an attack on Pakistan faded, to be replaced with the possibility that
Pakistan, emboldened by the strength of her American-armed forces,
might try conclusions with India again over Kashmir. (The reversal
was signalled in the changed attitudes to the question of a ‘no-war
pact’. That was originally urged by Liaquat Ali Khan, Prime Minister
of Pakistan, and turned down by Nehru;2? after the middle 1950s it
began to be urged by India, and rejected by Pakistan.)

So, through the 19505, in the strategic context first of attack, then
of defence, the exclusive possibility of war with Pakistan informed the
strategy and training of the Indian services. The Army, cautious by
profession, proposed that some thought be given to the defence of the
m?r.them borders against China, but met with a political ruling that no
military preparations against China were called for.2¢ A suggestion in
the early 19505 that an infantry manual on Chinese battle tactics be

* American military assistance became available to Pakistan after joi

she had joined th
Baghdad (later cENTO) and SEATO pacts, and was meant to be used against C'?,ommunisct
aggression. It seems probable, however, that Washington appreciated that it would serve
to stabilize South Asia if India’s military predominance over Pakistan were diminished.
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prepated, drawing on American and British expericnce ia Korea, was
sejected.?¥ As late as 1958, “to the utter amazement and consternation of
the Indian Army', according to one officer,® 2 high-ranking Chinese
military mission was taken on a tour of major military establishments.*
Ironically, in Punjab the Chinese watched a demonstration of fire
suppore for an infantry assault mounted by 4 Division, then undes
command of Major-General B, M. Kaul; both the division and s then
commander were to play central parts in the border war with China
four years lter.

The sccond policy consideration, deriving from the first (that there
wvas no danger of India being engaged in hostilides excopt with
Pakistan), was that expenditure on the defence fo.ces must be kept to
the barest practicable mini so that the ilable for
development would not be spent unproductively and unnecessarily.

India's share of the ald Indian Army that was sundered in the creation
of Pakistan was gbour 280,000 men. The new Government's first
intention was to reduce the size of the Army—Nehm explained that 2
highly mechanized and celatively small force was preferable ta 2 large
but ill-equipped “foar’ force™—but this plan was not put into cffect,
and the Army instead slowly grew. By 1953 it numbered yuse under
330,000, organized into seven divisions, six infantry —of varying stan~

ds of compl training and equip —and one d.
The Army's peacetime deployment teflected 2 balance between the
possibility of war with Pakistan and the requuements of internal
security, almost as much 2 consideration with Indian mulitary planners
as it had been with their Briush predecessors. Three nfantry divisions
were in Kashmir, with one of tharr battalions at Leh m Ladakh—
where, 100, it was at that time facing south, against the Pakistanis,
rather than north. The Pakistanis h2d nearly eaken Leh 1n the Kashmur
war, and 3t was 1 reaction to thae northward move that the Indian
Atsdiy had moved into Ladakh. The Indians had decided that 1n the

e e, Yt et b mee MLLEVAR Phigngatiee ereend the S Calleee
3 . . . |. .

.
Paratroop Brigade 3t Agra.
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event of another Pakistani attempt to take Kashmir by force, they
would have to react by attacking towards Lahore, and a two-division
counter-strike force for that putpose was kept in Punjab. The armoured
division was based at Jhansi in central India.

These dispositions continued until 1956, and the Army was more
or less static in size as well as equipment. The rebellion of the Naga
tribes in 1956 necessitated a progressive build-up of forces in the
north-east, and by the end of the 1950s a division was tied down in
guerrilla fighting in the Naga hills. East Pakistan prescnted no strategic
threat; the great bulk of Pakistan’s forces were kept in that country’s
west wing, most of it in Punjab facing India, some on the north-west
frontier to deal with tribal turbulence and possible trouble from
Afghanistan—the old threat from the north-west from which partition
had relieved India. As the demands of the Naga campaign increased,
so more units of the Indian Army were siphoned across from Punjab
to the north-east. New units were formed to sustain the Punjab force's
strength, and consequently the Army began slowly to grow again.

After the Longju and Kongka Pass incidents of late 1959, with the
realization that an intractable dispute might develop over the boundary.
question, the expansion of the Army became more purposeful, and
faster. In November-December 1959, 4 Division was hurriedly trans-
ferred from Punjab to the north-cast, and a new division, the 17th,
created. In the north-cast, 4 Division was placed under a new forma-
tion, XXXIII Corps, which, with its H.Q. at Shillong, was responsible
for Sikkim; the boundary with Bhutan; NerA and the McMahon Line;
East Pakistan; and Nagaland. 4 Division’s responsibility was the
McMahon Line, from Bhutan to Burma, about 360 miles; but one of
the division's brigades was promptly detached for service in Nagaland.

The transfer of 4 Division made little immediate difference to India’s
defence posture in the north-east. At this time no roads reached more
than a few miles from the plains into the foothills, and there were no
lateral roads in NEFA at all—the north-south lic of the great ridges
running down from the Himalayas made lateral movement almast
impossible, and access to the different sectors of the McMahon Line was
ﬁ'czm the Brahmaputra valley. The division’s move into NEFA was
painfully slow. In Januvary 1960 one infantry company established
1tse1.f at Bomdi La; in March another reached Tawang; and it was not
until August 1960 that Tawang became a battalion H.Q. By this time,
two other battalions were in NEra, and the headquarters of 7 Infantry
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Brigade was at Bomdi La. Such was the slow reality behind Nehru's
declaration in August 1950 that the MéMahon Line had been made the
direct responsibility of the Army.

Vocal political opinion in India was, until late in the 19505, against
any increase in defence expendi Kripalani expressed it in the
Lok Sabha in 1958: .

‘We had believed that in 2 non-violent India the last thing the
Government would contemplate would be an increase in the
military budget, but 1 am sorry to say, and I think it would distucb
the soul of the father of the nation {Gandhi), that in recent years
there has been an increase of about [Rs. 1,000 million] more than
in the previous year, and then in the supplementary demands
there was 2 increase of [Rs. 140 million]. . . . May L ask why we
are increasing our military establishment?®s

While the Gandhians were thus aiticizing the Go from one
side, the services were plaining that the budgetary restrictions
under which they operated were preventing proper upkeep of their

blisk let alone allowing modernization. The services' diffi-
culties were exacerbated by the political sivalry and personal hostility
between Krishna Menon and Morarji Desai, which informed the inter-
working of their respective ministries, Writing in 1961 an American
journalist in New Dethi observed that ‘if India had anything approach-
ing cabinet government, the conflict between Menon and Desai and
their respective ministerial advisers would long ago have become
unmanageable.®?

The comphints from the Army became more pressing in the early
19605, and in 1961-2 a series of letters went from Army H.Q. to the
Defence Minister ing deficiencies in equip and supplics,
and waming that these could be crippling in the event of war. The
letters were drafted by General Kaul, by now Chief of the General
Staff, and in the last and most urgent of them he described the quandary
in which Government policy had placed the Army: *On the one hand
we are required to raise additional forces as soon as posuble, faling
which we run the risk of our temritory being occupied by foreign
aggressors; on the other hand, the weap quip and i
tion available to us are so meagre that we are finding it impossible to
equip the new raisings.’® This particular letter included the request
that it be placed before the Defence Committe of the Cabinct,
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reflecting the soldiers’ belief that Krishpa Menon was not passing on
their urgent warnings. But, like its predecessors, it had no effect in
increasing the Army’s budget allocations. Kaul made use ?f the
personal access to Nehru that he enjoyed to carry the Army’s case
farther, and, by his own account, met this answer:

If we imported the weapons and equipment needed by the armed
forces we would have to spend foreign exchange, of which we
were already very short; so much expenditure on defence would
result in a major economic setback to the country, which he could
“not accept. In view of these and some political considerations, he
said we must mainly rely upon indigenous production of weapons
and equipment, which was really the answer in the long run. He
finally said that we must stand on our own feet as foreign countries
might withdraw or modify their support to us at any time.3!

This was a cogent sketch of the Government's policy. Development
must come first; military aid from abroad was unacceptable since it
would impair India’s non-alignment and be unreliable; and the only
answet to the predicament of the services lay in the long-term plan
of steadily building up defence production inside India. Thus the needs
of the services would be filled while at the same time the country’s
industrial resources were augmented. Nehru repeated the argument
again and again at this.time to meet the complaints and warnings
advanced by, and on behalf of, the services.

The thinking was unexceptionable, but it did not sit well with
the risks of the forward policy. For all the political compulsions that
produced it or, in the Indian view, its justification, such 2 policy meant
physically challenging a militarily far more powerful neighbour. No
settlement of the quarrel with Pakistan was in sight—or indeed being
sought—and the Government’s policies set the Army an onerous new
task, inviting confrontation with one of the world’s strongest infantry
powers, without having either trimmed its obligations elsewhere or
materially increased its budget. In the spring of 1961 India contributed
a brigade group for action with the United Nations in suppressing the
Katanga secession in the Congo, and a battalion had been in U.N.
service in the Gaza strip since 1956.

By the beginning of the 1960s, then, the Indian Army’s limited
resources were coming under considerable strain; but it was in a very
poor position to register its disquiet. Since independence, relations
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between the Army and the civilian leadership had tilted to the disadvan-
tage of the soldiers, with the Government's positively .P:ciﬁc. almost
pacifist approach to international relations, the emphasis on develo
ment, the insi on lig; all reinforcing the Gandkh
disapproval of men of war which was part of the Congress attitude.
Krishna Menon's appointment as Defence Minister in 1957 was at first
warmly welcomed in the services, where it was felt that for the first
time they had been given an energetic and politically relevant minister;
but the honeymoon was short, and soon distrust and resentment on
both sides began to inform the daily contacts berween the senior
soldiers and their civilian superiors, Menon was never an easy man to
work with: he was sharp-tongued and quick~tempered, veering be-
tween angry impatience and remorseful cordiality with associates and
bord open in his pt for those he regarded as fools, and
given to an intellectual superiority which inclined him to judge most
people as fools at one time or another. These characteristics did not
make for smooth relations with the senior soldiers and soon soured the
general wel to Menon's appoi To p ! friction be-
tween Menon and General Thimayya, who had become Chief of
Army Seaff (C.O.AS.)* at the same time as Menon became Defence
Minister, was added growing concern in the military at what they saw
as their minister's improp ined and, by infe purposeful
interference in matters which traditionally had been left to the soldiers.
Thimayya and some of his colleagues suspected that Menon was not
ying their complaints and proposals to the Prime Minister or the
Defence Committee of the Cabinet; but they knew that Menon was
overriding their recommendations in the crucial matter of promotions
to high rank, and it was that which underlay the rumpus in Seprember
1959 when it emerged that General Thimayya had submitted his
Tesignation,

The military’s misgivings about Menon’sinterference in promotions
had been felt for some time, and focused, then and later, on the steady
ascent of Brij Mohan Kaul, an officer who was to play a central and
disastrous role in the border war and 11s preludes.

T .
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Kaul's was an ambiguous and complex character, and the ups and
downs of his career reflect it. Before independence, he was unmistak-
ably marked for something less than success in the Army; after, he
aspired to and nearly reached the topmost military office, only to be
brought down in failure and disgrace. From a middleclass background
in a Kashmiri Brahmin family, and after an adolescent firtation with
the nationalist movement, Kaul won one of the places reserved for
Indians at Sandhurst, graduating from there in 1933. After the cus-
tomary year’s service in a British unit he was accepted into the Rajpu-
tana Rifles, serving on the N.W. Frontier; but only two years later he
transferred to the Army Service Corps. This branch offered higher pay,
more postings in stations where an officer could have his family with
him, and generally an easier life; but for a young Sandhurst officer to
transfer to the Service Corps was.to tum away from the rewards the
combat arms offered to ambition, as well as from the risks. According
to his own account,33 Kaul made several attempts to get back to his
original regiment or to another infantry unit but failed to do so. This
suggests that the Rajputana Rifles did not want him back, and that he
had failed to measure up to the standards of the fighting arm. But Kaul
was an energetic, intelligent and personable officer, and lack of success
with the infantry did not close the door to advancement—though, in
the normal course of events, it would have been a barriér to high rank
as a.general officer. In 1942 he was promoted acting lieutenant-colonel,
with a public relations job in south India. In the following year he was
transferred to the war theatre and commanded a motor transport unit
in the Kohima area, where, he later wrote, he “went through hazards,
hardships and other unpleasant situations which normally go with an
operational theatre’.3# After a few months he was posted back to base
fluties, and at the end of the war was in public relations again, this time
in New Delhi. That in nearly six years of war, while the Indian Army
was enormously expanded and fought in so many theatres, Kaul, a
regular officer Sandhurst-trained for infantry, never served with a
combat arm, can suggest only that he was judged not suitable for
combat command ~or that he did not scek it.
be’:ziz Iglnzr;?_ci thi:vZ: g;el .end of the war and independence must have

ian officers of the Army and other services,

caught more sharply than ever in the contradiction that to be true to
:;‘:i zzlén\:fasyg:n thg eyes of m:my’of their compatriots, to be false to
Ty. For about twenty-five thousand'men of the Indian Army
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who had been captured by Britain's enemics, the contradiction had
been resolved by their joining the Indun National Army to fight
alongside the Japanese. Kaul had not been given that choice, but
showed that he was with the LN.A. in spirit by filching a document
from Army files to give the Jawyers defending LN.A. officers on trial
in Delhi at the end of 1945; he recounts the inddent, with apparent
pride, in his autobiography.®s By then poltical mishandling by the
DBritish had done much to swing Congress sympathy, at first ambivalent
towards the LNL.A., wholcheartedly behind it, and Nehru himself was
one of the defending lawyers.?s
Kaul had made himself known to Nchru before this, and had called
on him when the future Prime Minister went to Simla, on his last
release from gaol in 1945, to see the Viceroy. Thereafier, until the
debacle of 1962, Kaul enjoyed ready access to Nehra and a warm
personal relationship with him, and his career flourished in the steady
sunshine of the Prime Minister’s favour. Hindsight might suggest that
Nehru here again showed the blind spot in his appreciation of men’s
quahties that often led him to mistake ghtter for gold, and conse-
quently keappot hat turned out dit ly. Butthere was
much about Kaul to commend him powerfully to Nehru, Dapper, hand-
someand articulate, he was not only, like Nehru, 2 Kashmun Brahmin,
but ako of distant kin to the Prime Minsster; Nehru's farmuly name was
Kaul, and his wife was a Kaul.* Furthermore, he was 2 nationalist in a
way that set him quite apart from his Indian fellow-officers of similar
Sandhurst background, who were only patriots. Kaul was energeticand
imaginauve, a get-things-done man with little respect for what could
be presented as the more hidebound multtary traditions. A fellow-
officer with no reason to like Kaul still noted 1n him *many admirable
qualities. . . . He was dynamic and a go-getter. He had a clear brain and
was dedicated to his work. His personal conduct was above criticism.
He had a warm heart and was generous.”” These qualitics might have
led Nehru to assume that Kaul was a balhant all-round soldier, while
affection perhaps blinded hun to Kaul’s hmatations. Nehru was blind.

* An oficul (non-Kashmin, non-Brahmn) who worked closely with Neb—s £r 2

time wrote that ‘enernucs of the Prime Munuster used to say that hus search for ez 5
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too, to the corrosive effect that his dircct and open dealings with a
junior officer had on discipline and morale in thc:. officer corps. The
damage this did only incréased, of course, as Kaul's rank advancc.d_.

After independence, Kaul's climb was steady and rapid, poht'xcal
preferment coming first and being complemented by military appoint-
ments. At the end of 1946 he was made secretary of a comimittee
responsible for Indianizing the Army (until then, of course, over-
whelmingly British-officered); then he was sent to Washington as
military attaché, and subscquently to Lake Success as military adviser
to the Indian mission. In 1948 he returned to India. He hoped to
be given command of an infantry battalion in the Kashmir war but
this again eluded him, and instead he was put in charge of the Kashmirl
militia. He fell out with Sheikh Abdullah, then Prime Minister of the -
state; Nehru had Kaul transferred away and, having been promoted,
he was given command of an infantry brigade—at last the return to
infantry which was essential if Kaul were to continue to advance in the
service. The alternation of political with military appointments con-
tinued with Kaul's attachment.to the Neutral Nations' Repatriation
Commission in Korea; then his promotion to major-general, and
appointment to command of 4 Infantry Division. Command of a
division was traditionally a requirement for promotion above the
rank of major-general, and was thus another essential step in Kaul's
career.

By this time Kaul had been taken up by Krishna Menon, too. Again,
there was much to commend Kaul to the Defence Minister: first,
prabably, the obvious and indeed demonstrative favour in which
Nehru held him, with the help of which Kaul had risen in a decade
from lowly P.R. officer to commander of a crack division; then, the
disapproval in which Kaul was held by the very senior officers with
whom by then Menon was at loggerheads; and, last but not least,
Kaul's administrative drive. This was most clamantly demonstrated in -
‘Project Amar’, the building of a township of some fifteen hundred
houses for soldiers’ families which Kaul put through with 4 Division
v.thile he commanded it in 1958-9. The use of an operational infantry
division for such engineer corps or civilian tasks had been opposed by
Army H.Q., but the project was authorized by Krishna Menon. At zll
events, 'the accommodation was badly needed and the job was done in
about six months—Kaul having been given special powers and inde-
pendence to that end. Whatever the merit of the project, however, it is
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clear that Kaul also used it for self-advertisement. Menon lid the
foundation stone, and when the township was completed Nehru and
half the Cabinet, with other politicians and the serviee chicfs, came to
the inauguration. Kaul had had a patriotic ditty written for the occasion
and taught o the division; “when Nehru heard this stirring song fsung
by twwenty thousand men] he was thrilled,” he wrote later,®

. The next step up for Kaul came in May 1939, when, against the
resistance of General Thimayya, he was promoted to lieutenant-
general and brou htinto Army H.Q.ina key post. A vauncy m the
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fact that two other majcr-g:ncrals, P, S. Gyani and P. P, Kumara-
mangalam, wete senior to him, T'himayya recommended that Gyani
be made Q.M.G. But although Gyani's record was dnsnngulshed he
had not commanded an infantry division, and by the Army'’s own
practice in promotions that had come to be tegarded as a prerequisite
for the rank of h:mcmm»gm:nl on that gm\md Krishna Mmox\
overruled Thxm:yya s ion. That left K
still in Kaul's way, however, and to supcxscdc him would havc becn
invidious; not only was K lam's record disti
including 2 D.S.O. from the Second World “War, he cime  from a
family of some political importance* The solution was to create
another vacancy entailing promotion. This was done, Kumaraman-
galam being made adjutant-general. The way thus cleared, Thimayya
was umable—without making an issue of it~to block Kaul's appoint-
ment as Q M.G., although he was sharply averse to it—not only was
the QM.G.'s a key post, it carried membership of the Army's Selec-
nons erd,'l‘ whcncc Kaul would henceforth be able to exerr con-
of others,

Raul had by tlm nmc bccemc a bitterly divisive figure i the officer
corps. The question ‘Are you pro-K. or anti-K.?’ needed no spelling

* Kumanmzngth s father wax Dr Subhany:n. a Cvng«u leader from Madras, who

me Si 's three sons one was 2
tzumb« of the ladian Crvil Scmc: one was the wldm' and the lhnd, Mohan Kurmarz.
wangalam, was 2 member of the Communust Party Dr Subharayan used to say that
thmugh his soms he fad ensured agatast il the possible courses of Indian polincal develop-

TThe Selecrions Bourd consstsafthe GO AS the Army commanders (i the G O Cs-
t2-C. of Worern Command, Exsters Comsnand, etc) and the prinepal ssf offces in
y H
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out in most messes. Kaul flaunted his access to Nehru. ‘He used to
* boast about it,’ a senior officer complained. ‘He openly used.to boast
about it, and we used to sce him; he used to go in to the Prime
Minister, and he would go in the evening when the Prime Minister
was most relaxed.’*® In the way of courts and courtiers, of course, that
access was both proof and source of Kaul's influence. ‘Everyone in the
Army was petrified of the Prime Minister,” a less senior officer recalled,
and went on to make the point that this was no ordinary Prime
Minister: ‘Few men in history have been given such voluntary, pleni-
potentiary powers. Anyone who had his ear and- confidence wiclded
immense power.'¢! .

As a rising star, Kaul inevitably attracted followers—his critics
dubbed them ‘the Kaul-boys’. The resentment that always attaches to
the recipient of open favouritism was all the more intense because Kaul
had never been a combat soldier. He had long been held in cordial
contempt by his peers; now that contempt was no longer cordial.

The promotion of Kaul to lieutenant-general over his own recom-
mendation might have been in itself occasion enough for Thimayya to
force a showdown with Menon; but, while in many ways an out-
standing soldier and held in high respect and affection in the Army,
Thimayya was averse to battles of this kind, and it took a good deal
more to screw him to action. But then he acted impulsively, going off
half-cocked, so to speak, and was made to look irresponsible, even
pusillanimous. All three service chiefs had had cnough of Krishna
Menon. Their minister had often berated or ridiculed them in front of
their subordinates, and treated them cavalicrly, summoning them at
any hour of the day or night for conferences that were frequently -
inconsequential or even cancelled at the last moment. More seriously,
they had found their own technical recommendations often overruled
on what to them seemed subjective or irrelevant grounds; accordingly,
they agreed, it is believed, to go jointly to the Prime Minister with their
complaints about Mcgon. But then, on August 31st, Thimayya, acting,
he was later to tell friends, on the spur of the moment and because he
was ‘fed up’®® wrote out his resignation and sent it to the Prime
Minister.

The resignation of the Chief of Army Staff made an acute dilemma
f:or Nchru. Krishnfi Menon was already under attack from the Opposi-
tion benf:hes and in the press for mishandling the services and inter-
fering with promotions. The Longju incident had occurred only a few
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days before and the Govemment, Menon particularly, was being
criticized for neglecting the defence of the borders. Thimayya's resig-
nation would be scized upon by Menon's enemies as confirmation that
e was not a suitable Defence Minister, and it was clear that the pressure
might be such that Nehru would have to drop him from the Cabinet—
Menon's enemies were, if anything, more numerous in Congress than
inthe Opposition. He was close to Nehru both personally and polisically
and, as Nehru knew, many of the attacks on the Defence Minister were
really indirect attacks on the Prime Minister. To let Menon go would
mean a surrender to such critidsm and, moreover, would unbalance
the Cabinet in favour of the more orthodox and conservative members
of the Congress Party.

N handled this awkward situation with his usual political
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that he would personally Jook into Thimayya’s complaints and inter-
vene with Menon to remove their cause. Submission and retraction of
Thimayya®s resignation took place on the same day, but word of it
leaked to the press, which bannered the news next morning. With this,
the rumours of conflict between Krishna Menon and the military
leadership, which had long been dirculating in political circles, were
dramatically confirmed. The storm Nehru had hoped to avoid began
to blow up; but, Thimayya's resignation having in fact been with-
drawn, Nehru was in a much stronger position to handle it. He
presented the whole affair as a storm in a teacup, and put responsibility
for it squarcly on Thimayya. The latter’s sesignation, Nehru told
Parliament, had been ‘peculiarly unwise’, and ‘not the nghr thing ac
all'—indeed, ‘2 most extraordinary thing to do’. The difficulties
between the Defence Minister and the Chief of Army Staff had been
at bottom ‘temperamental’ differences, which were “tnivial and of no
consequence’, he said. Playing upon the Indian polincians” latent mis-
trust of the military, he suggested that this was a case in which the
supremacy of the civil order must be upheld, and gave Krishna
Menon’s stewardship of the Defence Minustry a glowing tribute.
‘When an Opposition M.P, asked whether he mughe not have 2 kind
word too for a soldier as distinguished as Thimayya, Nehru obliged
witha bow to a ‘very gallant officer’, but insisted- ‘I will not congratu-
1ate him on his letter of resignation.”
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Nehru thus tumned the tables, using the aborted resignation as the
occasion to'commend Menon and give Thimayya a humiliating public
dressing-down. Menon came out of the incident with :}ll ﬂags‘ﬂying,
and Kaul's position was resoundingly strengthened. Thimayya's pres-
tige in the Army suffered because he was seen to have b'ackcd down and
accepted humiliation, Perhaps if Thimayya, on lcammg‘how. Nch.ru
had gone back on his assurance to look into the Army's difficultics with
Menon, and instead had publicly rebuked him, had resigned again, and
stuck to it, the history of the next few years in India would have been
very different. As it was, the Thimayya affair tended to confirm
Nehn's reliance for military advice upon Menon and the coterie of
officers the latter was encouraging. For the soldiers, it carried the 1955011
" that it did not pay to maisc professional objections to the civilian
handling of military matters. ~

Nehr's reliance upon Kaul, and the way in which Kaul stepped
outside the normal Army procedures to serve it, are well illustrated in
an-incident soon after the Thimayya affair. On the Prime Minister’s
asking him about the situation on the ground at Long ju, Kaul promptly
volunteered to go there himself. The trek took him nearly three weeks,
and as he did not get quite within sight of Longju it is difficult to
believe that this personal mission by a licutenant-general and Quarter-
master-General achieved anything that another and more junior officer
could not have done; but Nehru got his eye-witness account and Kaul
confirmed his reputation as a man who would brave hazards and
privation in, or beyond, the line of duty. His severest critics had to
admit that the trek nearly to Longiu and back was 2 good cffort for a
man just short of fifty. In similar style some time later Kaul went on a
risky test flight over some of the highest terrain in Ladakh in a Russian
helicopter, a flight which he ordered—against Menon's instructions—
because he believed that Menon was committing the Air Force to
purchases of Russian machines without adequate trials.

Kaul scems to have been under a compulsion continually to test or
demonstrate his courage. Perhaps this can be understood in the light of
his never-having commanded troops in combat, and the taunts about
this that paralleled his risc in the service; but courage of this kind is not
the same as nerve, and a compulsion to go and get within range of shot
and shell does not sit well with high command, as later cvents showed.

Kaul’s next step up came when Thimayya reached retirement age
carly in 1961. The choice for his successor lay between Licutenant-
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General Thapar, then G.0.C~in-C. Western Command, and Lieut-
enant-General Thorat, Eastern Command, two officers of very nearly
equal seniority. Thapar had a narrow advantage in that regard (two
months, to be precise) but Thorat's record was more distinguished and
accordingly Thimayya recommended him. Again Thimayya's recom-
mendation was overruled, and not only was Thapar made Chief of
Army Staff but, over the active objections of Thimayya, Kaul was
appomnted Chief of the General Staff, a position second in jmportance
in the military hierarchy at the time only to that of the C.O.AS.
himself* Thapar was a competent but undistinguished officer, inclined
to take the easier course, and furthermore the circumstances of his
appointment left him indebted to Kaul, whose powerful influence had
been exerted on his behalf, Thapar repaid the obligation by making
Kaul C.G.S. although the latter possessed none of the qualifications or
experience necessaty for that key post.

These appointments made the whole question of Army promotions
alive issue again, A letter signed ‘Demoralized Army Officers appeared
in the Bombay political journal Current on April 5th, 1961, accusing
Menon, ‘the ewil genius of independ Ind’, of ipulating
promotions to create a chque personally loyal to himself. The letter,
showing familiarity with records and the basis of recent promotions
that only senior soldiers could be expected to have, wamed that
ppoi were being ged 1o clear the way for Kaul's carly
succession to the post of C.0.A.S. In Pathament, Kripalam pomted
out that this was the first time an officer with a predominantly Army
Service Corps background had headed the General Staff. He saw 1n
Kaul’s appointment evidence of the *hanky-panky” that he said had
recently ‘led to heart-burning among officers and discontent among the
ranks’, and closed with a philippic against ¥rishna Menon: ‘I charge
him with having created cliquesin the Army. [ charge him with having
lowered the morale of our armed services. I charge him wath having
wasted the moncy of a poor and starving nation. I charge lum with
the neglect of the defence of the country against the aggression of

* Thin T s vrgivarine Callamrad sha Boel cosmee B b sl L oF 8 & €un
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Communist China.’43 But Menon coolly denicd any interference in
promotions, Nehru backed him up, and the protests died down.

With Thapar as C.O.A.S. and himself as C.G.S., Kaul-could feel
that he held the reins himself, and he soon began to make others feel
it too. Officers of his choice were moved into the key posts at Army
11.Q., and senior soldiers of what by that time could plainly be identi-
ficd as the anti-Kaul camp were victimized. Just before Thimayya's
retirement, rumours circulated in Government circles and Army H.Q.
that he was planning a coup d'état. Even a date was given (January
soth, 1961) and Krishna Menon told the Chicfs of Navy and Air Staff
about his suspicions and warned civilian officials to keep an eye on
Thimayya. Kaul, already officiating as C.G.S., asked the latter for
explanation of troop movements that were thought to have been
suspicions.#* The conditions which could have made a coup feasible
were wholly absent inIndiaat that time, and the rumours were ground-
less if they were not mischievous. They were followed by formal
inquiries into remarks alleged to have been made by Thimayya on the
eve of his retirement, and others on similar charges against Lieutenant-
General Thorat and another officer, Lieutenant-General S. D. Verma.
These investigations were directed not by the Adjutant General, as
would normally have been the case, but by Kaul himself as Chief of
the General Staff. Thapar acquiesced.

The atmosphere of witch-hunt found its sharpest expression, how-
ever, in the Manekshaw case. Major-General Sam Manekshaw, then
Commandant of the Staff College at Wellington, was only a year
junior to Kaul but was in every way his antithesis. A graduate of the
Indian Military Academy at Dehru Dun, he was in attitude and record
far nearer to the Sandhurst norms than Kaul had ever been; a fighting
soldier who had won the Military Cross in Burma, he had little time for
politicians and less for soldiers who courted them. Outspoken and with
a sharp wit (he was credited with the pun ‘Kaul-boys') he did not hide
his contempt for Kaul. '

These two officers were representative, almost symbolic, of two
divergent and, indeed, antipathetic strains in the officer corps of the
Indian Army. Manckshaw (the name is Parsee) personified the British-
rooted tradition of the Army. At its best, this expresses itself in the
highest professionalism and a zest for soldiering, complemented by an
impatience for intrigue and politics—often treated as synonymous—
and a marked preference for regimental rather than staff dutics. But it
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sometinies carrics with it an emphasis on the manncrs and mores of
British regimental mess hfe which in independent India could ofien be
abrasive. Before the Second World War Lnde that was Indian in
bearing, except the servants, intruded into most Army messes; the
Indian officers of the Indian Asmy, to the last 3 minority, tended to be
as British as the British, Curry was for Sunday Junch, when it would
be caten with spoon and fork; dinnerjackets were mandatory when
miess uniferm was not wom; to be teetotal was a suspect oddity,
vegetarianism was for the men, nat the officers; Induan music was an
irtitating caterwaulings and to talk in an lodian language, 2 gaffe,
Bur with the great expansion of the Army during the war, officers of
a new generation and class of Induns were commissioned; from a kess
2ffluent and more urban background, bourgeois rather than aristo-
cratic, politically aware and even engaged, where their seniors saw
politics 25 dicty when not scrually seditious. The majority of this
. peneration, too, adapted to the traditional ways of the mess, but some
resisted or resented them. For these, curry was the normal food, and
to be eaten with the fingers at thar; any one of the myriad forms of
Indian dress was more acceptable and far more comfortable than
dinner-jackets; to shun alcohol and meat was to do no more than
follow the ways of their own people and their own inclinations. After
deg e such app ivialities conld become the banleground
of a decper division, between those nanonalist officers who blamed
their scniors for having served the British and even Jooked down on
them for aping the former rulers, and those, ke Sam Manckshaw,
who tended to sce any Indiamzation of mess nitual as a slackening of
dards. For the Mancksh the wad were not
beeause they were British in ongin, but because they were the tradinions
of the Army. For their critics, however, they were the servile affecta-
tions of officers who had not come to terms with all the tmplications of
India’s independence.

Raul was in spirit with the more natonabstic of the younger officers,
though of older gencration himsclf, and hus autoblography suggests thar
ke early formed 2 duslike for the Brnsh and those of huis compatriots
who, in his view, tried ‘to please ther masters and earn cheap popu-
Larity [and] rose latet to occupy the highest military posts’.+* There
was fertile ground for antipathy towards the very Brush Manckshaw,
and reparts of the latter’s 1ad and public mockery of Kaul, along with
highly disrespectful references to Menon, provided an occanen 1o
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strike back at him and others like him in the latter part of 1961. As
Kau] tells it: :

Some of our senior Army officers were in the habit of making
tendentious and indiscreet remarks openly against our national
Jeaders and extolled the crstwhile British rulers of India, They
suggested at times that some sort of dictatorial rule was the only
way to get our affairs out of the mess in which they were. .. . 1
came to know of specific cases of anti-national and indiscrect
utterances—some made in the presence of forcigners—on the part
of a few senior officers. 1, accordingly, brought them to the notice
of . . . General Thapar in writing, who put this matter up to the
Defence Minister who in turn reported it to the Prime Minister.3¢

A board of inquiry was sct up to investigate the charges against
Manckshaw, which were that he had been insubordinately critical of
his superiors and of the civilian leadership and, by implication, dis-
loyal. Manckshaw fought the charges, and the military board, while
noting that he might have kept a better guard on his tongue, not only
cxonerated him but recommended that action be taken against his
accusers—not Kaul, of course, but those junior officers who had
reported Manckshaw’s remarks. Yet the result of the charges was that
Manckshaw’s promotion was held up, and if it had not been for the
debacle of 1962 he would have had to retire as 2 major-general.

The lesson of the Manckshaw case was clear, and destructive to the
alrcady strained morale and cohesion of the officer corps. Officers
began to speak guardedly even when with friends, as it became plain
that the path to preferment lay only through the favour of Kaul and
his supporters. From watching one’s words out of fear of informers it
is only a step to choosing one’s words to please superiors, military or
civilian; the cost of having senior officers who had become cither
courticrs or cowed was to be painfully demonstrated in the border war.

The motives behind all this are not as clear as the consequences. That
Kaul aimed to become C.O.A.S. is certain, and it is almost as certain
that, but for the border war, he would have succeeded General Thapar.
Did his ambition reach further? By the end of 1961 some political
observers in India had come to believe that it did. ‘Kaul is the man to
watch,” Current, the Bombay political weekly, said at this time. ‘He
will not only become Chicf of Army Staff, he may one day cven be-
come Prime Minister of India.’ The thinking behind the prediction was
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muddled. ‘Nehru has leamed to have confidence in General Kaul and
rcg:rds him as an insurance :gams: any pomblc breaches of Army

3 f d

and di: “,. o ¥. ... But, app ly without

pctcavmg the ¢ Current continued: ‘If Nchm ever fele
inclined to name a successor to himself itis cven possible that discarding
alt zhe old and known Congress types, he would not be averse to

so unorthodox 2 choice as General Kaul' That Kaul could
come to political power in a constitutional context, as the chosen
leader of the Congress Party, was always out of the question, the sug-
gestion was grotesque; but the speculation at the time about his future
looked more often to his achicning power as the result of an Army
coup, engineered by himsclf ot brought on by the general failuce of
civil anthbrity. This prospect was pictured by an American writer,
‘Welles Hangen:

Military rule could be imposed on India while Kaul stayed
discreetly in the background. He could be a Nasser to Thapar's
Naguib or some other vencrable fagade. . . . Moreover, Kaul
would not be an unattractive military ruler. He could rationalize
the demise of Indian democracy as skilfully as he does bis relation-
ship with Menon. His performance would certainly have more
drive and polish than docs the faltering Indian democracy in
the second half of 2 cyclonic century of change. . . . He could
be the idol of all lovers of order.®?

That, 100, was far-fetched, not only because the possibility of military
intervention was remote (i the early 19605, when the passage was
written, it was) but because Kaul, whose roots of power lay in the
civilian order, speafically in the favour of Nehru and Menon, was the
last man who could ever have led it. But1f the thought of his extending
his power beyond the Army was unceal it suull secms likely that it was
one that occurred to Kaul; in a Jong and admiring profile of the latter,
taking him very much at his own high esumation, the writer quoted
sbove notes that Kaul *has an Indian’s respect for horoscopes, and his
fosetells that he will one day rule India’ #*

Chear e g gt e s g Eo hime e e b g wtnaire &
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point of 2n Indian officer of the Manckshaw school. Thes there 13 sKaul's wif.pormit, The
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Menon’s motives at this time arc also open to doubt. He was
suspected of building up a clique of creatures in the Army to give
himself a base from which, after Nehru’s death, he could make a bid
for power; the Hindustan Times, at the time of the Thimayya resigna-
tion affair, referred to ‘cabalistic meetings of Mr Menon's chosen -
officers, who fancied themselves as the men who had to prepare for
the political mission that the {armed] forces would some day be called
upon to play’. But the supposition that Menon was attempting to
create a military base of power for his own ultimate benefie probably
reflected nothing but the degree of suspicion and antipathy in which
he was held; there was no evidence that he harboured extra-constitu-
tional ambitions, and he was probably too much of a realist to have
bothered with such dreams. Menon appears to have been as committed
a democrat as Nchru, and morcover deeply loyal to the Prime Minister
and his ideals. ‘

Rather than that Menon was paving the way for a coup in his own
favour, it is possible that he thought he was taking steps to prevent the
senior soldicrs staging one of their own. Distrust of the soldiers and
even fear of a coup has never been far from the minds of the politicians
in India—pcrhaps they never really shared the confidence many
Western political scientists have in the invulnerability and vitality of
the civilian order in India. By interfering in promotions, putting his
own men into key positions and seeing that those he particularly dis-
trusted were passed over, Menon may have been working to divide the
Army high command so as to make plotting impossible. Certainly,
unless the charges made against Thimayya and S. D. Verma were
wholly cynical, Menon and his civilian colleagues did have some
apprehension that the senior soldiers were developing political
ambitions. :

By the time he became C.G.S. Kaul's influence was pre-cminent in
internal army matters—but it did not reach to questions of military
expenditure or the deficiencies of army cquipment. Kaul used his
relationship with Nehru to take the Army’s complaints and warnings
dircctly to him again, but on that score got no farther than had his
colleagues with their approaches through the customary channels.

Untold Story, anything but frank but very revesling. ‘Written in sclf~cxculpation and
;lndxctl:ucnt of his critics after his downfall, the book suggests that one of Kaul's faults may
ave ! . : " : L
nf,\Va!ctccr: ﬁg;\;.«nnc perception of’ his own role and personality —there is something in it

/
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Such matters had to be put into a polisical context, and Nehru, natur-
ally enough, preferred to rely on his own judgment when it came to
foreign policy. So, afier hearing Kaul our, Nehru, in the former's
account, said that he and the other generals ‘did not quite undesstand
the situation. . . . Apart from creating tension, neither Chima nor
Pakistan was in 2 position to provoke a war with [India] as they had
theit own problems.’®* There again was the fundamental premise of
the forward policy—that the Chinese would not react forcefully to it.
To the related assumption, that in any small-scale clashes the Indian
Army would worst the Chinese, Kaul strongly subscribed until
October 1oth, 1962.

dhkhkkd ko kK

The conception of the forward policy, that moment when the
thought that India might one day have to move patrols and posts into
Chinese-held terntory became an intention to do so, can be traced
back to the beginning of 1960; but it was not really put into effect until
the end of 1961. The long delay between the adoption of the forward
policy and the first attempts to implement 1t reflected the Army’s
unwillingness to undertake a course for which the military means were
wholly lacking.

The Government's policy at the end of 1959, as st out n Nehru's
Septembi dum, was to the status guo on the
boundaries and carefully avord any provocauon, ‘not only in a big
way but even in a small way’.* Military cxpression was given to that
policy in instructions from Army H.Q. to the regional commands
concerned; in November Eastern Command was told to make clear
to all ranks that ‘we must avoid actual conflict with the Chinese unless
actually forced upon us,” and that no patrols should approach closer
than two miles to the McMahon Line except 1n those places (such as
Khinzemane) where posts had been sct up practically on the hine tself.
In February 1960 Western Command was ordered to take up positions
along a linc roughly between Murgo, Tsogstsalu, Phobrang, Chushul
and Demchok and given as its task the prevention of any further
Chinese The we: p of the Chinese at that
time were believed to be at Quzil Jilgs, Dehra La, Samzunghng {on
the Galwan Ruver), Kongka Pass and Khurnak Fort; so distances of

+See p 129 above.
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between twenty and fifty miles would accordingly separate the two
sides {except at Demchok, which was less than twenty miles from'the
southern extremity of the main Chinese road) even when the Indians
had set up these posts. ’

Even for this limited and defensive task, however, the Army’s
resources were deficient. There were only two battalions of the Jammu
and Kashmir Militia* in Ladakh—no regular troops, no supporting
arms. There were no roads to, or within, the western boundary sector.
Construction of the road from Srinagar to Leh had been begun in 1954
but suspended four years later, pending an inquiry into corruption in
its financing, and Leh could still only be reached by mule track or by
air. There were landing-strips at Leh and Chushul, but other places
had to be supplied by air-drop. At this time Western Command’s
estimation of its needs was for a brigade group (i.e. five infantry
battations plus supporting arms) in addition to the militia battalions
already in the sector.

This requirement was based on intelfigence suggesting that the
Chinese already had more than a regiment in the area (equivalent to
an Indian brigade) with supporting arms, including some armour; and
on recognition that the network of Chinese roads, which was already
well advanced, gave them immense advantages of supply and
manceuvrability. Western Command wanted four infantry battalions
to be inducted during 1960, the fifth in 1961.

In May 1960, at a2 meeting under Krishna Menon in the Defence
Ministry, it was decided that the Army should establish itself on the
old trade route running north from Shyok, and set up a post as near
the Karakoram Pass as possible. When this had been done the possi-
bility of patrolling eastward up the Chip Chap valley would be
explored. In the meantime, unoccupied areas were to be patrolled;
but the troops were to avoid clashes and, if they encountered Chinese,
to report their position without attempting to dislodge them. This
decision might be said to have cast a tentative glance towards imple-
mentation of the forward policy, but was still well short of any explicit
and immediate instructions.

The first evidence of these appears in 2 minute signed by the Foreign
Secretary, S. Dutt, on May 29th, 1960, This pointed out that there
were no restrictions on India’s sending out forward patrols (at Nehru's

* A lightly armed, locally recruited force. This yilitia foupht 1 1 i
Lities that they were made into regular units, 2nd renaxancdué;xc Ifd:"l'i Suc)oglt:. 1963 host
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mecting with Chou En-lai any such commitment had been avoided, of
course); the only commitment was to avoid border clashes, The minute
thercfore proposed a more active patralling policy, in the western
sector, with the troops stecring clear of Chinese posts but not hesitating
to probe into, and set up posts in, areas across the Chinese claim line
where, as far as was known, the Chinese were not established. The
troops should, however, still be ordered not to use foree against
Chinese posts or patrols,®

‘This minute was passed to the Defence Ministry and on to Army
H.Q., but it was not reflected in orders to the troops for three monthe,
A signal from Army H.Q, to Western Command only four days after
Dutt’s minute was signed i fact confirmed the eaclier orders. It stated
that the Government's policy was ro maintain the status quo on the
boundary, ‘mamtaining our positions firmly on our side of the inter-
national border under our control at present. So far as the disputed
areas are concerned the status quo that has existed for some dmeisto be
maintained,’ In the context of that pobiy, it was necessary for the army
to ‘exercise cffective control over the areas which are undisputed/
unoccupied fand} also to prevent any further infiltration into our
territory’, the signal went on; ‘these requurements in some cases necessi-
tate probing forward and establishing additional . . . posts ahead of our
present defensive positions.” The operative part of the signal concluded
with the order that troops must avoid any clashes with the Chinese,
and fise only in self-defence. While reflecting the wording of Dutt’s
minute 1n calling for more active patrolling 1n the western sector,
Anmy H.Q. had thus carcfully omirted its nub, which required Indian
troops to move mto Chinese-claimed tersitory, Army H.Q.'s instruc-
tions referred only to suck areas as were ‘undisputed/unoceupied’—
that is, areas outside the Chinese claim line where the Indians had not yet
been able to set up posts o dispatch patrols.

That the Government's requitement for forward parrolling in the
western sector was pressed can be inferred from new mstrucdons issued
by Army H.Q at the tum of August-September 1960. .In these,
Western Command was advised that parols could be sent into areas
eaimed but not orewpied by China, ‘to detetmine the extent of the
Chinese ingress {and] to ensure that no further advance is made by
Chinese troops tn the area where no static posts have been gsubhshbd
by them so far". This signal provided for the implementation of the
forward pohcy: but st was permussive, not mandatory. The dispatch of
- 7*
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patrols into Chincse-claimed territory was left’to.thc discretion of
Western Command, the decision to be taken in'the light of tactical and
Togistical factors. Army H.Q. was quite plainly stalling on the imple-
mentation of instructions that. the Governtirent had issued without
proper consideration of the military factors.

At the same time as it sent the new instructions down' to Western
Command, Army H.Q. wamed the civilian arm of the serious military
risks entailed in the forward patrolling for which the Government was
pressing. In a minute from the General Staff to the Ministry of Defence,
the Army pointed out that forward patrolling as called for by the
Government would invite a sharp Chinese reaction, with “the possi-
bility of the international border, which is dormant at the moment,
becoming active’. The acute difficulties of transport and supply in the
western sector had prevented the induction of additional troops, it
went on, and with the limited strength available the Army would not
be in a position to counter effectively any large-scale incursion by the.
Chinese. ,{General Thimayya was still C.O.AS,, his C.G.S. was
Lieutenant-General L. P. Sen, who wrote this minute.)

The Defence Ministry passed this warning on to the Foreign
Secretary, whose comment was: ‘It is surprising that the decisions
reached in May have not yet been implemented.’s* Army H.Q. was
asked to explain what was considered to have been the military’s
sluggishness in carrying out an important and urgent directive from the
Government.

Then and later the civilians, politicians and officials alike, failed to
grasp that logistics defincd the capability of the Army; and evolved
their policies without giving due weight to the possibility of counter-
action from the other side. To the officials in the Ministry of External
Affairs, the Cabinet secretariat and the Defence Ministry the problem
of the territory which they held China to have illegally occupied in the
western sector was essentially political, and the Chinese were to be
ousted by political manceuvre. The forward policy did not appear to
them —as it did to the soldiers—as a military challenge to a far stronger
power, but as the necessary physical extension of a subtle diplomiatic
game. By peaceful, even non-violent methods, seeding the disputed
territpry 'with Indian flag posts and criss-crossing it with patrols,
Al»fsax Chin was to be won back for India, prabably without the
ﬁr.mg of a shot except in random skirmishes. The civilians’ impaticnce
with the tardiness of the soldiers, their incomprehension and annoyance
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sehen Army H.Q. and lower formations comphined thae troops were
being asked to perform tads which difficulties of supply or access
made impossible, feflected not only theis conviction that China would
not react forcefully, but their toral ignorance of all chings military.
An Indian &¥3) servapr of distinction, himself 3 former Defence
Sectetary, once said: “The ignorance of the civil servants in India about
military matters is so complete . . . that we may accepr it a3 a self-
evident and incontrovertible face.'s* Vhis reflected the fact that the
Indian Government, politicians and civil servants alike, had had no
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which Congress politicians had inherited from the period before
independence, this inexperience goes far to explain the failure to relate
political decisions to mibtary factors which Jed both to the border war
2nd to the Indian debacle*

A more immediate consequence of the civlians” milieary ignorance
was that the soldiers’ d ds or warnings were di d as eenden-
tious or irrel and even impugued as che expression of physical
slackness or lack of fortirde. Early m 1961 Nehru was fending off
criticism in Parliament with the claim that the military situation in the
western sector had changed in India’s favour. Reading thisin the news-
papess, the Corps Commuander for the sector, General 8. D. Verma,
immeduately wrote to his superior, General Thapar, painting out that
the Prime Minister’s assurances bore no refanon to the facts of the
situation. These he had repeatedly set out in reports to Thapar; and
Verma now asked that bus letter be forwarded to Army H.Q. for the
record, as he did not with to be associated with the misleadingly
optimustic view of the military situation which the Prime Minister
was putting forward. Thapar asked bim vo withdraw this lester, saping
that the Government fully appreciated the true position in the western
sector, and that Nehru's remarks had been only for public consuzption.
Verma insisted. #

Shorly after this, Verma was superseded, when Lientenant-General
L. P. Sen was appointed G.O.Cein-C. Eastern Command, and
Licutenant-Geners] Danlet Singh G.0.Cin-C. Westen Command.
Verma immediately resigned, as was the tradition when officers of his

* The Indians bearned the lesson Relarons pcal adership and the milmry
dacang e shore Indo-Pakusa wat of 1965 were model
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seniority were superseded. There followed whispered _chargcs against
him, leading to the formal inquities already mentioned. Civilian
Intelligence investigators combed his record but found nothing in-
criminating; General Verma's pension was held up for a year, however,
and cleared only when he personally appealed to Nehru. Thus the
lesson was driven home: officers who spoke up got short shrift; those
who had kept quiet or said what they were expected to say were
preferred to those who balked or protested.

Officers responsive to civilian requirements, and ready to ignore the
basic precepts of the soldier’s craft and override objections based upon
them, took over at Army H.Q. in mid-1961. Thereafter the Indian
Government could hurry on to disaster, insulated from the warnings
and protests, increasingly urgent, which continued to be voiced lower
down the military structure. :

‘Whatever the demands and attitudes of the politicians and civil
servants in 19601, they came up against the hard rocks of fact—or
rather against the rocky, forbidding terrain of north-castern Ladakh.
As against the five infantry battalions which Western Command had
said must be in the sector by late 1961, only one was actually inducted.
After this battalion (1/8 Gorkha Rifles) was deployed during the
summer of 1961, the Indian strength in the western sector was three
battalions (of which two were militia), without any supporting arms,
under a brigade headquarters now based at Leh. The posts and picquets
held by these troops were still on the same line as had been defined in
Army H.Q/s orders in February 1960—well short of the Chinese
claim, except at Demchok. The Government's pressure for forward
moves had been resisted by the commands concerned, who were
unwilling to send troops where they could not be supplied or sup-
ported, and the only advances made while General S. D. Verma was in
commiand of XV Corps, the formation responsible for the area,
affected outposts around Demchok. After his resignation in the spring
of 1961 a post whose cstablishment he had resisted, at a point beneath
the Karakoram Pass namcd Daulet Beg Oldi, was sct up; but this was
net in territory chimed by China. The forward policy remained an
intention.

If d}c Indiany’ sttengt'h in the western sector had by mid-1961 thus
bccy. mcrcasc.d only slightly and with the greatest difficulty, their
position relative to the Chinese had changed drastically, and for the
worsc. While the Indian road had not even reached Leh (the first,
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expesimental convoy got through only in October 10613 untit then
the troops were supplied by air or mule) the Chinese had muched

feeder roads up to their wesrarme--+ - .
withwasrelativelyeasy,a = "= * - A
equipment, In New Del "+ =+ =" (" wme, , .0y,
Chin was scen 453 Provi . . * ww pussivly menaaing development.

That the Chinese might be moving in reaction to the Indizn diplomatic
stance and to Indu’s own mihtary build-yp. gmoall and - 7 0 oy
that wie ~~——- M

was fat

.
a vital oty diid 10 warn that they would
react forcefully to Indian moves which threatened jt, however
distantly *

At the end of 1960 Indian military intelhgence reappraised the
Chinese strength in the western sector, putting it now at a division,
with some armour, and high moklity denving from their road netwark
and motor transport. Accordingly, Western C d informed
Army H.Q. that 2 full Indian division was required 1n the sector tf the
Chinese threat were to be contamed.

A division was needed, one regular and two malitia battahions were
all chat the Indian Army had been able to deploy. The speed and
weight with which the Chinese had outdhstanced the Jaborious Indian
build-up emphaszed the mulicary unreality of the forward policy—but
not to the Indian Governmenrt, which continued to press for its
implementation.

KA Kk AR KT X KK

The Gavernment was not being spurred to umplement thc_forwzx.d
policy by popular pressure. After the chimax of the New Delhi summit
meeting in April 1060 public mterest in the bonndsry diemsa T
A - N .

Gimman ,

W e luew Judined Uie nrst years ol independence fn(%ing fast,
the Govermment and the public had in 1960 many more pressing con-
ceras than that posed by the presence of the Chinese in the maccessible
wastes of Aksai Chin. ‘Fissiparous tendencies’, 25 the Induns call

* See p. 354 below
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expressions of regional or communal particularism, were beginning to
worry New Delhi: acceding to a long-sustained agitation the central
Government bifurcated what it had hoped would continue as the
bilingual state of Bombay, but was then standing fast against the
Sikhs' demand for their own state;* in the north-cast the Naga tribes
were continuing their guerrilla war of secession; in south India there
was agitation against Hindi as the country’s official language; the
Kashmir problem was dormant, but by no means dead. The third
five-year plan was just beginning, but the confidence that had accom-
panied introduction of the first two plans was strained by now, and
noticeable more in the planners’ targets than in any expectations that
they would or could be reached.

In foreign affairs, the signing of the Indus Waters Treaty with
Pakistan in September 1960 appeared to suggest that even the most
intractable disputes could at Jast be resolved, given patience, disinter-
ested mediation and good will on both sides; but the talks between
Nehru and President Ayub which followed signing of the treaty
showed that Kashmir remained the nub, and that there the most that
India was prepared to concede continued unbridgably distant from the
least that Pakistan would accept. That meeting with Nehru convinced
Ayub that his hopes of persuading India to some acceptable’ com-
promise on Kashmir were unreal, and from it began the long decline

" in relations between India and Pakistan which culminated in the war of
September 1965.

Until this time, Pakistan and her Western friends had been making
hopeful play with the idea of joint defence of the sub-continent, This
idea dated back to the time of partition, when consideration was given
to a permanent joint defence council,® and in 1948 Nehru told the
Constituent Assembly that ‘the question of joint defence is important
from the point of view of both India and Pakistan, and Government
will gladly consider this when the time is ripe for it.’s* But when
President Aynb mooted a proposal for joint defence in 1959, the
context had so changed that Nehru dismissed it out of hand, with the
question: ‘Joint defence —against whom?'56

T_hc unstated context of Ayub’s suggestion was that India and
Pak.xs.tan could bury their own quarrel and consort their defence
policies {f India would only compromise on Kashmir (which meant, at the
very least, giving up the valley of Kashmir to Pakistan); and this was

* Conceded at the end of 1966,
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enough to make the idea nonsensical o India. Beyond that, Pakistan
was 2 member of CEn?0 and SEATO; and, as Nehru saw jt, any move
towards joint defence would entail connections with the Western bloe
and thus impair the basic Indian stand in foreign relations. From
TPakistan’s point of view, too, the idea was inherently unreal; the only
countey by which the Pakistanis fcl¢ threatened was India, just as India
felt threatened only by Pakistan. ‘Joint defence’ as suggested by
President Ayub was never more than a Pakistani ploy, angled at those
Westerners, particularly Americans, who liked to visualize linked
defence pacts making strong, containing chains along China's boun—
daries. It was meant to make the point that India in her intransigence
over Kashmir was leaving the sub-continent open to C i

attack—a contingency which in fact, and in spite of her weaty
memberships, Pakistan fike India believed to be so remote as to be

eal,

unreal.

The Sino-Indian borders were at first quict 1 1960, after the New
Delhi summit, disturbed only by ssolated and in themselves trivial
incidents. These were nevertheless the occasons for formal protests
from both sides, with each complaining that the other was infnging
the Prime Ministers’ agreement that friction would be avoided.®? Both

sides complained, too, about trespassing overflights Peking explained
thar high-aldtude flights over north-castern India were made not by
Chinese, but by Ametican spy-pl perating from Bangkok,*™

=1 m i3
and comphined in turn about Indian flights over Aksai Chin. New
Delhi rejected thus complaint, rather than denying it; for the Indian
Goverument, its aircraft making reconnaissance flights over Chinese-
occupied territory m Aksai Chin could not be sud to be intruding into
Chiny's airspace.

Nationals of the two countries residing in the border areas of the
other suffered the ill-effects of the dispute. Indian traders and moncy-
lenders in Tibet found increasing difficulties put in their way; Infiiz
comphined that Kashmiri Muslime, who were claimed 2 Indian
nationals, were being harassed and terrarized. China replied that these
people would be regarded as Chinese unless they opted for Indian
nationality, and denied that any had been iﬂ-m:tcd».:xc:pt for :hme
who had been involved in the recent uprising. The Chinese complained
that some Chinese nationals hiving in Calcutta and Kalimpong were

*1n mid-1o61 such 2 pline, operating though from Formos, was brought dowm in
Burmasr
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being expelled; India replied that those expelled, a hfn}dﬁll of .th,c
Chinese living in India, had been acting in ways prejudicial to Indl:f s
national interest. Guards were placed on the Chinese trade agency in
Kalimpong; the Indian trade agencies in Tibet and Indiafx oﬁic:xals
touring under the terms of the 1954 agreement experienced increasing
difficulty. In August the Indian Government expelled the correspondent
of the New China News Agency and closéd down its burcau in New
Delhi, explaining that his dispatches had presented a one-sided picture
of India by ‘selecting critical comments and highlighting adverse
opinions . . . from newspapers which are either not of any standing or
are opposed to the Government’.* India protested at the confiscation of
herbalist drugs from an Indian pilgrim by Chinese-authorities; China
replied that the drugs were highly poisonous. China complained that
an Indian sentry had aimed his rifle at a bean-curd seller plying his
lawful trade with the Chinese trade agents at Kalimpong; India replied
that he had been let in anyway.

The meetings of officials to codify the disagreements on the boundaries
~which had been the sole fruit of the April 1960 summit meeting—
began in Peking in mid-June, continued in September in New Delhi
and concluded after another session in Rangoon in November~
December. As Nehru had foreseen, they produced two contradictory
reports and, although voluminous, neither did more than elaborate ot
sometimes embroider the arguments which had already been deployed
in the diplomatic correspondence. During these talks the Chinese sub-
mitted for the first time a map showing their idea of the alignment of
the traditional and customary boundaries; this map was not identical
with the 1956 map which Chou En-lai had said correctly depicted the
traditional boundary in the western sector,® and the Indians protested
that the new map claimed even more of their territory. The dis-
crepancy was labelled ‘creeping cartographic aggression” and much was
made thereafter ir. diplomatic argument by New Delhi and in Indian
propaganda of the difference between China’s ‘1956 claim’ and her
‘1060 claim’. :

The 1956 map showed the whole of China, on 2 small scale and
with the boundary marked by a line so thick that it would itself cover
* This was the first and, up to the §me of writing, the only occasion on which the Indian
Government has expelled a resident foreign cotrespondent. Officials’ annoyance at what

is often thought to be negative and even anti-Indian reporting is not allowed to translate

itsclf into sanctions, and New Pelhi ks remained one of the frcest capitals for foreign
correspondents.
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a zone of nearly ten miles in width. This map* showed the western
sector of the Sino-Indian boundary running south-cast from the
Karakoram Pass (rather than roughly north-cast as the Indians have
it). The map which the Chinese submirted during the 1960 officials’
talks confirmed this alignment in that it showed the boundary con~
tinuing from the Karakoram Pass south-cast along the main chain of
the Karakorams, rather than switching to loop over the Ruen Lun
range to the north as it does in the Indian claim. But if the two maps
are superimposed shight dufferences of alignment appear between their
boundary markings in this sector. As they are different maps, on
different scales, such divergences are to be expected; they are of the
kind that can be explained by differences in survey between them~—for
example, a line connecting the same two features on both maps might
run at slightly different compass bearings on each. Even the 1960
Chinese map was on a small scale, showing the whole stretch of the
Sino-Indian boundary; the Chinesc position was that since they were
depicting only 2 ‘traditional and vy boundary hne’, not a
delimited boundary, to indicate anything but an approximate ahgn-
ment would be unrealistic. The Indians, holding that the boundary as
they claimed it was absolute and definitive, indicated their clatm lines
categorically and in detail, and pointed to these differences in approach
to suggest that the Chinese were being vague or covert, in order
perhaps to make more advanced claims later.

The eadlicr {1956) Chinese map did not, and by s nature could
not, show a precise boundary alignment, and the only definttive carto-
graphic statcment of the Chmese version of what they called ‘the
traditiona] and customary boundary’ is in the 1960 map. The Indian
charge, based on literal comparison of those two maps, that China
progressively clatmed more and more territory is ill-founded, if not
tendentious.

Both sides at the 1960 officials’ talks were able to produce numerous
maps supporting their own clims. Western_cartographers, whose
tmaps had—and have~world-wide mfluence, have bascd their depic-
tion of the Induan boundaries on Survey of India maps direetly, or

* The 1956 Chunese map 15 published as Map 38 m Attas of the Northera Frontiers of Indis
(New Delb, 1965) The 1960 Chinese msp 13 1n the Offculs” Repor, opposite p 364 1t
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indirectly through such atlases of recognized authority as those of
The Times or the Oxford University Press. Consequently the Johnson/
Ardagh claim to a trans-Karakoram boundary for India, which, as l}as
been seen, was given wide currency in later nincteenth-century British
maps, is to be found in maps published in many parts of the world
through this century—and continues to appear on maps publishcd. to
this day. Other cartographers have adopted the post-1954 Indian
version of the western sector of the Sino-Indian boundary. So far as the
castern sector is concerned, the British delay in putting the McMahon
Line on to their maps was increased in general cartographic practice.
As has becn scen, this led to the usc in Nehru's book, The Discovery
of India (1946), of maps which showed the north-eastern boundary
beneath the foot-hills, and gave no indication of the McMahon Linc;
the Chinese, understandably, made a good deal of this in their argument
and propaganda.

Most published maps are of weak evidential value in the considera-
tion of boundary disputes, however; they arc as likely to reflect a
cartographer's—or a government's—idea of where a boundary shonld
lie as any objective data about its actual alignment. The currency at
present enjoyed by maps showing only the Indian version of the
boundaries scems likely to reflect the Indian Government's practice of
prohibiting import of any book which does not show its own version
of such alignments—for many books the Indian market is not one to
be sneezed at.

The argument on the merits of the dispute dried up, too, in 1960,
after the summit mecting, to be renewed in a sharp rally of notes at
the end of the year over the boundary treaty signed in October
between China and Burma. This was the first boundary settlement
made by China (understanding with Nepal was then only at the stage
of formal agreement) and as such deserves examination* It had
implications, furthermore, for the Sino-Indian dispute.

The British, who had ruled Burma as a province of India from 1886
to 1937 and thereafter until independence as a separate colony, had
been more successful in reaching agreement with China over the
frontiers there than they had been on the other marches of the sub-
continent. Treaties in the 1880s and notes exchanged between Britain

* For analyses of the Sino-Burmese settlement see Dorothy Woodman i The Making of
Burma (Cresset, London 1962); Daphne E, Whittam in P, A A . Vol 34, ¢ .
N. M. Ghatate in India Quarterly.r_’}m-March 1928. . Pacifc Afirs, Vol. 34, p. 178, a0
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and Chins in 1941 had defined most of the central and southern sectors
of the boundaries; but that left the northern sector, from abou{ the
twenty-fifth paralle] to the wrijunction with Inds, undehmited.
McMzhon's kine extended along part of the northemn sector; but had
no more been accepted by China there than had the main extent of that
line, to the west. In 1948, the Chinese Nationalise Government informed
the newly independent Burma that the boundary as shoven on Burmese
maps was unacceptable (it did the same with India). In 1950 Burma
proposed to the new Government in Peking that the boundary ques-
tion should be taken up. The Chinese put the matter off; but it btcafx\c
urgent when, in 1955, Burmese troops operating in :h'c frontier region
of the Wa state sgatnst retceating Chinese Nationalists clashed with
units of the People’s Liberation Army on the same mission. The Wa
state was chimed by China on her maps, as was 2 Lirge area north of
the ewenty-fifth parallel which Burma counted as ber own territory.
In all, about 70,000 square miles were in dispute, and when Buema
asked China to withdraw ber troops from the Wi state and across the
boundary that the Britsh had proposed in 1941, the Chinese replied
that they did nar guize that line—although the N: L
Government had agreed to 1t.

Burma and China thus reached the position that India and China
were to come to four years later. Chunese maps chimed a large area
swhich Burma considered her own (indeed, relative to Burma's size 1t
was enormous, more than 2 quarter of her territory), while Peking
repudiated Britain's attempts to establish boundaries and maintained
that these would have to be re-negovared. The clash of 1955, on a
much lazger scile than the skirmishes at Longju and Kongka Pass were
to be, showed the dangers. But rather than accuse China of aggression
and nail Burma’s colours to the boundaries chimed by Brtain with 2
refusal to negotiate them, as India was to do, U Nu, the Burmese
Prime Minister, went to Peking 11 1946 to seck a settlement. He found
that having emphatically repudiated all past boundary agreements with
the British, the Chinese were in fact prepared to open negotiattons on
the basls of the very boundary lines that the Briush had proposed; it
was the origin of those boundaries 1n ‘unequal treanes’ 1mposed by
Britsin that was unacceptable to China, ot the alignments the Brtish had
proposed. These were not what Peking would have preferred; mdeed,
C_hinz had historically tesisted them {ro the extent of refernng the
dispute to the League of Nations m 1935), but the Brrish claims had
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been inherited by independent Burma, whose Government was friendly
to China, and now Peking was prepared to make them the basis of a
settlement.

Offering what U Nu described as a package deal for the whole
Sino-Burmese boundary, China proposed that it should run in the
north where McMahon had drawn it (although, of course, that invidi-
ous parentage was not mentioned); then down the Salween-Irrawaddy
watershed to the boundaries already defined by treaty with Britain.
China claimed a group of three villages, the Hpimaw tract, on the
Burmese side of the line that the British had proposed, and said that the
arrangement by which Burma, carrying on from Britain, was holding
an area called the Namwan assigned tract under ‘perpetual lease” should
be abrogated because it was anachronistic. The Chinese intimated that
the new arrangement which they had in mind for the Namwan tract
would leave Burma in possession, noting that an important road linking
two provinces of Burma ran through it. For her part Burma recog-
" nized, as Britain had done, that China’s long-standing claim to the
Hpimaw villages was reasonable. U Nu sponsored the Chinese package
in the Burmese parliament as an equitable and practicable proposal.

Differences in interpretation of the package emerged in diplomatic
exchanges, however. China sought an equivalent area elsewhere in
return for ceding the Namwan tract, and maintained that the Hpimaw
village area comprised about 150 square miles, while the Burmese put
it at 6. Political opinion in Burma had by now become alive to
the boundary dispute, limiting U Nu’s room for manceuvre, and
the matter had advanced no further when General Ne Win seized
power in 19s8. He took it up again, maintaining his predecessor’s
stand in all respects except that he agreed to exchange an equivalent
area for the Namwan tract; and he proposed to go to Peking himself
to clinch an agreement. After five days of negotiations in Peking, Ne
‘Win signed a boundary agreement on January 28th, 1960, confirming
for his country the boundary alignment it had sought since it became
independent; and, with trivial divergences, the boundaries were those
that Britain had claimed.* Ne Win congratulated the Chinese and

* China confirmed the 1894, 1897 and 1941 agreements with Britain

McMahon alignment in the far north. She ccd%fi the Namwan assignc;n csnizc iﬁl!iihd]nf
q_uxshcd rights, deriving from the 1941 agteement, to operate some mines on the Burmese
side of the boundary. In return Burma ceded 59 square miles in the Hpimaw tract and an
area on her side of the 1941 line, contiguous with China, thus, accorging to the Chinese,
adjusting the unreasonable division of the [Panhung and Panlao] tribes into Chinese and
Burmese parts by the 1941 line”. This area was equal in size to the Namwan tract, about
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himself on the statesmanship with which they had settled a problem
that had ‘defied solution for close to one hundred years'! and later
U Nu (who became Prime Minister again shortly after this) paid
tribute to the Chinese leaders for the ‘goodwall and understanding’ they
had shown throughout the negotiations.®* Chou En-lai was to say
later that the Sino-Burmese boundaries made a much more com-
plicated problem than those between China and India.*®

The Chinese were quick to point out the lessons the agreement
contained for ‘Asian countries seeking reasonable settement of their
boundary disputes’; and the Peking People’s Daily went on to ask:
“Why can’t things which have happened between China and Burma
also take place between China and other Asian countries?'®® But while
General Ne Win was in Peking signing an agreement in which China

d the McMahon al Nehru had still been refusing to
meet Chou En-l1i to discuss the Sino-Indian boundaries.

India ignored the positive implications of Burma’s agreement with
China for her own boundary dispute, and made no comment until
the agreement was converted into a treaty in October 1960.* Since
Burma and India adjomn, the western extremity of the Sino-Burmese
boundary had to be the eastern extremity of the Sino-Indian boundary;
and as the latter was in dispute that set a drafting problem for the
Burmese and the Chinese.t They got round it when wording their
treaty by referring only to ‘the western extremity’ of their common
boundary and leaving its location undefined. But the treaty included a
map and on that the problem was insoluble; every line except a circle
must have an end, after all. The treaty map showed the Sino-Burmese
boundary endmg at the Diphu Pass, in accordance with the McMahon
Lme,_‘l: thus, it would seem, giving India a strong new argument for
maintaining that the:McMahon Line must be the Sino-Indian boundary
too. But instead of scizing solely on that point, India proceeded to argue

65 squsre miles, Discrepanaes in the defimtion of the areas involved were to be resolved

138, 1960,
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that the trfjunction lay not at the Diphu Pass but five miles to the
north of it!* Beside the fact that China had accepted the McMahon
alignment in her agreement with Burma, this was a quibble; but still
India complained that the Sino-Burmese treaty map showed the tri-
junction erroncously, ‘with an adverse implication on the territorial
integrity of India’.?¢ Peking replicd that the location of the trijunction
could not be determined until all three parties were prepared to co-
operate, in other words until India agreed ‘to seek a reasonable settle-
ment of the boundary question” in friendly negotiations.

The exchange of notes about the Sino-Burmesc boundary settlement
did nothing but bring out more sharply the deadlock which India and
China had reached. India reiterated that her boundaries with China
could not be a matter for negotiation, claiming that they stood defined
‘without the necessity of further or formal delimitation’.6? China
replied that ‘this attitude . . . of refusing to negotiate and trying to
impose a unilaterally claimed alignment on China is in actuality
refusal to settle the boundary question’; and she warned that while
India maintained that position and kept up her ‘unreasonable tangling’,
China would ‘absolutely not retreat an inch’ from her own stand.®

That China was equably and equitably settling her boundaries with
her other neighbours tended to throw an adverse light on India’s
position. Peking prodded at that sore point:

Since the Burmese and Nepalese Governments can settle their
boundary questions with China in a friendly way through negotia-
tions and since the Government of Pakistan has also aggeed . . . to
negotiate a boundary settlement, why is it that the Indian Govern-
ment cannot negotiate and settle its boundary question with
[China]? Such a commonsense query is indeed rather embarrassing
—but it is useless to get furious with China,®?

Since those other boundary settlements redounded to China’s credi,
it was argued at the time, and is suggested still, that China concluded
them for no other purpose than to embarrass India; the interpretation
is impossible to refute because it detives from the belief that China can

* The discrepancy resulted from British second thoughts. McMahon had deawn his line
through the Diphu Pass but later surveys had shown that, from the British point of view,
the Talu Pass, five miles to the north, made 3 better boundary feature. British maps there:
fore began to show the boundary as running through the Talu Pass.

Burma accepted this in 1957, according to Nehru,™ but the Chinese maintained that
while they were prepared to treat the McMahon Line as the de facto boundary, this had to-
be the Line as McMahon drew it —not as the British or the Indians may have amended ir.
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India protested to China that ‘there is no common border between
Pakistan and the People’s Republic of China', an'd chargcd‘ that the
proposal to delimit ‘a non-existent common border” over testitory that
was legally Indian was a step in furtherance of the aggressive aims that
China has been putsuing towards India in recent years’. (By this time,
midsummer 1962, the language in the diplomatic exchanges bctv.{cen
New Delhi and Peking had become heated.) Furthermore, the Indians
went on, ‘there is no boundary dispute in this sector . . " and they
declared that they would repudiatc any Sino-Pakistani boundary
agrecment,™*

In an irate reply Peking asked whether India, ‘after creating the
Sino-Indian boundary dispute, wishe[d] to sce a similar dispute arise
between India and Pakistan’. The short answer to that, in fact, would
have been ‘yes’, Since 1960 the Indian Government had been trying to
tutor Pakistan in the attitude proper towards China over the northern
frontier, with the object of getting Pakistan to adopt India’s approach.
As Nehru putit, *we treated the Pakistan Government in a friendly way
in this matter because we thought that any action which they might
take should be in line with the action we were taking in regard to this
border, and should not conflict.””? The Indian position was that the
boundary between Afghanistan and the Karakoram Pass had already
been delimited by custom, tradition and treaty, and that therefore, like
the Sino-Indian boundary proper, it could not be the subject of
negotiations. India wanted Pakistan to follow her lead and deny the
existence of a boundary disputc—that is, insist that China accept
Pakistan’s version of the boundary.,

Instead, Pakistan agreed with China that the boundary which con-

* Earlier Pakistan had made the mirror point, waming the Security Council that *no
positipns taken or adjustments made in the territories of the disputed state [of Jammu and
Kashmir] by either India or China shall be valid’.? The President of Azad (Pakistan-held)
Kashmir, K. H. Khursheed, said that if China came to any agreement with India ‘over the
head of the people of Jammu and Kashmir it would be tantamount to extending moral
suppott to India’s expansionist policy'?® while, on the other side, Bakshi Ghulam Moham-~
med, Prime Minister of the Indian part of the state, was warning the Indian Government
that ‘Kashmiris and Ladakhis would not accept any cession of Ladakh territory.'

This averlay of the two disputes, the one on the Sino-Indian boundary, the other over
Kashmir between India and Pakistan, would further complicate a Sino-Indian boundary
settlement. China could now be expected to insist that any agreement made with India
about the western sector of their boundaries be provisional, pending settlement of the
question of sovereignty in Kashmir; for not to do so would be tacitly to accept the Indian
case on Kashmir, at the cost of China’s fricndly relationship with Pakistan. On the other
hand, for India to sign such 2 provisional agreement would be to reverse her long-standing

position that the legal status of Kashmir was settled once and for all when the ruler of the
statc acceded to India in 1947,
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be taken back to the spring of 1961. The Indjan officials’ report, wh‘ich
to a quick or unquestioning reader docs scem a massive documentation
of the Indian case, had so strongly reinforced Nchru’s conviction that
he believed it might have made the Chinese sec the error of their ways.
‘I cannot conceive of their having read this and not having felt that
their position was a weak one,” he told the Lok Sabha in August.”
To see whether there was any change in the Chinese stand, the Scere-
tary General of the Ministry of External Affairs, R. K. Nehru (a cousin
of the Prime Minister), was sent to Pcking in July on his way back from
Mongolia, and there met Chou En-lai. He found the Chinese position
unchanged. They were still ready, indeed cager, to negotiate a boundary
settlement with India, and it was intimated again that in such negotia-
tions China would agree to the McMahon alignment. But the Chinese
wese not prepared to accept the Indian claim line in the western sector,
and since that was for India open neither to compromise nor negotia-
tion the way to a settlement was still barred.™

The news that the Secretary General had been to Peking to discuss
the boundary question aroused in India all the old suspicion that Nehru
was for peace at any price; that in his hankering for a scttlement he
would appease China with gifts of what was regarded as sovereign
Indian soil. The Prime Minister had to bring out his familiar defence,
telling the Lok Sabha again that ‘talking does not mean negotiating
anything’,%% and he cven suggested that the Secretary General had been
in Pcking only because that lay on the most convenient route back
from Mongolia.

The mecting between Nehru and Chou En-lai had left the follow-up
to the officials’ reports indeterminate; and, apart from the exchanges of
diplomatic protests, complaints and accusations, the political stalemate
continued. It was paralleled on the ground.

The forward policy was still not being implemented, the Army
continuing to resist the Government's pressurc for forward moves into
Chinese-claimed territory. In March 1961 Army H.Q. explained that
the limitations of air transport had made it impossible to induct the
proposcd brigade into Ladakh, and that consequently for the time
being the small force in the sector could do no more than prevent the
Chinese from advancing across their own chim line (which they
showed no signs of intending), and defend Leh 8t In April this was
followed up by a warning that the supply position in Ladakh was so
acutely difficult that even the defence of the sector was beyond the
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out to its second and more advanced claim. Drawing lincs on their
maps to conncct the posts that China was said to have nf:wly estab-
lished, they accused the Government of having lost to Chma. th.c arca
thus enclosed, calculating this at 2,000 square miles. “That is ridicu-
lous,’ Nehru argued; ‘that is not truc'; where the Chinese occupied
a new point they exercised ‘some influence round about it’ but not
over such wide arcas, His critics were not convinced. “They have
advanced ten miles, said a Jan Sangh M.P., ‘it means ten by one
hundred equals one thousand square miles of border.'

Two of the allegedly new Chincse posts were to the north of the
ruined Khurnak Fort and according to Nchru were ‘actually on the
international frontier'®—i.c. on the Indian claim line.* He conceded,
when challenged about the new posts in Parliament in November,
that the Government was ‘not quite certain whether they are a mile
or two on this side or that side, because it is rather difficult in these
high mountain ranges to be precise about the actual line’, This admis-
sion drew the interjection from the Opposition benches: “Then they
must be on our side. If there is doubt then they are obviously on this
side.”® The rcasoning is not clear, but Nehru accepted it. Even if the
posts were actually on the international frontier they would be “a sign
of aggressive mentality . . . and aggressive activitics’, he said. The
implication of this remark scems to be that for India to sct up posts
right on what she held to be the international frontier was quite in
order; but that for China to put up posts cven on the Indian claim line
was ‘aggressive’,

But Nehru was in a quandary of the Government’s own creating,
India had accused China of ‘renewed incursions’, and now Parliament
demanded an cxplanation of why the Chinese had been allowed to
extend their grip. To defend himself from charges of laxity, Nehrun
belittled the extent of the Chinese advance, pointing out that in two
years only three new Chinese posts had been established, fractionally,
if at all, more advanced than the previous positions, and drew attention
to India’s counter measures: “We have set up more than half a dozen
new posts, important posts, in Ladakh.'9! But such assertions invited
charges of complacency and allowed Nehru's critics to suggest that he
was belittling China’s crime; so he had to tack again, saying that cven

* The Indian claim line at this roinr runs throuph Rhurnak Fort, following no phys;icnl
features, Even those maps which show the broad scope of the Indian claim put Khurnak

Fort well inside Chinese territory ~e.r, NI , Series V £
Service, based on 3 1938 Survey gf lm?h ma#_g i sox of the U.5. Army Map
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(b) As regards U.P. [Uttar Pradesh, i.c. the middle sector] and
other northern areas there are not the same difficulties as in
Ladakh. We should, therefore, as far as practicable, go forward
and be in cffective occupation of the whole fronticr. Where there
are any gaps they must be covered either by patrolling or by posts.
() In view of the numerous operational and administrative
difficulties, efforts should be made to position major concentra-
tions of forces.along our borders in places conveniently situated
behind the forward posts from where they could be maintained
logistically and from where they can restore a border situation at
short notice.

The phrasing and priority of paragraphs reflect the balance of argument
at the meeting, and show that the differences were not really resolved.
The choice was between two opposite courses of action: an immediate
move forward without preparation; or a build-up, necessarily slow,
from which 2 substantial forward move could ultimately be launched.
Both are reflected in the directive, but the adventurist course of imme-
diate action more strongly: ‘So far as Ladakh is concerned, we are to
patrol as far forward as possible. . . " Then comes a bow towards the
‘numerous operational and administrative difficulties’ adduced by the
soldicrs; and the concessional ‘. . . efforts should be made to position
major concentrations of forces along our borders. . . .

On the sound principle that first things come first, a cautious com-
mander could justifiably have inverted the priority followed in the
directive’s paragraphing and left the patrolling and posts in Ladakh
until he had built up the major concentrations from which to support
such forward moves. General Daulat Singh of Western Command had
shown by his reaction to earlier forward policy requiremerits that he
was just such a cautious commander; but he was given no chance to
opt for the sounder course. All sefercisce to building-up was omitted from
the orders sent out to the two regional commanders concerned. A letter of
sth December from General Thapar to Western and Eastern Com-
mands stated that the Government had recently reviewed its policy on

patrolling and establishing posts on the border, and then gave irs
decisions:

{in Ladakh] e are to patrol as far forward as possible from our
present positions towards the International Border as recognized
by us. This will be done with a view to establishing additional
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abruptly.’®® It seems certain, then, that the change in the forward policy
directive was not made at Nehru's behest, and likely that it was made
without his knowledge.

There had by this time been a complete change in Army H.Q. Kaul
had been officiating as C.G.S. since March but it was only in mid-
summer that Thapar took over as C.O.A.S. and that the other changes
in General staff posts, which gave Kaul a hand-picked group to work
with, could be made. A later Army review of the General Staff work
through this period found that systematic planning and co-ordination,
which were the responsibility of the General Staff and the ‘pre-
requisites of proper military functioning, posture and balance’, were
progressively neglected; instead, there was ‘“acting on whims and sup-
positions and then plugging holes, rather than deliberate military
thought followed by planned actions’. As the General Staff, while
neglecting its proper functions, interfered more and more with the
conduct of operations at unit level its approach had repercussions
throughout the military structure. This change in the direction and
quality of the work of the General Staff from the middle of 1961 seems
to be explicable only by the appointment of its new chief, Kaul, and
the officers he selected.

That Kaul also favoured an aggressive posture towards the Chinese
is shown in a minute he put up to the Defence Ministry while still
officiating as C.G.S., some time before the forward policy directive
was drawn up. This proposed that ‘one of the most effective methods
of stemming the Chinese policy of gradually creeping westwards across
our borders in Ladakh would be to give them an occasional knock. . . .
For instance, if we found one of their patrols in a setting tactically
favourable to us, it would be worth our while to engage them in a
short offensive action aimed at inflicting casualties and/or .taking
prisoners.” This proposal was not adopted; but Kaul's aggressive think-
ing seems the likeliest reason for the deletion of the build-up phase
from the forward policy directive.

Krishna Menon was at this time {October-November 1961) also
urging the Army to take a more positive line in confronting the
Chinese. By now the foreglow of the approaching general elections
was heating up the Indian political scene, giving greater sharpness and
resonance to the Opposition’s charges and complaints and making the
Gov?n.lmcnt more sensitive. These factors added urgency to the side of
the civilians in the silent and secret struggle that had been going on for
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as an expression of weakness.” In reply, New Delhi asserted that the
Indian patrols were moving into their own territory and rejected the
protest as unwarranted interference in India’s internal affairs.®

In another note, Pcking pointed out the implications of the argument
that all territory claimed by India was pso facto Indian territory and that
China had no right to complain about what Indian troops did there.
The logic was ‘untenable and also most dangerous’, the Chinese
argued. If it were applied to the castern sector of the boundary. where
China held that the McMahon Linc was illegal and that the true
boundary lay bencath the foot-hills, ‘the Chinese Government would -
have every reason to send troops to cross the so-called McMahon Line
and enter the vast arca between the crest of the Himalayas and their
southern foat’.9 Objectively, it was a fair point. The whole extent of
the Sino-Indian boundary was disputed; and if India, rejecting China’s
repeated proposal that both sides should maintain the status gno, pro-
gressively moved forward into Chinese-occupied territory in one
disputed scctor, she would have no equitable grounds for complaint if
China similarly began to patrol and set up posts on Indian~occupied
territory in another.

But to the Indians, long past objectivity on the border question,
Pcking’s was not a logical argument but a threat to add aggression to
aggression. In the Indian view, none of the boundaries was in dispute.
‘According to our thinking our trouble at the border is not a disputc
at all,” Nchru had explained in Parliament a few months before. ‘Itisa
question of words, perhaps; it is a dispute, of course, when we argue
about somecthing it is a dispute. But my point is it is not a disputc
because we have no doubt about our own position in the matter. So
far as we are concerned, we are clear that it is not a normal dispute
but is just a claim on our territory—which is ours, and we are con-
vinced that it is ours.””” From this it followed that the Chinese view of
the logic of the situation could be ignored, and the Chinese warnings
dismissed as the threats of an aggressor—the dismissal being all the
casicr because the Indians were convinced that such warnings were
bluff. The Indian Government's fundamental border policy of no
negotations had Jocked India on to a collision course with China in the
car.ly 19505 and with the implementation of the forward policy the
point of.' impact would be reached. Bur India was still confident that
in this titanic game of chicken it would be China that swerved away.

The forward policy directive at the end of 1961 was not the only
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India’s patience to be exhausted, the Government used the Indian press,
uncritically responsive in this regard, to develop a propaganda cam-
paign to the cffect that Goan frecdom-fighters were being slaughtcx:cd
by the Portuguesc; that there was a big build-up of naTO-supplied
weapons in Goa which presented a serious threat to Indian security;
that the Portuguese intended 2 ‘tic-up with Pakistan which made the
problem more urgent than the border dispute with China’.” Then
border incidents began, trivial but scized upon in India as intolerable
provocations. At the beginning of December troops were moved to
the Goa frontier in such numbers and with such haste that the railway
services in northern and western India were dislocated. With about
a division of troops disposed for assault around Goa, more serious
border incidents began, until to avoid them the Portuguese authorities
pulled their border posts back.

Nehru had not made up his mind to order an invasion of Goa, it
seems; certainly he had not yet given such an order. Deeply torn,
caught again in the velleity that was so marked in his character, he let
others more decisive and purposeful push events until they picked up
their ovn momentum and could not be stopped. Thus he made his
own role Jook worse than it need have. While political and military
preparations for invasion were intensifying, Nehru was still affirming
his and India’s commitment to negotiations as the only way to scttle
international disputes, abjuring the use of force, and saying ‘my whole
soul reacts against the thought of war’.’® By December there was a
real and clamorous demand in political India for an invasion of Goa,
and the propaganda on conditions in the colony was shrill and fanciful;
forcign correspondents enjoyed their drinks in Panjim’s peaceful pave-
ment cafés while they listened to All-india Radio reporting that the
city was under curfew, the Portuguese Governor in flight, and ‘Goa
commandos’ from India fighting in the streets. Nehru's hesitation
continued into the twenty-fifth hour. On the night of December 17th,
the American Ambassador, Professor Galbraith, who had for days been
trying to head Nehru off from an invasion, madc his points with such
effect that the Prime Minister was deterred. When Galbraith left,
Nehru told Krishna Menon that the orders for the troops to advance
into Goa, which he had approved for that midnight, should be sus-
pended again—‘D Day’ Had already been twice postponed.1®! Menon

replied that it was too late; the troops, he said, had already begun their
advance—although in fact they had not.10?
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when its urgings were contrary to his own instincts. It showed how
amorphous and subjective were the decision-making processes of the
Government; the seizure of Goa, like the forward policy, was not
decided upon in Cabinet. It demonstrated the duality of India’s attitude
towards the use of force—reprehensible in the abstracr and in the
service of others, but justifiable both politically and morally when
employed by India in disputes over what she regarded as her own
territory. The Indian view of the seizure of Goa, as summed up in a
political journal, was that ‘no aggression has been committed, becanse
we have regarded Goa ever since 1947 as our rightful territory. . . . To
drive out an intruder who is in illegal occupation of part of our
territory is not aggression.'1%

This approach had obvious application to the boundary dispute with
China, and Nehru was asked at his press conference after the Goa
operation whether India now proposed to use force against the
Chinese. He replied: “The use of force is, of course, open to us and
should be used by us according to suitability and opportunity.’29?
Lal Bahadur Shastri, the Home Minister, made the parallel explicit.
‘If the Chinese will not vacate the areas occupied by her, India will
have to repeat what she did in Goa,” he told an election meeting. ‘She
will certainly drive out the Chinese forces.’*3° Some politicians were so
intoxicated by Goa that they began to talk of driving Pakistan out of
Azad Kashmir as well as forcing China out of Aksai Chin. Sanjiva
Reddy, then president of the Congress Party, said that India was
‘determined to get Pakistani and Chinese” aggression on its soil
vacated before long’. The ceasefire in Kashmir could not be a
permanent solution, he said; Pakistan-occupied Kashmir must be
‘iberated’, 131

On the military side the operation, which involved rather more than
a diw_/ision of troops with naval and air support, showed up the
deficicncies in the Army's equipment; since the Portuguese put up no
organized resistance against the overwhelmingly superior Indian forces,
the operation did not test the capabilities of the troops or their com- -
mm}dcrs. The Indian units were in some cascs short of their complement
of rifles and sub-machine-guns, as well as of wireless sets or the batterics
to run them and other communications equipment. The Army was
experiencing a chronic shortage of boots. and in one battalion about
half the men went through the operation in canvas gym shoes. Little
of that came out in India—though it was the subject of wide discussion
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£ che ¥ d éﬁci encies,* as the soldiers were scrupulous in kecping
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more important to India than a hundred Goas.1!4
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Orders began to go out from Army H.Q. for forward patrols even
before the forward policy directive had been issued as orders to the two
commands (there was a curious five-week delay between the drafting
of the political directive on November 2nd and its emended embodi-
ment in Army H.Q.s signal on December sth). Those orders were
detailed and specific, stating which troops should move and whed;
giving the routes to be followed and the areas in which posts were to
be established —decisions which would normally have been left to the
discretion of lower formations. The patrols and siting of posts were
directed by Kaul and his officers of the General Staff, in consultation
with Malik of the Intelligence Bureau and his deputy, Hooja, and
frequendly with M. J. Desai, the Foreign Secretary. From the beginning
it was stated that the posts to be established were to be so sited as to
dominate the Chinese posts.

Acting on these orders, small parties of Indian troops moved out
castward from all their main positions in the western sector through
the winter of 1961-2. The towering, naked ridges kept the troops to
the valleys, a necessity confirmed by the need to have flat dropping
zones (D.Z.5) on to which the Air Force could parachute their supplies.
The general altitude was in the region of 14,000 feet, and passes took
the patrols up as high as 16,000 feet. The temperatures were arctic, and

* The army was short of 60,000 rifles, 700 sati-tank guws, 200 two-inch mortars. Supply

of artillery ammunition was critically low; 5,000 field radio sets were needed, thousands
of miles of field cable, 36,000 wireless batteries. If vehicles of pre~1948 vintage were con-
sidered obsolete (and most were below operational requirements) the army was short of
10,000 one-ton trucks and 10,000 three-ton trucks. Twa regiments of tanks were un-~
operational because they lacked spare parts.
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to lic. India had said that she desired a peaceful settlement, but ‘what
the Indian Government termed peaceful settlement is for China to
withdraw from her own territory, which is in fact tantamount to
summary rejection of peaceful settlement’. Similarly, India said that
she desired maintenance of the status guo; but was in fact rejecting
maintenance of the status guo and again demanding that China with-
draw. *Anyone who is sensible and reasonabl¢ can see that such a rigid
and threatening attitude will certainly lead to no solution. . . . To refuse
to maintain the statis guo and to reject negotiations is to reject a peace-
ful settlement.” India’s line of action ‘is most dangerous and may lead
to grave consequences’; but ‘so far as the Chinese side is concerned the
door for negotiations is always open.’*1¢

In New Delhi’s perception, the Sino-Indian boundary had long been
settled and had the sanction of tradition and custom as well as the con-~
firmation, for almost its entire length, of valid treaties and agreements.
In recent years China had committed systematic and continuous
aggression and ‘sought to justify unlawful occupation by unwarranted
territorial claims’. India wished to ‘maintain the status guo’ but that
could only be done if the status guo were first restored by Chinese
withdrawal from Indian territory. (‘Statsis quo’ was thus used to mean
“status quo ante’.) Such withdrawal was a prerequisite for negotiations,
which even then could only be on ‘minor mutual adjustments in a few
areas of the border’. As for the forward movement, ‘it is the legiéixnate
right, indeed the duty, of the Government of India to take all necessary
measures to safeguard the territorial integrity of India.) India was
‘dedicated to the use of peaceful methods for the settlement of inter-
national disputes’ and peaceful withdrawal of Chinese forces from
‘Indian territory” would go a long way towards restoring friendship
between India and China, 1%

India had thus reiterated that she would not negotiate a boundary
settlement. It had also been made explicit that Chinese withdrawal
from the territory India claimed was a pre-condition for the discussion
?f even the minor adjustments in the Indian claim line which was all
in the way of negotiations that India would agree to.

In the first half of 1962 another exchange of diplomatic notes buried
the Panch -Shccl agreement—on trade and intercourse in Tibet—which
bad been intended to cement the friendship of India and China, and
sct an example for Asia and the world. A note from China on
December 31d, 1961, reminded India that the 1954 agrecment was due .
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to expire in six months and proposed iations on an to
replace it. 3 Peking madz no mention of the boundary dispute, holding
that the two subjects were dustinct and hoping that a new agreement
on Tibet would ease relations with India and open the way to setding
other questions.’® This was an approach that India followed and
prescribed in other contexts, For example, she has always advised
Pakistan to leave the Kashmir dispute aside and amicably settle other
issues, thus improving the general climate. But in this case New Delhi
declined 10 negotiate 3 new agreement until China had withdrawri
from the territory India chimed—‘outrageous preconditions’, Peking
said, “which demand China’s subjugation”.!®® The trade which the
1954 agreement had been meant to protect was anyway almost dead by
now, strangled—each side said, by the other—~in the tightening of
gulations and military dispositions on both sides, and the agreement
lapsed on June 3rd, 1962, India withdrew trade agencies from Yatung,
Gartok and Gyantse in Tibet, China withdrew hers from Kalimpong
and Caleutta.
The forward policy was ginning to bite in its
way. Small Indian posts were being established overlaoking Chinese
positions and sometimes aswide the tracks or roads behind them; the
General Staff theory was that the Chinese lines of communication
would thus be cut, forcing the ultimate withdrawal of their posts. At,
the beginning of the year the Indian press and foreign correspondents
in New Delhi, reflecting what they were being told by officials and
staff officers, began to prophesy early steps by the Army to force the
Chinesc out of Aksai Chin,2#* China’s warnings of ‘grave consequences
if the Indians persisted in their forward movement became emphaac,
but Nehru dismissed them. He exphined to Pasli that the
Chinese had become “rather annoyed” because Indian posts had been
set up behind their own, and reassured any members who might
have. thought the Chinese tone dangerous. “There is nothing to be
alarmed at, although the [Chinese] note threatens all kinds of steps
they might take,” he said, ‘If they do take those steps we shall be ready
for them." 132 In June Nebru again assured Parhament that the posinon
in the western sector was “more advantageous fo India than it was
previously'.13?
By this time another infanery battalion (s Jat) had been nducted
into Ladakh and deployed into the forward movement. Like the other
three battalions, this was broken down mnto small post-garmsons and

1ile b, 11,
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patrols; by mid-summer there were about sixty Indian posts in the
sector. Facing these was a full Chinese division. This meant that the
Indians were over all outnumbered by more than five to one; but
the efective disparity between their strength and that of the Chinese was
for greater. It was not only that the Chinese were concentrated where
the Indians were scattered, or that they were able to move in trucks
where the Indians had to trek on foot; the Chinese had all regular
supporting arms for their toops, while the Indian 114 Brigade had
nothing beyond one platoon of medium machine-guns. The Chinese
could be seen ranging their heavy mortars and recoilless guns on the
Indian posts, and their infantry was equipped with automatic riffes.
The Indians had nothing heavier than three-inch mortars and most of
their posts lacked even those; the troops were equipped with the .303
Lee-Enfield rifie which had seen action before the First World War*
The posts which the Indians set up were no more than platoon or
sometimes section positions, linked weapon pits scraped out in ground
that was frozen to within a few inches of the surface even in summer.
The troops lived in tents or makeshift shelters of crates or parachutes,
and they were dependent upon =ir supply for all maintenance.

The Chinese bagan to react vigorously on the ground early in 1962;
where the Indians set up a post overlooking a Chinese position, .the
-Chinese would promptly take up more positions around it. In April
Peking informed India that border patrols, which China had suspended
in 1959, were being resumed in the western sector from the Karakoram
to the Kongka Pass; and wamed that if the Indians persisted in their
forward movement, patrolling would be resumed everywhere along
the frontier. This note described how the Indian troops in the Chip
Chap valley axis had taken up positions on two sides of the Chinese post
there, and were “pressing on the Chinese post and carrying out provoca-
tion. (The Indian Army evidentdy had no reason to complain about
lack of spirit on the part of the troops carrying out the forward policy.)
Peling said that if such provocations continued, the Chinese troops

* Development 6faa indigenously manufactured antomatic rifls had been begum in India
in 1953, 2ad by 1956 2 few models had bean mads for trials. The rifle satisfied the Army's
mq:::runx:s. and it was decided in the Quartermaster-General’s department that it was
ready for prodestion. In March 1958 a paper agreed jointly by the service chiefs of staff
TW2s s2Tt L0 the Production Board, a panel under the chzxrman,hxp of Krishna Menon.
This papes st ot 2 programme for fully equipping the Anny with the Indian anromatic
nfie 1z four yeams. No zction was tken on the proposal, and it was not until the final
s?g:g of the border war of rg62 that Indian troops were issusd with automaric rifies;
then it was oaly 2 few doten, 2nd they were the gift of the U.S.A. and Britain.
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July sth. In so doing, they not only cut off a Chinese outpost that had
been established farther downstream, but were able to hold up a small
Chinese supply party. The first Chinese reaction was diplomatic, a note
of ‘strongest protest’ on July 8th asking for immediate withdrawal of
the Indian troops and warning that China “will never yield before an
ever-decper armed advance by India, nor . . . give up its right to self~
defence when unwarrantedly attacked’ 128 India replied that her forces
‘have regularly been patrolling the Galwan valley and“have never
encountered any Chinese infiltrators’ there, and also lodged ‘an em-
phatic protest’ against the Chinese reaction on the ground, describing
it as ‘unwarranted aggressive activity’. Warning that Pcking would be
entirely responsible for any untoward incident, the Indian note said
that ‘China should stop the incessant intrusions deeper inside Indian
territory and ceascless provocative activities against Indian border
guards’ 3%¢ :

The Chinese reacted on the ground on July 1oth, advancing on the
Indian post with a company in assault formation and quickly building
this up to battalion strength. Through loudspeakers the Chinese, with
interpreters, tricd to play on the Gorkhas’ national feclings, proclaim-
ing that China was a better fricnd to Nepal than was India, and berating
them for folly in serving India’s expansionist ambitions.* The Gurkhas,
cocking their guns rather than their ears, lay low. Secing this as the
most scrious confrontation yet, the Indian Government called the
Chinese Ambassador to the External Affaits Ministry and warmed
that if the Chinesc troops pressed any closer to the Galwan post the
garrison would open fire. Furthermore, if the post were attacked,
India would take retaliatory action against Chinese positions.® In a
few days the Chinese did pull back a little from the Galwan post
(they had been within a hundred yards of it); but they continued to
surround it in relatively great strength, cutting it off from ground
supply. Western Command signalled New Delhi that any attempt to
reach the post by land would provoke a clash, and asked for air supply;
the reply came back the same day, that the post was to be supplied by
the land route. In the reading taken in New Delhi, an eycball to eycball

* India, like Britain, has Gorkhas in her army under an agreement with Nepal, and some
disquict was expressed in Nepal at this time about the use of these troops in Aksai Chin,
Nepal svished to retain cordial relations with Peking and was not happy to see Gorkhas
gmiyonct to bayonet with Chinese troops. Under the agrecment India has an obligation to
inform Nepal when Gorkhas are being sent on active service, but whether the forward
policy would amount to active service would, of course, be a matter of interpretation.
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confrontation had been relaxed when China blinked—by not attacking
the Galwan post—and so the moral initiative must be maintained by
challenging the besiegers with a land rehef party. Another small force
was therefore dispatched to the Galwan. It tumned back in August,
under Chinese guns, when the Chincse said that they would fire if it
advanced any farther. The use of force was not practicable, Western
Command reported—it was beyond the Indians’ present capacity and
might touch off open hostilitics. The Galwan post was supplied by aic
until the moming of October zoth, when it was wiped out.

News of the Chinese investment of the Galwan post was published

-in India on July 1rth in reports that presented this 25 a new and
provocative Chinese advance into Indian territory. When later it was
appreciated that the Chinese bad not carried out their physical and
‘diplomatic threats to attack the post, a wave of triumph swept the
press and the politicians, A Congress MLP. said that the incident had
raised the morale of the whole nation.12 The Chinesc withdrawal ‘in
the face of the determined stand of the small Indian garrison’, as the
Hindu put it, was taken to confirm the basic logic of the forward
policy, that if the Indian troops were resolute, the Chinese would do
1o more than huff and puff; that in the arena of Aksai Chin, as on the
level of governments, the Chinese would swerve away before impact.
The orders which had been given to the Galwan garrison were extended
to all Indian troops in the western sector. From ‘fire only if fired upon'
the orders were changed to *fire if the Chinese press dangerously close
to your positions’.

Nehru desenibed the Indian actions at this time as a dual policy, with
the military moves on the ground 1 d by steady diplomatit
pressiite, In keeping with this concept, India in May revived and
slightly modified the proposal that Nehru had put forward in Nover-
ber 1959 for joint withdrawals behind each other's claim line. Tis
proposal, as Nehru now assured the Indian Parhament agamn, 1 ez
a very large withdrawal for the Chinese and 2 very small withd=wz!
for the Indians, China had rejected this before, and New Dels 2=
sweetened the pill a Littde by embodying in the official propes! 2=
suggestion, which Nehru had previously made only in a press cons=-
ence, that pending settlement of the boundary questton, Incs wecid
‘permit . . . continued use of the Aksai Chin road for Chizmss criim
traffic.2® It was hoped in New Delhi at this rime thar,
establishment of Indian posts in Chinese-clumed tertizery, 2
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would now be more ready to take what the Indians considered to be
the best way of saving China’s face. After again asserting India’s
readiness to risk war with China, Nehru said in the Lok Sabha, on the
day that the withdrawal proposal was rencwed to Peking: ‘If one is
prepared to recover [the arcas occupied by China] and one is strong
enough, other things also help in the process and it is possible that those
things, plus our preparation for any action may result in some kind of
agreement for these areas to be liberated."*31 ‘This, read in the context -
of the note delivered to Peking on the same day, suggests that Nehru
belicved that India’s resolute advance into Chinese~occupied territory
would ultimately make China accept the necessity of complete with-~
drawal, and that he hoped that the few Indian posts already established
might already have brought the Chinese to that position.

If Peking had accepted the proposal, it is most likely that Nehru
would—as far as his extreme pliability to domestic pressures allowed —
have taken a very distant interest in the nature of the traffic on the
Chinese road. But in the Chinese perception of the situation, the
proposal was as unreal, and as much of an affront, as it would have
been to India if Peking had proposed that India withdraw all personnel,
civilian and military, from the area south of the McMahon Line,
subject to China’s allowing India to use roads in nErFa for civilian
traffic. “Why should China nced to ask India’s permission for using its
own road on its own territory?’ Peking expostulated in reply. “What
an absurdity 222 If the Indian Government wished its proposal to be
considered seriously, the Chinese suggested, it would have been pre-
pared to apply the same principle to the eastern sector; but Nehru
had of course ruled that out, assuring the Lok Sabha that ‘we are not
going to withdraw in the cast.’:% In the note reviving the proposal for
joint withdrawal India had gone very close to threatening China with
war, by quoting a remark that Nehru had made in the Lok Sabha on
May 2nd: ‘India does not want, and dislikes very much, a war with
China. But that is not within India’s control.'1* In rejecting the pro-
posal as ‘unilaterally imposed submissive terms’, Peking pointed out
that China was not a defeated country, and declared that she would
never submit before any threat of force.

New Delhi’s conclusion from this exchange appears to have been that
the forward policy had simply not yet brought enough pressure to

bear, and must therefore be pursued until China accepted the need for
withdrawal.
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The Indian troops in the western sector were pressing haed, setting
up their puny posts within near range of the Chinese, acting as if they
were the vanguard of a powerful army rather than the stake in 2 wild
political gamble. But the forward policy was by no means bald enough
for the Government’s domestic critics, who continued to demand
szonger and quicker action against China. Defending itself, the
Government began to play the same numbers game that Nehru had
dectied when his exitics used it. Official spokesmen drew lines on maps
to connect the new forward Indian posts, calculated the area thus
enclosed, and claimed that more than a quarter of the area ‘overrun’
by the Chinese had been recovered.? An Indin journslist who
enjoyed ready access to the Prime Minister and reciprocated with
fulsome praise reported that the troops in the western sector had made
‘2 general advance over a wide front of 2,500 square miles’ and com-
plimented Nehru on ‘a unique triumph for audacious Napoleonic
planning’.1%¢ The real situation did not go enurely unreported, one
political columnist with good military contacts wrote 1n August that
the Chinese enjoyed a ten-to-one superiority in the western sector and
had all the advantages of terrain and communications.!¥” But this was
an isolated report; other journalists were writing that the Indians were
in superior strength and better equipped than the Chinese, and suggest-
ing that the larter were gamison troops of poor fighting quality. Like

ymost people, Indians have better hearing for what confirms their own
‘withes, and the optimistic version of the ion tn the western sector
was given wider credence.

That did not, however, satisfy the Government’s entics or diminsh
the clamour in Parhament for yet stronger measures to expel the
Chinese. If, as the Government said, the situation in the western sector
had now changed in Indu’s favour, why, the Opposition wanted to
know, was the Army not being launched 1n a massive and immediate
offensive to sweep the intruders back out of Indsan soil? ‘The bogey of
Chinese superiority . . . should not worry out military experts,’ an
Opposition M.P. told the Lok Sabha in August; not only were Chinese
tines of communication very long, but their army was distracted, too,
by the threat of “revolt of a dejected and frustrated population’.1® The
atmosphere was condudive to jingoism, and some members were
aarried away. “Two hundred Indian soldiers are equal to two thousand
of the Chinese,’ another M.P. declared in the Lok Sabha's debate on the
border situation in August. “Why should we be afraid of them? Why
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are we not able to hurl them back?’ The same member said that if only
the Government would give the call, in six months ‘a well-trained
army of four million Hindus will march to the Himalayas and throw
back the whole Chinese force’.2®® When the truth did make itself
heard it was ignored. Earlier in the summer the Indian Ambassador in
‘Washington, B. K. Nehru (another cousin of the Prime Minister’s),
said flatly in the course of a television interview that the Indian defence
forces were so badly equipped that they could not ensure the security
of the country. Questions were raised in Parliament about his state-
ment; but although M.P.s pointed out how the Ambassador had
contradicted the Prime Minister’s repeated assurances that the Army
was fully capable of defending the frontiers, they were more concerned
to suggest that B. K. Nehru disciplined for an indiscretion than to
find out which of the two statements was true.

New Delhi’s charge that it was the Chinese who were advancing in
the western sector, not the Indians, boomeranged. It was as if three
people were arguing on a party line. The Government accused China
of further aggressive intrusions; thereupon its domestic critics attacked
it for supinely allowing the Chinese to get away with new advances;
Nehru would then back away from the Government's accusations,
telling Parliament that it was ‘hardly correct’ to say that the Chinese
had made ‘a fresh intrusion’, since all that had happened was that, in
apprehensive reaction to Indian moves, the Chinese had set up out~
posts; then Peking would break in, saying that Nehru had ‘unwittingly
Jet out the truth’.14° ;

For the critics, the confusion did not obscure the fact that the Chinese
were still in occupation of Indian territory. ‘How Long, How Long in
Shame’ cried the editor of the Hindustan Times in his column, would
the country have to wait before the Government gave China visible
evidence that it was “determined to fight for its honour’?14t

There were saner voices. In the Lok Sabha, 2 member argued that
in the western sector what amounted to a ceasefire line had emerged,
and that neither China nor India could violate it with impunity. He
suggested that India should give China the same pledge as she had
given Pakistan with respect to the Pakistani-held and Indian-claimed
part of Kashmir: “that we would not resort to force to liberate the
occupied areas.” In Calcutta Yugantar, a daily newspaper which gener-
ally followed the Congress line, warned that if India is to build her
social lifc anew, if the five-year plans arc to be fulfilled, there must be a
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discussions with Marshal Chen Yi. But whateverinduced the change in
tone, there was another uproar as soon as the text of the July 26th note
was released. It was read as a covert offer that if China would with-
draw marginally in the western sector, to positions behind their ‘1956
chaim lin¢’, India would begin negotiations on the boundaries.

In Parliament the note was described as disgraceful, ‘a most shocking
and surprising document’;%45 but that does not adequately suggest the
outrage it aroused. The Hindustan Times headed its comment THE
ROAD TO DISHONOUR: -

The Government of India in its infinite wisdom has deemed the
time opportune for a complete reversal of its China policy. It has
all but sanctified the illegal gains of Chinese aggression in Ladakh
as the price for the opening of 2 new round of negotiations with
the overlords of Peking. In so doing it has broken faith with the
people of India—the people and its Parliament.14¢ :

Answering such attacks, Nehru rebuked those who had had ‘the
temerity to suggest that we are going to take some action which would
bring dishonour to India’, rather than which he would prefer to be
‘reduced to dust and ashes’. He then explained that there had been
‘some misunderstanding and misinterpretation’ of the Government’s
position, and he restated that.147

The Indian note of July 26th reintroduced the subject of discussions;
and for the next ten wecks, while on the frontiers war drew steadily
closer, the two sides were exchanging notes on possible further meet-
ings between their representatives. This was the last chance for a
peaceful resolution of the dispute or even for leaving it where it stood
without resolution or conflict, and it must be followed in detail. As
before, the basic Indian position and the modulations that this exchange
produced were shrouded in intricate scantic formulations, a kind of
cipher that can be understood only if the key is constantly in mind.

The nub of the July 26th note was the statement that India would be
prepared to resume discussions on the basis of the 1960 officials’ report,
‘as soon as the current tensions have been cased and the appropriate
climate is created’. It was from this and the apparent emphasis on a
limited Chinesc withdrawal to their ‘1056 claim line’ that Indian critics
concluded that their Government was secking to reverse its whole
policy. But when read in the context of the preceding diplomatic
correspondence—as, of course, Peking would have been expected to
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The Chinese Government approves of the suggestion put forth by
the Indian Government for further discussions on the Sino-Indian
boundary question on the basis of the report of the officials of the
two countries. There need not and should not be any pre-condi-
tions for such discussions. As a matter of fact, if only the Indian
side stop advancing into Chinese territory, a relaxation of the
border situation will be affected at once. Since neither the Chinese
nor the Indian Government wants war, and since both Govern-
ments wish to sertle the boundary question peacefully through
negotiations, further discussions on the Sino-Indian boundary
question on the basis of the report of the officials should not be put
off any longer. The Chinese Government proposes that such
discussions be held as soon as possible, and that the level, date,
place and other procedural matters for these discussions be imme-
diatcly decided upon by consultations through diplomatic
channels, 150 :

India was thus left like an angler whose hook has been taken by a fish
he does not in the least wish to land.

From New Delhi’s point of view, it was plain that discussions with
the Chinese would serve no purpose. The only way to a settlement
acceptable to India was for China to agree to the Nehru proposal for
mutual withdrawal behind the other’s claim ine in the western sector;
and that China had repeatedly and explicitly rejected as ‘one-sided
withdrawal from large tracts of its own territory’. Furthermore, to
enter into discussions with China in the absence of her agreement to
withdraw would have been to bring down on Nehru and the Govern-
ment opprobrious charges of appeasement and breach of faith from an
aroused and resentful political opinion in India. Domestic considera-
tions thus ruled out the resumption of a dialogue with China on the
basis of the officials’ report (i.c. on the merits of the boundary disputc),
which the context showed would anyway be fruitless. But other
considerations, less immediate but still weighty, suggested that India
should not appear as curtly refusing to talk to China at all,

In the arena of world opinion India had all the advantages, so to
speak, of playing on the home field. The stands were packed with
supporters while India, wearing the democratic colours, played skil-
fully and resolutely against the brawnier team, The press and govern-
ments of the Western world cheered India on, as they saw her pluckily
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changed American attitude to non-alignment to case and augment the
flow of American cconomic assistance. Senator Sparkm:m, then
acting chairman of the Forcign Relations Committee, said in June
1962: “We know right now that India is pressing very hard against
Communist China upon her north-castern fronticr,” and argued that
it would be unwise to discourage India by reducing aid ‘at the very
time that she is moving in the dircction that we have been wanting
her to move for a long time’.1%¢

The British Government's support for India scemed as solid as that
of the United States, but it appears to have covered a division of
opinion in Whitchall. Some officials, notably in the Foreign Office,
pointed out that Indix’s account of the historical argument for the
boundarics which she claimed was inflated; after all, the McMahon
Line and the attempts to get China to accept a boundary line in the
north-west had once been the Foreign Office’s concern, and its archives
held the records. They therefore recommended somewhat less than
categorical British support for the Indian claims. The Commonwealth
Office, on the other hand—and strongly, it must be assumed, the High
Commission in India~was urging that whatever the ancient history -
of the boundarics might be, the here and now of Britain’s interest lay
in wholchearted and unqualified support of India. Incvitably, that
expedicnt course was followed.

But, if India could rely on the committed support of the Western
world, there were grounds for. misgivings in New Delhi over the
attitude of the Afro-Asian countrics. ‘Our neighbours, our friends are
non-aligned cven on the question of aggression by China against
India . . . they arc leaning on the side of China,’ Ashok Mehta com-
plained,**% and newspaper cditorials declared that India was isolated,
with ‘almost no friend in Asia’.25¢ Afro-Asian governments, some of
them resentful anyway about what they took to be India’s assumption
of leadership of the non-aligned world, were not as ready as the West
to take India’s casc at face valuc. Prepared to listen to China’s explana~
tion and arguments with open minds, they found in them ground for
questioning whether the general picture of reasonable, wronged India
and aggressive, intransigent China was an undistorted reflection of
rc::nlity. Finding themsclves in the decp waters of the diplomatic-
historical argument between New Delhi and Pcking, some of the
Afro-Asian governments clung to the one solid picce of ground they
could sce, the question of negotiations; and there it seemed that China
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impossible for us to carry on discussions and negotiations.*®® The
point was made again in a note embodying the Indian counter-
proposal for talks, dispatched on August 22nd. Chen Yi's remark and
Peking's refusal to consider the Nehru proposal for mutual with-
drawal were described as ‘pre~conditions which contradict the repeated
Chinese statements that they want to settle the boundary question
peacefully throngh further discussions. And the note concluded: ‘It is
obvious that it is the Chinese who are laying down impossible pre-
conditions and asking for acceptance of the Chinese claim regarding
the boundary in this {western] region before further discussions start.’160
The Indian argument was that to start discussions before the Chinese
withdrawal from the Indian~claimed territory would be ‘pre~judging or
acceptance of the Chinese claim’. Chinesc withdrawal before discus-
sions would, of course, have have been ‘pre-judging or acceptance of the
Indian claim’; but as in New Delhi’s eyes the Indian claim line was in
fact the international boundary that was as things should be. New
Delhi’s line of argument reflected the conviction that the disputed
territory was wholly and absolutely Indian, and the corollary that"
China’s presence there was a standing act of aggression. That made all
protestations from Peking about China’s desire for peace and willing-
ness to settle the boundaries by mutual consent sound like blatant
hypocrisy. On the other side, the Chinese belief that Aksai Chin had .
never been Indian and their conviction that the offer to waive their
claims to territory south of the McMzahon Line was reasonable, and
indeed magnanimous, made Indian protestations seem just as hypo-
critical; while the forward movements of Indian troops made Nehru's
reassurances about peaceful methods sound like the crassest deceit.
Nehru himself once glimpsed that contradiction of perception: ‘If you
start thinking as the Chinese do,” he said in May 1962, * . .. thinking
on the assumption that the territory in Ladakh, especially in the Aksai
Chin area, is theirs and has been theirs, well, everything we do is an
offence to them. But if we start on the basis of thinking that the
territory is ovrs, as it is, then everything the Chinese do is an offence.
It depends on with what assumption you have started.’3$1 But that
moment of insight was not allowed to inform New Delhi’s handling
of the dispute, which continued unwaveringly on its collision course.
_The nuance of the Government’s position—that it had agreed to
dxscussions_but not to the discussions which the Chinese wanted —was
not appreciated by its critics at home, and attacks continued on Nehru
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our defence’. (It was fundamental to the policy of non-alignment,
as Nehra had applied it up to chis time, that India would not
accept military assistance from anyone. Nehru argued that to
accept military assistance would be tantamount to joining one of
the cold~war blocks, and that the only way to reinforce the
country’s defences without jeopardizing its independence was to
develop domestic industrial and ordinance capacity. He saw the
reiterated demand that India should seek military aid as the ex-
pression of the basic dissatisfaction on the Right with the
posture of non-alignment. He said that it was a sign of méral
weakness to seek help from abroad, to think of enlisting in"*some
military bloc to save us’. He would not let India ‘rely on a foreign
army to save its territory’, he said, ‘even if disaster comes to us on
the frontier’.)¢®

(d) “Toimprove our relations with Nepal'. (Since King Mahendra
had aborted the democratic experiment in Nepal with a palace
coup two years before, New Delhi had been outspokenly eritical
of his regime. Nepali émigrés had been allowed to operate frecly
across the Indo-Nepal border, making terrorist raids and secking
to arouse resistance to the King. By this time, August 1962, the
Indian Government was trying to mend its fences with Nepal,
however, and cracking down on the émigrés.)

(¢) “The Prime Minister himself should take over the Defence
portfolio.” {The main focus of the misgivings in Parliament about
India’s defence preparedness—which in no way muffled demands
for military action against China—was on Krishna Menon. Many
on the Congress benches, as well as in the parties of the Right
Opposition, believed him to be at the very least a crypto-Com-
munist, and he was suspected of influencing Nehru in the direction
of appeasement. The general respect and affection for Nehr, on
the other hand, was still high and even some of his strongest
critics used to suggest that he was being gnided amiss rather than
wrong-headed. He had held the Defence portfolio twice before.)
(f) “The Prime Minister shonld come out with a categorical
statement that there will be no negotations with China unless and
until they withdraw from Indian territory.’ (As has been seen,
this was the basic and unchanging Indian position; but categorical
statements on any subject, even this, were alien to Nehru's style,
and the nearest he would go to stating the position squarely was
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were helpless; the only questions, if they werc attacked, were how long
they could resist, and how many Chinese they could kill before being
wiped ouit themselves. They were hostages to the conviction of Nehru
and his associates in New Delhi, civilian and military, that China would-
never attack. After a tour of the western sector in June, Kaul reported:

‘It is better for us to establish as many posts as we can in Ladakh,
even though in penny packets, rather than wait for a substantial
build-up, as I am convinced that the Chinese will not attack any
of our positions even if they are relatively weaker than theirs,’2%8

Earlicr, Nehru, rebuking his eritics for urging the Government on
to more drastic measures, had rejected the thought of what he called
adventurist action, saying that it would not be fair to the Indian troops,
‘brave and fine men’;2® but by the end of the summer there had been
a marked change in his attitude. “We built a kind of rampart on this
part of Ladakh and put up numerous military posts, small ones and
big ones,’ he said in Parliament in August. ‘It is true that these posts
are in constant danger of attack with larger numbers. Well, it does not
matter. We have taken the risk and we have moved forward, and we
bave effectively stopped their further forward march. . . . If [the
Chinese] want to they can overwhelm some of our military posts.
That does not mean we are defeated. We shall face them with much
greater problems and face them much more stoutly.'* Thus, it cannot
be said that Nehru was ignorant of the situation in the western sector or
that he failed to appreciate the risk to which the Indian troops were
exposed.

General Daulat Singh of Western Command was, on the other hand,
still by no means reconciled to the sacrifice of his troops in a gamble
that he saw as irrational and hopeless. In mid-August he wrote to
Army H.Q. pointing out the cnormous superiority of the Chinese in
the western sector and the helplessness of the Indian posts which,
anchored as they were to the valley floors by the need for proximity
to their dropping zones, were dominated by the Chinese from higher
ground. ‘Militarily we are in no position to defend what we possess,
leave alone force a showdown,” he wrote; and therefore it was vital
that no clash should be provoked. He deduced from the experience of
the past three years that ‘China does not wish war with India on the
border issue provided we do not disturb the status quo’. But he argued
that as the Aksai Chin road was a vital strategic link for the Chinese,
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The new ‘great game’ on the borders of India, the giants’ version
of chicken, had reached its climax. If cither side was bluffing, now was
the ultimate moment for swerving away. But to the onlooking world
it still scemed incredible that the two biggest Asian powers could be
on the point of war over territory so remote and desolate, The Indian
view that there was no likelihood of war informed most reporting
from New Delhi, so that the confrontation near the roof of the world
was fascinating without being alarming. A British journalist expressed
a common feeling: *The world, with a certain exhilaration, has grasped
that China is being deficd: that India has taken up positions from which
it would be exceedingly difficult to back down if China persists in her
forward march 172

On the other side of the world, mecanwhile, another and deadlier
game of chicken was in the making. The Central Intelligence Agency
in Washington had registered the fact that two Russian lumber
freighters with exceptionally wide hatches, but lightly laden, were

among, the ships delivering arms to Cuba that summer; but had not
deduced their significance. 17
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Nchru weighing his desire for U.S. assistance against his nced to
assume the hypocritical role of a progressive in order to deccive the
Indian people.’®

India’s apparent pursuance of Britain's Himalayan policy, to the
extent of encouraging Tibetan separatism, went to confiem the Chinese
Communists' judgment of the political character of the Nehru
Government.* ‘Nchru and company are openly engineering a
cleavage between the different peoples in China . . . undermining their
unity and interfering in China’s internal affairs by declaring in the
name of a foreign country that Tibét has never recognized Chinese
suzerainty,” the People’s Daily wrote in September 1949.7 In the same
month a Shanghai journal accused Nechru and India of serving ‘the
Anglo-American imperialist designs for the annexation of Tibet’, and
of themselves nourishing imperialist intentions. The imperialists, it
concluded, had already made Nehru their substitute for Chiang
Kai-shck.®

China's suspicions about India’s intentions towards Tibet must have
been confirmed by the Indian démarclie over the Chinese Army's move
into Tibet in 1950. But the diplomatic cxchanges over that incident in
fact, as has been scen,  marked a turning-point in India’s policy, and the
barometer for Sino-Indian relations was now to mark fair weather.
On the broader diplomatic stage, China was finding that the new Indian
Government was being helpful.

India had recognized the People’s Republic in December 1949, the
second country to do so,} and from that time she had been active in
urging the casc for making the new Government in Peking the repre-
sentative of China in the United Nations. From the outbreak of war in
Korea in June 1950, India exerted hersclf diplomatically to end it, and
to head off the war between China and the U.S.A. which the deploy-
ment of the 7th Fleet in defence of Formosa scemed to make likely.
These cfforts in the cause of peace were welcomed in Peking. At the
beginning of October China tried to use India as a hot linc to Washing-
ton. Panikkar, the Indian Ambassador, was told by Chou En-lai that if

* The Chinese were not the only ones to notice the continuity of the new India’s Hima-
l:ygn pOllClc.S. W_rmng in N’cw Delhi in 1953, an Amedcan student of international
affairs noted *striking similarities between {India's] Tibetan policy and the one pursued by
Britain when she was mistress of India’.?

T See p. 71 above.

¥ Burma was the first. India would have recognized Peking sooner, according to Xrishna
Menon, but out of diplomatic courtesy was waiting to let Britain do sa first, Finally the
Indians lost paticnice with Ernest Bevin's shilly-shallying. 10
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Conference, Nehru was at the peak of his influence and esteem in the
international community; and for him personally the Asian-African
conference seemed the triumph of a cause he had striven for since the
Congress of Oppressed Peoples in Brusscls, neatly thirty years before,
where the idea of an Afro-Asian group of nations co-operating with
each other had been born.1® The Communist leaders of China, on the
other hand, were still rather an unknown quantity, and Bandung (if
the Geneva Conference on Indo-China of 1954 is counted a primarily
European performance) was their debut on the Asian international
scene. In the Indian view, and that of Western observers too, it had
been largely through India’s efforts that ‘Communist China acquired
a measure of respectability throughout Asia’.® Small wonder, then,
that at Bandung it was Nehru who comported himself as ‘the elder
brother who was considerably older and well established in the world,
prepared to give his advice to a younger brother struggling to make
his way'. To Chou En-lai and his colleagues it must have scemed
grotesque, however, that the Indian and national-bourgeois Nehru
should aspire to be their sponsor.

Irritation at Nehru's and India’s assumption of a right to leadership
in Asia did not, however, affect the Chinese Government’s policy;
most probably their own confidence in the power of the revolution,
and of China, kept their reaction more often amused than piqued.
The Chinese gave Nehru full marks for his foreign policy. He was
keeping a wary distance from the imperialists’ bloc and denying it
bases in India; he was quick to denounce their aggressions, as he did
in the Suez war of 1956 and then the Anglo~-American intervention
in the Middle East of 1958; he was constant in his support of Peking’s
right to the China scat in the U.N. Nehru, as the People’s Daily
summed it up, was ‘a friend to China and an opponent to the imperia-
list policy of war and aggression’.?” Nor was this unexpected. Nehru's
policies and attitudes were wholly in keeping with the Leninist reading
of his character and role as leader of a nationalist bourgeois Govern-
ment. ‘In modern times, the national bourgeoisie of the colonial and
semi-colonial countries, because of their contradictions with imperialism
and the feudal forces, can take part in the revolutionary anti-imperialist

cave village north of Yenan. 1 had just entered camp when 2 slender figure in an old cotton
uniform came out to greet me, brought his cloth-soled shoes together and touched his
faded rcd-surrc.d @p in 2 smart salute. . . . That was Chou En-hi, the Red bandit for
whose head Chiang Kai-shek was then offering eighty thousand dolfars.”18
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desire to maintain the friendship berween India and China; but at
the same time we have every sympathy for the people of Tibet, and
we are greatly distressed at their helpless plight. We hope still that
the authorities of China, in their wisdom, will not use their great
strength against the Tibetans, but will win them to friendly co-
operation in accordance with the assurances they have themselves
given about the autonomy of the Tibet region. Above all, we
hope that the present fighting and killing will cease.’!

With a more-in-sorrow-than~in-anger analysis, the People’s Daily
rebutted Nehru's argument;* but the Chinese showed more concern
at India’s actions than at Nehru’s words. They had no objection, as
Chou En-lai said, to India’s granting the Dalai Lama sanctuary, that
was normal international practice;?* but they complained that ‘the
impressive welcome extended to the Dalai Lama by the Indian Govern-
ment’ and the visit Nehru paid to him as soon as he arrived at Mus-
soorie (the Indian hill station where he made his first headquarters)
were an unfitting reception for a government to give the leader of a
rebellion in a friendly neighbouring state.® In fact the Dalai Lama’s
‘impressive welcome’ when he reached Tezpur in north-east India was
partly an inevitable reflection of the presence there of two or three
hundred journalists, and the need for some formalization of his con-
tacts with the press; but it was true that the Indian Government did
not keep the assurances which it had given Peking that the Dalai Lama
would not be allowed to engage in political activity against China
while he was in India. The Chinese also complained again about
activities of Tibetan émigrés in Kalimpong, charging that Kuomintang
and American agents were active there too, channelling anti~Chinese
propaganda, weapons and agents into Tibet across what was still a very
open border.

In their analysis of Nehru's statements on the developments in
Tibet, the Chinese argued that he had misunderstood the situation
when he traced the rebellion to the clash between ‘a dynamic, rapidly
moving socicty’ and a ‘static, unchanging society fearful of what
might be done to it in the name of reform’. The rebellion in Tibet
had been counter-revolution and nothing clse, an attempt to sustain
the “dark, cruel and barbarous serf system’ by the classes which benc-

* It was rumoured in Pcking when this article appeared that Mao Tse-tung himself had
written ir.2$
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revolt was plainly not by itsclf going to be allowed to distort the cor-
diality which had through the 19505 informed Sino-Indian relations at
government level. But the Chinese did not lose sight of the Indian *big
bourgeoisie’, looking over Nehru’s shoulder, as it were, and urging
him always to the Right. This class, in the Chinese view, maintained
‘manifold links with imperialism and is, to a certain extent, dependent
on foreign capital. Moreover, by its class nature, the big bourgeoisie
has a certain urge for outward expansion’, and therefore, while oppos-
ing imperialist intervention on the world scene, it reflected certain
influences of impesialist policy itsclf.2® By Leninist diagnosis, then, the
Indian Government was prone to sudden swings to the Right, and there
were powerful forces, domestic and intcrnational, always trying to
change India’s course in that direction. That such a change was in the
making began to appear to the Chinese in 1959, as the United States
and India moved closer together.

In Chinese eyes, the suspicion of neutralists in general and of Nchru
in particular that was so often expressed in Washington in the heyday
of the Eisenhower administration was the best recommendation that
the Indians could have. Conversely, the change in American attitude
which became apparent in 1950 was ominous; it suggested not only
that the United States was devcloping designs on India’s non-aligned
virtue, but also that in Washington's appreciation New Delhi was ripe
to respond to such overtures. Peking would have begun to watch
Indian attitudes and policy for signs that New Delhi was being drawn
into the imperialists’ camp.

The emergence of the Indian approach to the boundary question,
articulated in Nehru's letters at the end of 7958 and the beginning of
1959, was scen in Peking as such a sign. Undl that time, the Chinese
had no reason to expect that setelement of the boundaries with India
would be any more difficult than with their other Asian neighbours.
Since 1954 Indian maps had shown a claim to the Aksai Chin territory
across which a length of the recently completed Sinkiang-Tibet road
lay; but Chinese maps indicated similar cartographic claims to territory
below the McMahon Line which, as Chou En-lai had told Nehru,
China did not intend 1o press when the time came for negotiating a
general boundary setcement. India had made it quite clear that she
would not consider any change in the McMahon alignment of her
north-castern boundary, and that had been the de facto boundary since
1951. Unless China wished to pick an irresoluble quarrel with India,
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wseapt by 2 Jarge Indian patrol 1o move into Chinese-nccupicd terri-
tory 2nd et up a poss there, This veas 2 matter not of a few square
niles, 24 in the wnzrpina) Indian moves across the McMahon Ling, but,

5432 meamt, 10 implement her map daim, of an area of thousands of
quare 1nils that, becaws of the rosd wibich crossed it, vias of high
raveyic imporanos 1o China,

n Mehnd's lewers and his Government's cosmmunications 1o Peking
24 the end of 1959, India mzde her approach to the boundary dispute
auite Jear, She would not negotiate a general boundary settlement,
Yy anly minor adjustments of 4 smile here or there in the Indian claim
Iimesand thay only afier Ching had withdrawn from Aksai Chin,
Yiareorser, the Jomyiu and especially the Kongla Pass incident sugges-
1o that India was not only refining 1o negotiate a settdement, but that
she slvy inpended 10 1ry 1 assers her claims on the ground. To refirse
10 nepotisy: and at the same dme refine 1o respect the status guo was
tantamonnt 10 rejecting a peaceful settlement of the honndary guestion.

India wras insisting thay China aceept the unilateral Indian definition
of the houndary, and in so doing was not only clinging to the boundary
in the cast which had originated in Britain's secret agreement with the
Pibetans in 1914, but in the west was advancing a claim that ‘British
smperiatism had fabricated covertly but never dared to put forward,"*2
Sind it was not as i any material Indian interest were involved in the
clain to Aksai Ching ‘India’s . . demand . ., that China get owt of her
only traffic route 10 Western Vibet, a road India has no wie for, was, .,
seeking injury to China without benefit 1o Indja,'»

In the Chinete reaction to their reading of India’s statements and
actions there yias a strong strain of injured pride. Boundaries uni-
Iaterally imposed by stronger countries; rough disdain for Chinese
national sensibilities: there was nothing new to China in this, her his-
tory was replete with such manifestations of forcign arropance and
povrer. But nows, “the days vhen the Chinese people could be bossed
around are pone for ever’;® "T'he liberated China can in no circum-
stances allow itielf to be plunged back 1o the position of the injured old
China,™ More mildly, Chen Yi said in Peking in September 1959
that, in attempting to impose the McMahon Line on China, India had
not ‘given the sliphtest consideration to the sense of national pride and
self-respect of the Chinese people’,2
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It will be remembered that the British had never communicated the ohnsonfArdagh
alignment (from which the Indian claim derived) as 2 boundary proposal to China,
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him', he had ‘let himself be drawn into the whirlpool of anti-Chinesc
agitation in India.’ Slanders from right-wing politicians and members
of Parliament, and even certain officials, had necessitated a detailed
refutation; ‘but even under these circumstances we still regret that we
had to touch upon Prime Minister Nehru in our dispute’.® In the last
months of 1959, Nehru was still resisting the aroused domestic de-
mands for an evtreme and absolute approach to the border question,
and his attempts to moderate the terms of the dispute within India
scemed aimed at keeping the way open to negotiated settlement, even
though the Indian Government was ruling that out in its diplomatic
commaunications. ’

The Chinese attitude to Nehru began to change after 1960, and the
New Delhi summit talks of April 1960 appear to have been the water-
shed. Communist diplomats in New Delhi were told by members of
the Chinese delegation that Chou En-lai had been shocked by Nehru's
intransigence, and he was later reported to have described Nehru as
impossible to negotiate with, ‘being both unreliable and impenetrable’.3
Chou's resentment at Nehru's ambivalence showed in his comments in
Katmandu after the New Delhi summit. ‘How did Prime Minister
Nehru treat us?* he asked, after recalling that the Chinese side had kept
their public statements studiously friendly; ‘he did not say it face to
face, but as soon as we had left he attacked the Chinese Government as
aggressors.’40

The Chinese did not openly denounce Nehru until late in 1962, but
it seems reasonable to infer that they came to regard him as ‘the loyal
representative of the big bourgeoisie and big landlords of India’, and
the stooge of China's international enemies, from 1960.

Following what was scen as an increasingly reactionary policy at
home,* after 1959 the Nehru Government also fulfilled China’s ideo-
logical expectations abroad by continuing to move closer to the United
States. Eisenhower's visit to New Delhi in 1959 was returned by Nchru
in 1961, but of course the increasing flow of American economic assist-
ance to India was in the Chinese view more telling. The level of Anderi-
can aid was scen as a barometer to Indian attitudes. American assistance
to India in the twelve years from 1947 to 1959 had totalled less than two
thousand million dollars; but from 1959 to 1962 more than twice as
much was given or promised. To the Chinese, the conclusion was

*1In 1959 New Delhi dismissed the Communist Govern i
r ment in the state of Kerala, an
action that way, of course, noted in Peking.
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cessation of, foreign aid would immediatcly engender a major econo-
mic crisis in India, accompanied by the closing down of large numbers
of companies, reduced productions, unemployment and uncontrollable
inflacion.” (This prognosis was to be fulfilled to the letter when Ameri-
can aid was interrupted after the India-Pakistan war in 1965.) “Whetever
imperialist ““aid" appears, genuine economic sovereignty and economic
independence vanish for all practical purposcs,” the Chinese noted
later.*®

As for the ‘socialistic pattern of society” to the construction of which
the Nehru Government was committed, the Chinese dismissed that as
a farce® “The comprador state monopoly capital which the Nehru
Government has built up by means of so-called planning and foreign
aid is not of a socialist character as is claimed by the modern revisionists,
nor is it a force capable of promoting independent economic develop-
ment of the nation as is asserted by certain economists. . . .” On the
contrary, ‘it reduces the Indian economy to an appendage of foreign
monopoly capital.¥?

Lenin had forescen it all.

Under conditions where private ownership of the means of pro-
duction is preserved, all . . . steps to bigger monopolies and in-
creased nationalizaton of production arc inevitably accompanied:
by intensified exploitation of the labouring masses, intensificd
oppression, greater difficultics in repulsing the attacks of the ex-
ploiters, the strengthening of reaction and military despotism, and
at the same time lead inevitably to incredible increases in the profits
of the big capitalists at the expense of all the other strata of the
population, to the saddling of the labouring masses for many
decades with tribute to the capitalists in the form of payment of
thousands of millions in the interests on loans.48

Again, the Chinese found confirmation of their interpretation in the
comments of Indians. They quoted G. D. Birla, a *big bourgeois’ if
ever there was onc, and the head of a commercial and industrial empire

#* “The establishment of a socialistic pattern of society’ became the stated goal of the Con-
press Parey at jes Sixtieth annual session, held in Avadi, on the ourskirts of Madras, in
1955. At this sexsion the inherent duality of the party, socialist and egalitarian in rhetoric,
conservative and orthodox in jts political suppore, found expression in that “ic’, ‘We
want to have 2 socialistic partern and not socialism,” as a key Congress speaker put it.¢

7 “Comprador . . . 1. Formerly, 2 native house-steward. . . . 2. Now, in China, 2 mtive

servant employed as head of the native staff; and as agent, by E h A
Cotent Bt ot b y European houses.® (Sherzer



e THE viIEW FROM PEKING m

ndia rough the 19608 3% eassoring

e en that 'the public sector (in ndn}
ANT)

€ that '\m:ns'\(\cn'\on

2
st YEOT of the 19608 saw the nning
olitical dmﬁccnonw\ﬁchwas wbe? dominant
n the decades i



274 INDIA’S CHINA WAR

In China’s view, Pakistan had pursued an unfriendly policy towards
herself through the 1950s: following the American lead in the United
Nations by voting against discussion of the question of China’s repre- .
scntation; and, although she had established diplomatic relations with -
Peking in 1951, maintaining unofficial but offensive contacts with the
Chiang Kai-shek rump on Formosa; Pakistan was a member of seATO
and cENTO; and the Chinesc had scen the Ayub Government’s policy
as onc of increasing dependence upon the United States, with President
Ayub’s joint defence offer ‘sowing discord in the relations between
China and India’.5* The ‘Pakistani ruling clique has been playing a
vicious role and adopting an extremely unfriendly attitude towards
China’ a commentator in the People’s Daily wrote in mid-1959. “The
Pakistani Government should pull up the horse before the precipice,
reverse its hostile stand towards the Chinese people and return to the
road laid down by the Bandung resolutions and the road of Sino-
Pakistani friendship.’s® As has been secn, Pakistan for her own reasons
did change course at the end of 1959, and, with an overture towards the
settlement of the Sino-Pakistani boundary, took the road that led to
cordial and civil relations with China, and ultimately to what was not
far short of a tacit alliance against India.

By the Marxist-Leninist scale of political development, President
Ayub marked at the beginning of the 1960s a stage further in capitalist
declinc than that reached by the Nehru Government. If in New Delhithe
national bourgcoisie was falling more and more under the dominance |
of the big bourgeoisic, the feudal elements and the imperialists, the
Ayub Government represented the next phase, with the quasi-demo-
cratic institutions of the immediate post-independence phase replaced
by army rule. The displacement of the Communist Government in
Kerala showed that the Communist Party of India operated on a very
shog;t leash, and as the Sino-Indian dispute sharpened, so the Indian
Government bore down more heavily on the Communists—but in
Pakistan the Communist Party had becn banned for years. By any
ideological considerations, then, China and Pakistan should have con-
tinued in a relationship of mutual distrust and antipathy. But even in
the sourest moment of China’s disapproval (Pakistan had been féting a
pilgrim party of Chinese Muslims from Formosa, en route to Mecca),
it had still been noted in Peking that ‘the Chinese people have always
attached importance to Sino-Pakistani friendship and waited paticntly
for a change of attitude by the Pakistani Government’.5¢ And when
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In China's view, Pakistan had pursued an unfriendly policy towards -
herself through the 1950s: following the American lead in the United
Nations by voting against discussion of the question of China’s repre-
sentation; and, although she had established diplomatic relations with -
Pcking in 1951, maintaining unofficial but offensive contacts with the
Chiang Kai-shek rump on Formosa; Pakistan was a member of SEATO
and cENTO; and the Chinese had scen the Ayub Government’s policy
as onc of increasing dependence upon the United States, with President
Ayub's joint defence offer ‘sowing discord in the relations between
China and India’.%* The ‘Pakistani ruling clique has been playing a
vicious role and adopting an extremely unfriendly attitude towards
China’ a commentator in the People’s Daily wrote in mid-1959. “The
Pakistani Government should pull up the horse before the precipice,
reverse its hostile stand towards the Chinese people and return to the
road laid down by the Bandung resolutions and the road of Sino-
Pakistani friendship.’sS As has been scen, Pakistan for her own reasons
did change course at the end of 1959, and, with an overture towards the
settlement of the Sino-Pakistani boundary, took the road that led to
cordial and civil relations with China, and ultimately to what was not
far short of a tacit alliance against India.

By the Marxist-Leninist scale of political development, President
Ayub marked at the beginning of the 1960s a stage further in capitalist
declinc than that reached by the Nehru Government. If in New Delhithe
national bourgeoisie was falling more and more under the dominance
of the big bourgeoisie, the feudal elements and the imperialists, the
Ayub Government represented the next phase, with the quasi-demo-
cratic institutions of the immediate post-independence phase replaced
by army rule. The displacement of the Communist Government in
Kerala showed that the Communist Party of India operated on a very
short leash, and as the Sino-Indian dispute sharpened, so the Indian
Government bore down more heavily on the Communists—but in
Pakistan the Communist Party had been banned for years. By any
ideological considerations, then, China and Pakistan should have con-
tinued in a relationship of mutual distrust and antipathy. But even in
the sourest moment of China’s disapproval (Pakistan had been féting a
Pilgrim party of Chinese Muslims from Formosa, en route to Mecca),
it had still been noted in Peking that ‘the Chinese people have always
attached importance to Sino-Pakistani friendship and waited patiently
for a change of attitude by the Pakistani Government’.5¢ And when
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of India in 1955, and a programme of Russian economic, aid had s
small beginnings in that year. This was of a part with th?, Soviet
Government’s new policy of winning support wherever it could
among the newly independent countrics, regardless of whcthcz:, by
Leninist criteria, those countries were being governed by their national
bourgeoisic or even ‘lackeys of imperialism’. China was to follow much
the same policy in the 1960s, and the Jater Chinese criticism of Krush-
chev’s support to anti-Communist regimes in the newly independent
world appears to have been the doctrinal and retrospective expression
of state enmity. But when, in the Chinese reading, the Soviet Union
began to side with Nehru in his quarrel with China, and continued to
assist India, adding military cquipment to economic aid in spite of the
mounting Sino-Tndian hostility, ideological and state considerations
fused.

The boundary question came into the open as a dispute pregnant
with possibilities of violence, even of war, with the Longju incident
at the end of August 1959. Much was made of it not only in India,
where, since it ‘was presented as the result of unprovoked aggression by
the Chinese, there was a natural outburst of anger, but also in the
Western world. There, India’s expressed friendship and support for
China had long been seen as purblind or perverse, and there was now a
certain amount of Schadenfreude as it seemed that Nehru had received
a nasty nip on the hand with which he had been patting the Chinese.
From the Soviet point of view, the timing could not have been worse
Krushchev was about to set off on his momentous visit to the United
States, putting into practice the changed view of the world and its
political possibilities that he had expressed at the recent Soviet party
congresses. In that fundamental reversal of Leninist orthodoxy,
Krushchev had argued that war could be climinated as a means of
settling international issues, and that socialism could triumph in the
world, without war. Through the summer of 1959 Krushchev had
been working purposcfully towards a détente with the U.S.A., and the
announcement in August that he was going to Washington to meet
Eisenhower appeared to crown that attempt with suceess.

In that context, the Longju incident had destructive implications for -
Soviet diplomacy. Inevitably, it was reported, without question, in the
Indian version, as an instance of deliberate and unprovoked aggression
by China. The Chincse account of the clash was ignored; the implica-
tion of Nehru’s admission, shortly afterwards, that the boundary at this
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The Chinesc said later that Moscow by ‘assuming a facade of neutral-
ity’ and ‘making no distinction between right and wron_g’, in merely
expressing regret over the Longju clash had, by implication, favoured
India and condemncd China. Thus the Russians had advertised the
internal differences in the Communist world; and they had done all
this in defiance of Pcking’s advice, ‘turning a deaf car to China’s rc-
peated cxplanations of the true situation’, in order to create ‘the so-
called Camp David Spirit and make a ceremonial gift to the United
States imperialists’. Here, said the People’s Daily, was ‘the first instance
in history in which a socialist country, instcad of condemning the
armed provocation of the reactionaries of a capitalist country, con-
demned another fraternal socialist country when it was confronted by
armed provocation’.% .

When Krushchev, glowing from Camp David, came on to Pcking
in October, the Chinese leaders tricd to explain the Longju incident
to him, pointing out that the placc was north of the de facto boundary,
and explaining that the provocation had come from the Indian side.
Krushchev, however, they said, ‘did not wish to know the true situa-
tion and the identity of the party committing the provocation, but
insisted that anyway it was wrong to shoot people dead’.%

The Chinese were here experiencing a double difficulty that was to
beset and damage them throughout their quarrel with India. First,
there was their credibility gap, using that phrase here not as a cuphe-
mism for mendacity but to describe the almost universal tendency of
people, when confronted with an outright contradiction between the
Chincse and the Indians, to accept the Indian version as the truth.
(This did not apply only to the Western world; the majority of the
world’s Communist Partics followed the Russians in accepting India’s
version of the dispute: a Polish delegation in Peking at the same time
as Krushchev, for example, came away suggesting that China had
deliberately ‘stirred up trouble with India’ in the two border incidents
out of resentment at being left out of the super-powers” negotiations.)
'And, sccondly, there was the general readiness to draw the conclusion
sthat, because the Indians got the worst of a skirmish or a battle, they
.could not possibly have provoked it.

War, its incvitability or avoidability; whether it could still serve the
socialist cause or must, because of its nuclear dangers, always be
avoided: this was at the heart of the doctrinal differences between
China and Russia, so the implications of the Longju clash scrved both.
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them in a responsible way; ifshe had acted like China, war would have
been declared on Iran more than once. There had been plenty of
clashes on the Russian-Iranian fronticr, with casualtics; but the Soviet
Union would not allow such incidents to precipitate war, since that
would contradict the true spirit of revolution,”

Krushchev there expressed the gravamen of the Russian attitude to
China’s position in the boundary dispute, which was to be constant
through every tum of its devclopment, except for onc moment in the
middle of the border war which climaxed it—which was also in the
middle of the Cuba confrontation.® Ironically, the Russian position as
they stated it, was preciscly the same as China's. As Pravda put it:

We have always believed, and continue to belicve, that there were
no reasons for the border conflict between India and China . . .
and all the less for turning it into an armed clash. . . . There is no
doubt that had the two sides sat down at a conference table and
discussed their mutual charges calmly, soberly and without bias,
the conflict would have been settled long ago. . . . The most diffi-
cult talks are better than wars, and disputed questions must be
solved by peaceful means, at a conference table, and not by military
methods.™

This, as has been scen, was the very argument which Peking had again
and again urged on the Indians in the attempt to convince them that the
boundarics must be scttled by negotiation; that an equitable and mutu-
ally acceptable settlement could readily be achieved; and that for cither
side to attempt to implement its clims unilaterally must lead to a
dangerous and possibly disastrous collision.

That the Soviet Union could thus preach the virtucs of negotiation
to the party which was most strongly converted to them suggests that
the Russians, like Western observers, simply disbelicved what the
Chincse were saying in, and about, stheir dispute with India. They '
appear to have concluded that the Chinese were lying in their accounts
of what was happening on the borders, and being hypocritical in their
proposals of negotiation. They were put off objective inquiry by the
intricacics of the argument between Peking and New Delhi (Krushchev
said ‘it was impossible to get at the rights and wrongs of the disputc’);
they scem to have taken at face value Nehm's protestations that he was

* Sce pp. 365-6 below,
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Forcign Affairs, declared that the Sovict Government repudiated all
unequal treatics concluded between the Tsarist Government and
China; and this declaration was confirmed in the Karakhan manifesto

of 1920.

The Government of the Russian Socialist Federated Soviet Repub-
lics declares as void all the treaties concluded by the former
Government of Russia with China, renounces all the annexations
of Chinese territory, all the concessions in China and returns to
China frec of charge and forever all that was ravenously taken
from her by the Tsar’s Government and by the Russian bour-
geoisie.”

But cven then, there were Russians who saw their eastern possessions
in a somewhat different light. ‘Vladivostok is far away,” said Lenin,
“but this town is ours.”* The Sovict Government very soon came to the
view that, uncqual treaties or not, the Sino-Russian boundaries should
stay where they were. The Karakhan manifesto they later glossed as
merely a fundamental programme to be used as a basis for negotiation,
and not a precise list of concrete steps to be taken by the Soviet Govern-
ment.™

Chinese nationalists (and Nationalists) continued to take the Kara~
khan manifesto as meaning what it said, and when it came into existence
in 1949 the People’s Republic of China inherited an old dispute and -
long-standing irredentist claims. The Chinese Communists, however,
took the same approach to the question of their boundaries with the
Soviet Union as they did to the Sino-Indian question. Bitterly as they,
like other Chinese, might resent the injustice of the ‘uncqual treaties’
and the national humiliation that they symbolized, they were prepared
to accept the boundaries thus established as a fact of life, and to regard
the lost territories as gone for good. Again, cvery consideration of
practical politics pointed to this course. To have sustained the irredentist
claim to the territorics lost a century before would have committed the
new Communist China to an irresoluble and in all probability hopeless
dispute with the Soviet Union; it was plainly never to be expected that
the Russians would surrender territory they had held so long and had
developed with cities like Vladivostok and Khabarovsk.

The Chinese made their approach clear to the Russians: ‘Although
the old treatics rclating to the Sino-Russian boundary are unequal
treatics, the Chinese Government is nevertheless willing to respect
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concerned, there was no_such treaty basis. China had not been a party -
to McMshon's agreement with the Tibetans, and had repudiated it
from the beginning; and as for the western part of the Sino-Indian
borders, there had never been a boundary delimitation. :

But such subtleties, in Russian eyes, might have been scen as no
more than Mandarin casuistry, designed to pave the way for the intro-
duction of sweeping territorial claims. Chou En-lai’s letter to Nehru
of September 8th, 1959~ the text of which was given to the Russians
next day —said that ‘the so-called McMahon Line was a product of the
British policy of aggression against the Tibet region of China and has
never been recognized by any Chinese Central Government and is
therefore decidedly illegal . . . how could China agree to accept under
coercion such an illegal line which would have it rclinquish its rights
and disgrace itself by selling out its territory. . . ¥’ Krushchev and his
advisers, already mistrustful of China, would not have appreciated
that she might be quite prepared to accept among equals at the con-
ference table what the Chinese said that they would never “accept under
coercion’. To them, as to the Indians, China’s arguments agaiust the
legality of the McMahon Line must have appeared to be claims to the
territory south of it. Encouraged in such a claim against India, China,
might go on to raise demands for territory lost to the Tsars—first
Tawang, then Vladivostok. There, from the Russian point of view,
was sufficient reason to endorse and support India’s position.

The similarity of the Indian and Russian approaches increased as the
territorial question became an element. of the Sino-Russian dispute in
the 1g60s. The Soviet Union, like India, declined to submit her
boundaries with China to general re-negotiation. Like Nehru, the
Russians reiterated their willingness, indeed their cagernéss, to settle
with China on minor boundary rectifications, but refused to enter into
general boundary negotiations. ‘No one disagrees, Pravda wrote in
1964; ‘the Tsarist Government carried out a predatory policy, just as
the Chinese emperors carried one out themselves to the extent of their
abilities . . . {but] the present border was fixed by life itself and treaties
regarding the border cannot be disregarded.’s? The Chinese, of course,
had said explicitly that they were prepared to respect the old treaties,
but.thc Russians were as deaf to Chinese assurances as were the Indians.
China came to believe that Krushchev and his successors had engineered
border disputes between China and the U.S.S.R. to serve ulterior
purposes—as they believed Nehru had done. As the scale and intensity
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equivalent freight load, were vital tools for the Indian Government
in the implementation of the forward policy. At first Russian airmen
flew both the transports and the helicopters in Ladakh, training Indian
co-pilots; but there were complaints at this in the Indian Parliament,
from those who feared that the Russians would report to China on
Indian military preparations. ’

In 1960 it was also reported that India was negotiating with the
Sovict Union for the purchase of MiG jet fighters. These negotiations
were prolonged —the deal was delayed by the vigorous protests of the
British and American Governments—but it was confirmed in the
summer of 1962 that India was to get MiGs.

In Peking’s view, the Soviet Union thus moved beyond the ideo-
logical crror of giving the Nehru Government moral support to the
treachery of supplying it with the very military equipment needed to
strengthen the Indian frontier moves against China. As the Chinese
were to say of Krushchev, ‘he backed the reactionaries in India in their
armed attacks on Socialist China and, together with the United States,
incited and helped them to perpetrate armed provocations against
China by giving them military aid.’s

‘When in the autumn of 1961, the Chinese recognized the increased
Indian military activity in the western sector as purposeful and co-
ordinated — ‘an attempt to realize [India’s] territorial claims unilaterally
and by force™®—it scemed that the Indian Government was deliber-
ately ending the lull that had fallen on the frontier after the Kongka
Pass clash nearly two years before. With the support of the Russians
now as well as of the imperialist block, Nehru and his Government
appearcd to be throwing down a challenge to China. ‘India is clearly
pursuing a policy of gradual encroachment on Chinese territory,
nibbling it away bit by bit in a deliberate attempt to assert its territorial
claims by armed force,” the People’s Daily wrote in the middle of 1962.57
In flotes to New Delhi, the Chinese Government warned that it would
be ‘very erroncous and dangerous should the Indian Government take
China’s attitude of restraint and tolerance as an expression of weak-
ness’,® and a commentator in the People’s Daily made the same point.
‘The Indian authorities have been betting on the basis of a wrong
assessment of the situation: they take the attitude of the Chinese
Government in sctting great store by Sino-Indian friendship and trying
its utmost to avoid a border clash to be a sign of weakness and think it
possible to bring China to her knees by the use of force.’® Later the

I
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rejecting Russian proposals for discussions, ‘stirred up an armed conflict’
by attacking the Russian border. Then the Soviet Union, ‘com-
pelled to act in self-defence’, invaded -Manchuria, destroyed a Kuomin-
tang army, and withdrew to its own territory. That was the perfectly
_ right thing to do, the Chinese now said. The resolute Russian counter~
" ‘blow not only defended the interests of the Soviet Union, but also
" ‘accorded with the interests of the Chinese people and of the revolu-
tionary people of the world’.%
Such, then, was the thinking that lay behind the Chinese warning
. as the Indians determinedly pressed forward in the western sector of
the Sino-Indian border in September, 1962: ‘If the Indian side should
insist on threatening by armed force the Chinese defence forces who
are duty-bound to defend their territory, and thereby arouse their
resistance, it must bear the responsibility for all the consequences
* arising therefrom.’®
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THE BORDER WAR
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ordered to move posts forward as close as practicable to the McMahon
Line; to set up new posts 50 as to establish effective occupation of the
whole frontier; and to cover gaps between posts by patrolling. These
orders confronted the troops concerned with tasks as difficult as those
their colleagues in the west were facing. To reach the McMahon Line
took sometimes weeks of trekking, but the acute problem lay in
supplying the troops once they had set up the required posts. As in the
western sector, all their needs had to be air-dropped; but whereas in
the west good dropping zones were readily found on the valley floors,
the precipitous, thickly jungled ridges of the North-East Frontier
Agency made suitable dropping zones very rare, and the weather often
made dropping missions impossible for weeks on end. In such circum-
stances, the more remote garrisons were placed in real danger .of
starvation.

As their colleagues in the western sector were doing, the senior
officers responsible for the McMahon Line sector pointed out the
impracticability of posting troops where they could not be supplied;
as in the western sector, their representations were brushed aside. In
February 1962 Gencral Kaul went to Assam to deal personally with the
protests of the Corps Commander there, Licutenant-General Umrao
Singh—as one of the soldiers concerned put it later, ‘to browbeat and
bully the doubtful generals who had misgivings about the whole idea
of setting up forward posts’.® Kaul, assisted by Malik of Intelligence
and the latter’s deputy, specificd from the maps in Army H.Q. where
the new posts were to be established, and the troops or Assam Riflemen
were sent out accordingly. In the first half of 1962 some twenty-four
new posts were set up along the McMahon Line.

Severe as were the difficulties for the troops implementing the
forward policy in the eastern sector, these were not compounded by
counter-actions of the Chinese. The latter did not react so long as the
Indians kept to their own side of the McMahon Line. The flashpoints
lay in those places, such as Longju, where the exact alignment was
disputed. The Indians did not attempt to reoccupy Longju in 1962
(the Chinesc had withdrawn from that hamlet some time in 1960);
but they struck the spark that set off the border war when they estab-
lished a new post in a sliver of disputed territory at the western
extremity of the McMahon Line.

On the map which the British and the Tibetans signed in Delhi on
March 24th, 1914, the McMahon Line terminated on the boundary






292 INDIA’S CHINA WAR

ordered to move posts forward as close as practicable to the McMahon
Line; to set up new posts so as to establish effective occupation of the
whole frontier; and to cover gaps between posts by patrolling. These
orders confronted the troops concerned with tasks as difficult as those
their colleagues in the west were facing. To reach the McMahon Line
took sometimes weeks of trekking, but the acute problem lay in
supplying the troops once they had set up the required posts. As in the
western sector, all their needs had to be air-dropped; but whereas in
the west good dropping zones were readily found on the valley floors,
the precipitous, thickly jungled ridges of the North-East Frontier
Agency made suitable dropping zones very rare, and the weather often
made dropping missions impossible for weeks on end. In such circum-
stances, the more remote garrisons were placed in real danger.of
starvation.

As their colleagucs in the western sector were doing, the senior
officers responsible for the McMahon Line sector pointed out the
impracticability of posting troops where they could not be supplied;
as in the western sector, their representations were brushed aside. In
February 1962 General Kaul went to Assam to deal personally with the
protests of the Corps Commander there, Lieutenant-General Umrao
Singh—as one of the soldiers concerned put it Jater, ‘to browbeat and
bully the doubtful generals who had misgivings about the whole idea
of setting up forward posts’.4 Kaul, assisted by Malik of Intelligence
and the latter’s deputy,® specified from the maps in Army H.Q. where
the new posts were to be established, and the troops or Assam Riflemen
were sent out accordingly. In the first half of 1962 some twenty-four
new posts were set up along the McMahon Line.

Severe as were the difficulties for the troops implementing the
forward policy in the eastern sector, these were not compounded by
counter-actions of the Chinese. The latter did not react so long as the
Indians kept to their own side of the McMahon Line. The flashpoints
lay in those places, such as Longju, where the exact alignment was
disputed. The Indians did not attempt to reoccupy Longju in 1962
(the Chinesc had withdrawn from that hamlet some time in 1960);
but they struck the spark that sct off the border war when they estab-
lished 2 new post in a sliver of disputed territory at the western
cxtremity of the McMahon Line.

On the map which the British and the Tibetans signed in Delhi on
March 24th, 1914, the McMahon Line terminated on the boundary






294 INDIA’S CHINA WAR

that the Indian actions constituted ‘serious encroachments upon China’s
sovercignty and territorial integrity’; and warning that New Delhi
would be responsible for the serious consequences if the Indian post was
not withdrawn from Khinzemane.? In a mollifying reply, India pro-
posed discussions about the precise alignment of the boundary at
Khinzemane and other disputed points,* and requested China to leave
the status quo at Khinzemane undisturbed by keeping her personnel to
the north of Thag La ridge. India meanwhile would undertake not to
change the position in the arca herself, ‘pending further discussions’.?
China did not follow up her implicit threat of *serious conscquences’
if the Indians did not withdraw, and the Indian post continued at
Khinzemane unmolested for the next three years. The Chinese did not
cross Thag La ridge—undil after India had broken her own implicit
undertaking by setting up another post in the area.

At the officials’ meetings in 1960 the Indian side, both in the maps
they submitted and verbally, claimed Thag La ridge as the boundary
feature, putting the India~China-Bbutan trijunction at 27° 48 N.1¢
But while the Indian Government was thus clear and consistent in its
own mind about the location of the boundary in the north-west
corner of NEFA, cither the Army was not informed about the carfo~
graphic anomalics of that area or Army H.Q. did not pass on the
information. When the Khinzemane post was established, the Assam
Rifles were under the control of the civilian arm, through the governor
of Assam, and so the fact that the boundary at its western extremity
did not follow their maps was not brought to the attention of the
Army—or at least not of formations below Army H.Q. in New Delhi.
The Army was, however, put under orders not to patrol the McMahon
Line west of Khinzemane.

Since the narrative must now deal with Army formations and units
and their commanders in some detail, the chain of command in the
summer of 1962 had best be set out here. Army H.Q. was, of course,
in New Delhi, with General P. N. Thapar as Chicf of Army Staff and
Lieutenant-General Kaul as his Chief of the General Staff with his
hand-picked staff officers—of whom the most important were his
deputy, Major-General J. S. Dhillon, and the Director of Military
Operations, Brigadier Palit, Bastern Command H.Q. was at Lucknow,
responsible for a vast arc of border from Uttar Pradesh through the
McMahon Line, to the borders with Burma and East Pakistan, and for

* See p. 267 n above.
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The patrol saw no sign of the Chinese, although a reconnaissance
party was sent up to Thag La, the pass itself, which overlooks the
sizable Tibetan village of Le. This appears to confirm that the Chinese
were, as they claimed, ! still at this time observing in the eastern sector
the 1959 agreement not to patrol the actual boundary. It might also
explain why they took so Jong to react to the cstablishment of Dhola
Post—although it seems unlikely that they did not learn of the new
post soon after it was set up.

The patrol commander, an Army captain, left the new post under
command of a junior commissioned officer and returned to Tezpur
to make his report direct to the G.O.C. of the division, General
Prasad, who happened to be his uncle. Brigadier Dalvi, in whose sector
Dhola Post lay, had previously queried the wisdom of setting up a post
which seemed certain to arouse a Chinese reaction, but had been told
to ‘lay off’ as the new post was a matter of national policy'?—it was the
Galwan story over again. Now General Prasad queried the siting of
Dhola Post in view of the anomalous nature of the boundary in the
trijunction area. He proposed that, if Thag La ridge was going to be
treated as the boundary, the post should be moved to Thag La (pass)
itself. Corps passed that report and recommendation up, and it eventu-
ally reached the Ministry of External Affairs. That Ministry, of course,
had known all about the western extremity of the McMahon Line
since at least 1959 and had been claiming Thag La ridge as the boundary
feature. Now, in spite of India’s undertaking to Peking in 1959 not to
change the position in this area, it replied that the Army, if it had not
already done so, could assert Indian jurisdiction right up to the crest of
Thag La ridge. - )

If, because of the undertaking to China, it had not been intended to
set up another post in the Khinzemane arca, the Ministry’s ex post
Jacto approval of Dhola Post marked the point of no return. If the
officials’ recommendation had been that because India had undertaken
not to alter the status quo beneath Thag La ridge, the new post should
be withdrawn, that might have been done then quictly and without
difficulty. The Army certainly would have raised no objection; Dhola
Post was tactically a liability, and could have been better sited 2 few
miles to the south. As China had not by then reacted to the establish-
ment of the post, it could have been moved without fear that the
Government would be accused of buckling under to Chinese pressure.
Perhaps the Ministry had simply forgotten about its earlicr undertaking
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numbers.?® Apparently the first Chinese party numbered about sixty:
the post commander reported their number at about six hundred,
caleulating that if he kept to the more realistic figurc he would be told
to handle the situation with his own small force, whereas the report
that he was threatened by several hundred Chinese troops would be
sure to bring the Army to his assistance.4

Dhola Post was not surrounded, and the Chinese gave no indication
that they intended to attack it. But they settled into positions near and
dominating the post, thus repeating in detail the tactics with which they
had been countering the Indian forward moves in the western sector.

On September 16th Peking followed up the movement on the
ground with a diplomatic protest. Recalling that the Indians had
intruded into Khinzemane ‘north of the so-called McMahon Line in
1959 and since huag on there’, Peking complained that now they had
further intruded into Che Dong. “These systematic nibbling activitics
fully reveal how ambitious the Indian side’s aggressive designs are . . .
[and] also show that the Indian side is actively extending the tension to
the entire Sino-Indian boundary.” The note concluded with the by now
familiar warning that India would be responsible for all the conse-
quences if she persisted.2s :

China's attitude to the marginal adjustments of the McMahon Line
which India sought to make unilatcrally was consistent. While China
would observe the McMahon Line as the de facto boundary, that had
to be the linc as McMahon drew it, not as the Indians tried to modify it.
The line had not been jointly surveyed (and could not be until India
agreed to open general boundary negotiations); there was no verbal
description of the boundary in the Anglo-Tibetan agreement of
March 24th, 1914; and so the location of the line at any point could be
determined only by reading off the longitude and latitude from ‘the
original treaty maps, of which both sides had copies, and transposing
those to the ground.!® By that approach, Dhola Post and Thag La
ridge, like Khinzemane, were plainly north of the McMahon Line and
in Chinese territory. Definitive transposition of the McMahon Line to
the ground, with corrections where necessary to accord with the
topography, could be made only in conjunction with a new survey
made jointly by the two sides; until that was done the co-ordinates of
the original map line must be obscrved by both sides. If cither side
were permitted to change the boundary at will, “what boundary will
there be between India and China?’ Peking asked.?
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The anomalous—or unilateral —nature of the boundary as it ran
along Thag La ridge was ignored in New Delhi. That, in sending
troops across it, China had reacted—belatedly—to an Indian move, was
forgotten. The Chinese were scen to have crossed the McMahon Line,
that was all. They had done so openly, deliberately and (New Delhi
believed) in considerable strength; to the Indian Govemment this -
could only mean that Peking had begun to implement the long-
standing warning that if the Indians persisted in their attempts to
realize their western claims by force, China might by the same logic
move across the McMahon Line and into NgFA.2 If the Chinese move
across Thag La ridge was the fiest foray of China’s own ‘forward
policy’, to let it pass unchallenged must invite further incursions along
the McMahon Line, with Chinese posts being established in NEFA just
as Indian posts were being set up in the western sector. The length of
the castern boundary and the already stretched resources of the Indian
Army would make it impossible to prevent such piecemeal incursions
once they began in earnest. The answer was obvious. The challenge at
Thag La ridge must be taken up, and the Chinese dealt such a blow
there that not only would they recoil back across the ridge, but also
give up the idea of any further incursions across the McMahon
Line, :

In the Indian measure of the situation, the logic of this was clear
enough—but it carried the forward policy one explosive stage further. |
At first the thinking had been that Indian patrols would simply infil-
trate into Chinese-occupied territory in the west, and that China would
not retaliate; then it had become that Indian posts would cut off Chinese
posts to compel their withdrawal, and that China would not retaliate;
now it was that India would attack and force the Chinese back from a
position they had taken up, and that China would not retaliate.

Even if political, official and military thinking in New Delhi had
been different, the fact that the Chinese move across Thag La ridge was
reported in the Indian press—as an incursion across the McMahon
Line—two days after it occurred meant that anything but an immediate
and forceful reaction would have brought upon the Government a new
outburst of political and public criticism. Parliament was not in session;
but what the Opposition and Congress back-benches would make of it
if the Chincse were allowed to stay south of the McMahon Line could
casily be imagined. Ever since the Government came under attack for
dereliction in permitting China to move into Aksai Chin, its spokes-
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nEFa—Dbut it is unlikely that the disadvantage was greater anywhere
than at the very place where the Government decided on a direct
military challenge to China. A Chinese road led to a point three hours'
march behind Thag La ridge, and could carry seven-ton vehicles, but
the arca was six days’ march from the Indian roadhead at Tawang. To
Tawang from the foot-hills was five days if the condition of the road
and the resilience of the vehicle allowed. Running across the grain of
the ridges, the road snaked and twisted in an alternation of steep ascents
and descents. Completed—in the sense that it reached Tawang—only
in the previous year, the road lacked any of the staging equipment
and organization required for the prompt movement of large bodics of
troops, Landslides and decp snow on the high passes made the road
frequently impassable, and then troops, fresh from the plains, had to
march at altitudes of more than thirtcen thousand feet carrying all the
cquipment they could manage. They reached Tawang exhausted and
often sick with pulmonary oecdema,* from sudden excrtion at high and
unaccustomed altitudes.

How was it, then, that until the very last Nchru and his officials in
the Ministry of External Affairs believed that the advantages in NEFA
lay with their Army, and that with these the Chinese could be givena
salutary beating? Kaul and the Army Chicf, General Thapar, had been
to Tawang by road in the previous November and so should them-
sclves have appreciated the enormous logistic difficultics that would face
them if it came to operations on the McMahon Line. But as late as
October 1962 Nchru was still telling journalists that in NEFa the
advantage lay with India. 3 Plainly, there was deception somewhere;
if Nechru was not deliberately misleading the public, then he had been
deliberately misled by his senior military advisers. Krishna Menon too
must cither have been wocfully misled or wilfully misleading. But
wherever the deception originated, by September 1962 it had become
an accepted truth in India. It made the public expectation of prompt
and decisive action to throw the Chinese back from Thag La ridge keen
and unshakable.

The Government did not have to be pushed into action by public or
political pressure, however. The decision to hit the Chinese below
Thag La ridge was taken even before the news of their having crossed
it was published. At a meeting in the Defence Ministry in New Delhi

* A condition, often mistaken for pneumonia, which can quickly be fatal unless the
patient is treated and taken to a lower altitude.
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Line, pointing out that their own maps indicated that it was in Chinese
territory (no reply to the inquiry initiated by 4 Division having been
sent to Army H.Q.); they were told to disregard their maps and treat
the crest of Thag La ridge as the boundary. General Thapar accepted
the eviction order, apparently without demur, and a signal was passed
down to XXXII Corps: 9 Punjab (the battalion nearest to Dhola
Post, which already had 2 company at Lumpu) was to move to Dhola
Post immediately, with the rest of 7 Brigade to follow within forty-
eight hours; all troops should go prepared for battle; ‘no weakness will
be shown’; if possible the Chinese troops investing Dhola Post should
be encircled. The eviction operation was code-named LEGEORN.*¥

This order, the first of many such, was typical of the approach that
Army H.Q. was to take throughout. It responded dutifully to the
political requirements of the Government, but disregarded clementary
military considerations—by ordering a brigade into extremely difficult
and little-known country without reconnaissance or consideration of
how the troops were to be supplied. It expressed the suspicion, charac-
teristic perhaps of the worst staff officers in any army, that if com;
manders and men in the field are not sternly chivvied from above, they
will ‘show weakness’ and not fight. And, without any reliable informa-
tion about the strength of the Chinesc near Dhola Post, it ordered
aggressive action by the Indian troops as soon as they got thege. This
first order gave forewarning, to be amply fulfilled, that in these
operations the political were always to override the military factors.
There was no one in the decision-making circle at New Delhi to
expound the real military considerations—or, at least, no one in a
position to make himself heard and with the resolution to make sure
that the military factors were taken into consideration. Of the role at
the time of General Thapar it was said later by one who worked with
him on the civilian side: ‘He just seemed to swim with the tide,
transferring his interests clscwhere, and as often as not letting his
subordinate officers, especially those he thought might be able to soften
Krishna Menon’s temper, act as buffers between himself and the
Defence Minister.’?® As for the General Staff, although General Kaul
was not in the picture at this time, being on Icave, they throughout took
the same unprofessional, over-optimistic and at bottom irrational view

* Perhaps one of the staff officers who had served in Europe in the Second World War

found associations in Leghorn (Livorno), the Italian port. It seems unlikely that the
operation was named after the breed of white chicken.
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Thag La arca must be put out of mind, and the evidence of the Army’s
own maps disrcgarded—the boundary ran along Thag La ridge.
Troops could fire, at their discretion, on armed Chinese in Indian
territory. Umrao Singh repeated for the record his view, and that of
his divisional and brigade commanders, that the task of eviction was
beyond them, and pointed out that the attempt could be made only
at the cost of uncovering Tawang. The order was reaffirmed.

Meanwhile 9 Punjab had concentrated at Lumpu, and marched out
for Dhola Post in the small hours of September 14th. This battalion was
the only unit in a position to respond promptly to the orders given in
New Delhi on September 8th—and it was at half strength, with about
four hundred rifles against its full complement of eight hundred. The
Punjabis had been inducted to Tawang in the previous winter, and,
although they had been through hard times on short supplies, they
were acclimatized. The sccond battalion of the brigade, 1 Sikhs, was
at Dirang Dzong, on the castern side of Se La (pass), because it could
not be maintained at Tawang; and the third battalion was at Misamari,
on the plains, preparing to entrain for a peace station in Punjab. This
battalion, the 1/9 Gorkha Rifles, was a crack unit with vivid battle
honours; but they had spent three hard years in NEFA and were tired
and looking forward to their well-camed spell in a cantoninent.
Instcad, they were turned round and ordered to the Thag La arca,

So 7 Brigade, at the time it was ordered to move within forty-cight
hours to Dhola Post, consisted in cffect of only one battalion, and that
at half strength. If Thapar and Sen were not informed of this fact
cither they or the General Staff, or both, were not doing their jobs.

By the time the Punjabis began the trek from Lumpu to Dhola Post
on September 14th Army H.Q. had been informed that the number
of Chinese below Thag La ridge was much less than first estimated,
and was in fact fifty or sixty. The size at which the first Chinése move
was put by the Dhola Post commander—six hundred—had been a key
factor in determining the Indian reaction; if the number had been put
more realistically at about sixty it is most unlikely that the reaction
would have been so drastic. But even now that the Chinese numbers
were reported so reduced there was no inclination in New Delhi to
call off the move to evict the Chinese; on the contrary, Army H.Q.
issucd an order direct to the Punjabis that they were to capture Thag La
and take up positions at two 16,000-foot passes on the ridge by
Scptember 19th!*! This order did not reach the Punjabis undl Sep-
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across the passes in October in cotton uniforms, with only thin
sweaters against the wind. They carried one blanket per man.

The Namku Chu, unfordable at this time because of the monsoon
rains and between twenty and fifty fect wide, runs like most of the
streams in these mountains in a deep bed, with sheer banks twenty to
thirty fcet high. It was bridged at several points by logs, two or at the
most three roped together, and the Indians numbered these from cast
to west as they moved up-river. The Punjabis encountered the Chinese
in company strength on both sides of the river at Bridge II on
September 15th.

The Chinese were accompanied by a Chinese civilian official.
They shouted in Hindi that the Indians should withdraw from the
Namka Chu (Kechilang according to them) area as it was Chinese
territory. They said that the Indian and Chinese peoples had an
unbreakable friendship and this friendship should not be marred
by petty border incidents. They asked . . . why [the Indians] had
moved regular troops and claimed that they were only Chinese
Frontier Guards and not soldiers of the People’s Liberation Army.
Finally they asked [the Indians] to send [their] local civil officers
to discuss the exact location of the border, with a view to an
amicable settlement and to prevent firing and bloodshed.?3

In response to the last request, the Indian political officer for the arca
moved forward and was at Lumpu, on the way to mect his Chinese
opposite number, when he was ordered to have no discussions with
the Chinese. This was the proposal referred to Nehru.

The Punjabis had reached the river under orders to relieve Dhola
Post, reopen the supply routc to the post if it were closed, and prevent
further Chinese incursions. Accordingly the commanding officer had
spread the battalion out along the Namka Chu—two companies at the
lower bridges, a third near Dhola Post itsclf, which was ncar Bridge I1I.
He had sent a platoon to Tsangdhar, a commanding 14,500-foot
feature with a flat area suitable for guns or heavy mortars—if such
could ever be brought to the arca. The Punjabis’ positions were not
mutually supporting, and were indecd stretched out over nearly seven
miles, 2 two days’ trek. They had been taken up, not with a view to'
defence, cven less to attack; they were to prevent trespass.

Brigadicr Dalvi had been ordered from his headquarters in Tawang
to the Namka Chu on the cvening of Scptember 13th, General
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area, with divisional artillery and the rest of a division at Tsona Dzong,
only some twenty miles back and linked almost to Thag La by road.
There were also seen to be concentrations at Bum La, the pass leading
to the old trade route direct to Tawang. These intelligence reports
were received at Army H.Q. in New Delhi but reached the ficld
formations only after a time-lag of from ten days to a fortnight, too
late to be of any use in planning or operations. The intelligence received
by the field formations was haphazard and inadequately assessed, as
well as late; the Army's own intelligence system had atrophied, while
the civilian Intelligence Bureau was ineffective. ‘

The decline of military intelligence (M.1.) in India could be traced
back to the last days of the British. There had been no Indians in MLL,
so after 1947 all its personnel were new to the work. Furthermore, its
role was diminished in favour of the civilian Intelligence Bureau
(1.B.), staffed by police officers. This L.B. grew in influence and im-
portance, while MLI languished, its senjor staff posts tending to become
sinccures or stepping-stones, Under its director at this time, B. N.
Malik, the Intclligence Bureau had, as has.been scen, become an
important voice in the innermost counscls of the Government; at
bottom this influence derived from Malik’s standing with Nchru.
Access to and the confidence of the Prime Minister were the pre-
requisite of influence in the Government in those days, and Malik
enjoyed them to the full. A former police officer, Malik was articulate
and astute; his stewardship of dossicrs on many of Nehru's colleagues
and opponents and the importance of intelligence in domestic Indian
politics would also have brought him close to the Prime Minister,

Reliance upon Malik’s advice in some arcas of domestic politics had
grown by the 1960s into a willingness to accept almost as fact his

- predictions about Chincse behaviour. As has been scen, his appreciation .
~—or rather divination—that the Chinese would not interfere with
Indian posts once they were established had been the rock of faith upon
which the forward policy was built; now his opinion that China would
not unleash any massive retaliation if India used force against the
Chinese below Thag La ridge similarly shored up the determination of
the civilian leadership and the New Delhi soldiers to push on with
Operation Leghorn. Curiously, the confidence that no strong Chinese
reaction need be feared overrode even the Intelligence Bureau’s own
reports of mounting concentrations of Chinese troops at points just
behind the McMahon Line; and certainly helped to close the cars of
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drastic should the action be if the Chinese were acrass the line in force.
Soon the Swatantra party was calliig for Nchru's resignation on the
grounds of his ‘utter failure to protect India’s borders’, a_nd the Jan
Sangh was demanding that the Government issuc an ultimatum to
China.?? Parliament was not in session, but even without that sounding-
board it was plain that a political storm was blowing up, and that it
could be more violent than anything the Government had weathered
before. The Opposition in Parliament was all bark and no bite, of
course; but, dangerously, Congress opinion was just as outraged at
what was universally believed to be a new Chinese aggression, unpro-
voked and insolent, and was growing just as impatient with the
Government's counter-measures.

Govemment spokesmen and officials speaking privately to journalists
thereafter laid a trap for themselves. For background, they let it be
known that in the Government’s view India could not allow China’s
challenge to pass, because if the Chinese were allowed to dig in and
stay below Thag La ridge, it would open the way to a scries of such
probings and infiltrations all along the McMahon Line.?® Having thus
implicitly committed the Goverpment to action, the spokesman and
officials speaking to journalists for background began to make matters
more difficult for themselves by suggesting that the situation below
Thag La ridge was well in hand. Thus they encouraged the political
demand for drastic action, and whetted the expectation that it would
come soon, '

The civilian officials, however, were only reflecting, the assurances
of the scnior generals, notably those of General Sen of Eastern Com-
mand. The estimates he gave of the time needed for 7 Brigade to
concentrate beneath Thag La ridge were throughout wildly optimistic.,
This may have ariser partly from his own ignorance, and that of some
staff officers, of the conditions in NEFA; distances of a few miles on the
maps, which officers accustomed to the plains of Punjab would expect
troops to cover in hours, in fact might take days of exhausting trekking
for troops in the mountains. Whatever the explanation, Sen first told
the civilians that there would be a full brigade of troops on the Namka
Chy, ready to move against the Chinese, by September 21st, In fact it
was not until the beginning of October that any more troops reached
the river to reinforce the half-strength battalion of Punjabis, and then
it was only orie company.

Backing up his subordinates, General Umrao Singh at XXXIN
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Mecnon had Ieft to attend the General Assembly of the United Nations
two days before, and so the Army Chicf could press his misgivings
withotit fear of a tongue-lashing. In fact, however, Thapar was doing ’
no more than ask that normal practice be followed. Such a momentous
order should have been in writing in the normal course of govern-
mental practice. Furthermore, it should have been rclated to an
appreciation by the General Staff, and included a statement of the
national aim behind the operation; and it should have put the operation
into a broader context so that the Army Chief would know what
dispositions he could make from other areas. (The key question in that
connection was what might be expected from Pakistan in the event of
hostilities with China.) But not only had the cviction order never been
put in writing; from the beginning of the crisis in New Delhi, pen had
hardly been put to paper for confirming orders or recording minutes.
From the first meeting to discuss the Chinese crossing of Thag La
ridge, Krishna Menon had ruled that no minutes were to be kept—the
better, he suggested, to preserve security. The measure did little good
in that regard; but when the time came to try to tic down responsibility
for decisions taken, it had made the trail very faint.

The soldiers were following suit. Orders from Army H.Q. to
Eastern Command were often given by telephone, Thapar to Sen,
usually with no confirmatory signal following; often, indeed, Sen was
at the mectings in New Delhi, and so orders could be given dircctly,
and again, of course, orally. At this time it was only at the level of
Corps command and below that the normal procedures were being
followed; later they were dropped even there, and officers, perhaps
recognizing that the orders they were being made to pass on were
improper or impossible to implement, did not commit themsclves in
writing. This cannot be justified as a streamlining of military burcau-
cracy to meet an emergency. When the pressure is on, and lives and
national sccurity depend upon the decisions taken by military com-
manders, the need for a written record is greater, not less. Bumph, as
soldiers call it, that stream of military signals and reports, in duplicate
or triplicate, with copies to lower and higher formations for informa-
tion, is the best assurance a government and its troops can have that
decisions will be taken with full thoughe, in the light of all known
f;ctors; and that those who make decisions will stand responsible for

em.

So General Thapar's request on September 22nd that the eviction
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he considers bad is guilty. He should give his reasons, insist that
the plan be changed, and finally resign rather than become the
instrument of the ruin of the army.* > ,

In the Indian context—or for Thapar, at least—the precedent was not
encouraging, however. Just three years before, his predecessor had
submitted his resignation because of a clash with Krishna Menon, and
as a result had been humiliated and humbled in the name of ‘civil
supremacy’. Thapar was no Thimayya—and even Thimayya had not
had it in him to stand up to Nehru. Thapar accepted the order, and
passed it on to Eastern Command.

If Thimayya’s aborted resignation in 1959 marked onc point of no
return in the Indian Army’s decline to crushing defeat at the hands of
the Chinese, Thapar’s failure to offer his resignation at this point was
another. His judgment of the likely consequences of the eviction
operation having been offhandedly overruled by the civilian authority,
there was only one way in which he could resist further. Brigadicr
Dalvi, who, much lower down the linc of cornmand,-was to share
Thapar’s predicament and finally submitted his resignation in protest,
Iater put it well: ‘Resignation is the last constitutional resort of a service
chief in a democratic set-up, to focus national attention on a funda-
mental issue to give the nation an opportunity to debate the points of
disagrecment between the civil and military authorities. In a demo-
cracy, this is the only safeguard against incompetent, unscrupulous or
ambitious politicians.'® But Thapar did not sce it that way.

Having passed on the confirmed eviction order, Army H.Q. warned
Western Command that the impending operation might cause the
Chinese to attack some of the forward Indian posts. The troops should
thercfore be alerted, the post defences strengthened if possible. If they
werc'attacked, they should fight it out. :

While public attention and to a Jarge extent the Government’s was
focused on developments below Thag La ridge, the tension continued
to mount throughout September in the western sector too. As has been
seen, Army H.Q. was there, too, overriding all warnings and protests
from the area commander, who like General Umrao Singh at XXXI1I
Corps belicved that the Chinese would retaliate fiercely if pushed only
a lirtle morc; and knew that if that did happen, there were not the
military resources to meet the attack, The Chinese had recently begun
to oceupy the dropping zones of the forward posts when these were
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central approach, over the river and up the face of the ridge, was again
very steep and dominated by the Chinese positions; troops advancing
that way could have been wiped out under cross-fire. The only
practicable approach to the objective, Thag La, was from the west,
from a feature called Tsangle, to a knoll, Tseng-jong, from which an
attack could be launched on the Chinese river positions from their rear
and flank, Ever this paper plan was wholly unreal, for it had to be
based on the assumptions that the Chinese would not reinforce; and
that they would take no counter-action to the Indian advance, but
would wait where they were and at the last retreat without putting up
a serious fight. Those were the assumptions in New Delhi, and Dalvi
had to base his plan upon them, rather than upon what his own
military training told him the Chinese reaction would be. '

But from the point of view of Dalvi and Prasad, the obvious tactical
weaknesses of the plan of attack were less important than the force and
detail with which the prequisites for action were stated. This was
where the high command was to be made to see the impossibility of
Operation Leghomn.

Rations for thirty days for the whole brigade would have to be
air-dropped and stocked before any more troops were inducted to the
river; minimum artillery requirements for a brigadc attack—a battery
and a half of ficld guns and ammunition—would also have to be
brought in; ample ammunition, for small arms, mortars and machine-
guns, and the brigade’s full complement of weapons—all of this, and
more, would have to be stored on the Namka Chu before the operation
could begin. It worked out at five hundred and eighty tons of material.
The requirement was by no means unreasonable for a brigade attack
against an encmy in battalion strength, strongly entrenched in com-
manding positions and heavily armed; but to meet it in the drcum--
stancés was utterly impossible. The Jand-route over Hathung La could
not be uscd for anything but small Joads, and anyway there were few
porters. All supplies would have to be air-dropped on the only flat
patch of ground in the area, at the place called Tsangdhar, south of the
river and about two thousand fect above it. The dropping zone was so
small that it could be effectively used only by Dakota aircraft, which
could fly slowly enough to have a chance of hitting it with their loads;

_and it was too distant from the troops’ main positions to be a good
source of supply since all loads would have to be manhandled from
there, by the troops themsclves and over steep and difficult trails. As
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Chu, and in the early days of the confrontation there was even some
wary fraternization across the river, with the Chinese offering cigarettes .
to the tobaccoless Indians and cven handling over some para-
chuted Indian supplies that had landed in their. lines, With lond-
speakers the Chinese assured the Indian troops that the two Govern-
ments would soon open talks to resolve the boundary question, and
asked for cauticn so that firing should not worsen the situation.
Meanwhile the Chinese continued their defence preparations, digging
bunkers and clearing lines of fire. ‘Sometimes the Chinese would
magnanimously inform us that they were about to fell a tree, and that
we should not get unduly alarmed if we heard loud crashing sounds,’
Brigadier Dalvi recalled.3® But with opposing troops, tensed for
possible combat and at the closest quarters, clashes were inevitable. The
first shooting occurred on September 20th. The Chinese had from the
beginning had a sentry post at the southern end of Bridge II, and it
appears that the Indians had been attempting to chivvy them back.
This is a Chinese account of an incident on September 17th:

While two Chinese frontier guards were on sentry duty . . . more
than sixty Indian soldiers closed in on them from three directions.
The two Chinese soldiers immediately shouted to the Indian
soldiers to halt. But the Indian troops pressed forward gven faster.
Several of the Indian troops gathered round them at a distance of
about ten metres and some came as close as three metres to one of
the guards, aiming their British-made rifles and Canadian-made
sub-machine-guns and howling out at the top of their voices in
wanton provocation.34

This sentry post was involved in the incident of September 20th, it
appears; cach side accused the other of starting it, but the shooting left
two Chinese dead, five wounded on the Indian side.35

Peking protested, and demanded that ‘the Indian side immediately
stop its attack and withdraw’, warning that the Chinese would defend
themsclves and fire back if the Indians opened fire. “The situation in the
. . . area is extremely serious,’ the note said, ‘and flames of war may
break out there.’®® The People’s Daily wrote in the same vein: “The
situation is most critical and the consequences will be serious. Let the
Indian authorities not say that warning has not been served in
advance,”¥ The Indian replies and counter-protests used almost the
same language as Peking, calling on China to ‘cease aggressive
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permission to remove him from command of XXXIII Corps. Menon
agreed. According to Sen,® he asked Menon to appoint Major-
General Manekshaw instead—that same Sam Manekshaw who a year
before had been arraigned on the charge that he had spoken disrespect-
fully of the Defence Minister and his favourites. Menon, in Sen’s
account, ‘hit the roof’ and refused point-blank. Menon had seen to it
that, although Manekshaw had been exonerated of the charges brought
against him, his promotion to lieutenant-general had not come through;
and plainly he was determined that his critic was not going to be
rehabilitated just because he was needed for operations against the
Chinese. Here was another turning-point. Had Menon forgotten his
rancour, had Thapar or Sen insisted, on threat of resignation, on
Manekshaw’s appointment, there can be no doubt that Manckshaw
would have taken preciscly the same position as had Umrao Singh,
Perhaps the expectation that this would be the case confirmed Menon’s
determination, and eased Sen’s acquiescence.

The question of who would replace Umrao Singh was left open for
the moment. It was decided, however, between Menon, Thapar and
Sen, that Umrao Singh was not simply to be removed from command
of XXXIII Corps; instead, another.corps was to be formed to take over
operations on the north-eastern border. No explanation for that
decision is to be found on the record; but the reasons for it are plain
enough. First, the look of things. If Umrao Singh were simply removed
from his command, questions would inevitably be raised. If it emerged
that he had becn sacked because of differences with his superiors over
the practicability of the promised operations against the Chinesc, the
cat would be out of the bag and there would be a public and political
uproar with unpredictable consequences. He had to be displaced
quietly, and the neatest way to do that would be to leave him as a
corps commander but deprive him of responsibility for Operation
Leghom. The most practical way of doing that would have been to
divide the responsibilities of XXXIII Corps; responsibility for the
opcrations against the Nagas and for, the border with East Pakistan
would be shifted to a new corps, with Umrao Singh to command it
and give continuity; XXXII Corps would continue to be responsible
for the NEFA border and Operation Leghorn, but under a new com-
mander. But that approach raised a further difficulty~what about the
staff officers at XXXII Corps? It could be assumed that they, having
processed the appreciations of the lower formations and made their
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C.G.S. On the late evening of October 3rd, however, it was decided
that Kaul should take over the new IV Corps.

The posting of the C.G.S. to corps command at such 2 time was
unusual. If major operations were in prospect, the role of the C.G.S.,
key man at Army H.Q., was as crucial as that of corps commander.
Only if the C.G.S. had the record of a noted fighting commander
would this move have made sense, and, as has been scen, this was
tertainly not the case with Kaul. But to him the chance to command
the new corps must have looked like stepping down to glory. As the
progenitor of the forward policy, Kaul shared to the full the faith that
no massive Chinesc reaction to Indian challenges need be feared. The
bricfing he received on returning to his duties, both from Scn and his
own staff, must have presented Operation Leghorn as a pushover,
unnecessarily delayed by the sluggishness and timidity of Umrao Singh
and the ficld officers below him. That Kaul had never commanded
troops in combat was a hole in his record; the paper pasted over it by
his P.R. men could never deceive anyone in the Army, however
successful it might be with the politicians and the public. Here was a
chance to take over a vital but straightforward operation which could
quickly and dramatically be pushed through, leaving Kaul, plumed
with victory, to return to a grateful capital. This was Kaul's moment
of hubris.*

To Nehru and Krishna Menon, Kaul must have looked like a
saviour. With Kaul in command, they could look forward to having
the eviction operation completed by the time that Parliament re-
assembled, or very soon after; both were convinced that the operation
was a straightforward one, since China would not hit back. Nehru
and Menon on the one hand, Thapar and Sen on the other, were
joined in a quartet of delusion. The generals were convinced that if
the Chinese did not react, Operation Leghorn could speedily succeed;
Nehru and Menon were convinced that the Chinese would not react.
The two delusions fused in the belief that all would soon be well if
only the right man was in command of the troops. Nehru had returncd
from his tour (taking in Ghana and Egypt on the way back from
London) as convinced as ever that no heavy Chincse retaliation need
be feared. When Thapar repeated-to Nehru his misgivings about the

¥ In his own account of these cvents, Kaul states that he accepted command of IV Corps
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to reccive a Chinese representative in New Delhi to discuss joint with-
drawal from the disputed territory in the western sector. This was the
1959 Indian proposal for the withdrawal of each side behind the claim
line of the other; and as Nehru reassured Parliament now, ‘obviously
it involved [the Chinesc] withdrawing over a large area and our with-
drawing over a very small area.’#% In the terminology of the Indian notes
this proposal had become ‘measures . . . to restore the status quo of the
boundary in this region which has been altered by force during the
last five years and to remove the current tensions in this area so as to
create the appropriate climate for peaceful discussions’.#4*

The Indian position was thus, that there should first be discussions
on the modalities of joint withdrawal in the western sector, which
would sce that China withdrew from all of the territory India claimed,
while India withdrew only the forward posts recently established there
plus the post established earlier at Demchok. Once those withdrawals
were accomplished, India would proceed to talks on the basis of the
officials’ report of 1960. Such talks, however, would not be concerned
with a general boundary scttlement; only with minor, vernier adjust-
ments of ‘the international boundaries’—i.c. the Indian claim lines.

Replying on September 13th, Peking accused India of secking
‘excuses for rejecting discussions’; and, pointing to the continuing
Indian military moves in the western sector, said that the Indian
approach, the dual approach as Nehru called it, amounted to ‘sham
negotiations and real fighting’. China would welcome negotiations, if
seriously intended; but would ‘resist, whenever attacked’. Peking then
rciterated the proposal, first made by Chou En-lai in November 1959,
that the armed forces of both sides should each withdraw twenty
kilometres along the entire boundary, and urged that further discussions
on the basis of the officials’ report should be held quickly. ‘[China]
formally proposes that the two Governments appoint representatives
to start these discussions from October 15th first in Peking and then in
Delhi, alternately. The details can be discussed and decided upon
through diplomatic channcls.’4s

The two sides appeared to be drawing closer to a reopening of dis-
cussions. But each was proposing different discussions, and the difference
was crucial.

On September 19th New Delhi agreed to talks beginning in Peking
on the date that China proposed—but to India’s talks, not China's.

* See p. 250 above.
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Chinese, and made it certain that any renewed mectings, no matter
how New Delhi described them, would be bitterly. criticized as
appeasement. Tts retraction in the note of October 6th extricated the
Government from the awkward dilemma into which it had been put
when, in August, Peking ignored the Indian pre-conditions and took
up New Dclhi on the idea of discussions.*
India’s refusal was categorical as well as explicit; but the note at the
“same time blamed China for preventing talks, and India persisted with
the allegation that it was Peking which had refused to negotiate. Thus
ten days after India retracted her provisional agreement to talk, she
charged in another note that ‘it is the Government of China who are
not only refusing to undertake talks and discussions . . . but are creating
further tension and conflict . . . in the Eastern sector’, i.e. below Thag
La ridge.® As usual, most onlookers accepted the Indian version,
especially since Nehru to the Jast maintained that he was ready and
willing to talk; on his return to India he said: ‘I shall always be pre-
parcd for talks, whatever may happen, provided that the other side is
decent, and it is self-respecting for us. I have never refused to talk to
anyone. 81

kok ok ok okok ok Ak k%

The headlines the day after Kaul left New Dclhi handsomely fulfilled
the prophecy he had made on the plane.

SPECIAL TASK FORCE CREATED
TO OUST CHINESE

Gen. Kaul Leaves For NEFa
To Assume Command

INDIAN ARMY POISED FOR
ALL-OUT EFFORT

The reports in two newspapers®® said that Kaul had been especially
entrusted by the Government with the job of forcing the Chinese back
over Thag La ridge. The Times of India described him as a soldier of
extraordinary courage and drive’, and the phrase ‘task force’ was
common to both reports. Kaul himself, or members of his staff acting
on his orders, had given bricfings to the political correspondents of the
two leading newspapers, ignoring the fact that Kaul's appointment and
* Sce pp. 245-6 above,
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from central India but immediatcly broken up, its three battalions
sent off in different directions and then further divided. Malik, the
Intelligence Bureau director, had been pinpointing places of likely
Chinese penctration, and troops were being sent to the places he
picked out on Army H.Q.’s maps, with no thought for overall military
planning. Two of the fresh battalions were thus used in plugging what
Malik thought were holes; the third (4 Garhwal Rifles) had been sent
to Tawang to reinforce 1 Sikh in defence there. (Tawang had by now
becn set up as a separate brigade area, under an ad hoc Brigade H.Q.
commanded by an artilleryman). 62 Brigade H.Q. sat on the plains at
Misamari, without troops, and soon its commander was changed.

Under Sen’s direct orders, two battalions were moving towards the
Thag La area. These were 1/9 Gorkha Rifles, the unit which had been
bound for a peace station in Punjab after three years in NEFA, and
2 Rajput. The Rajputs had also just completed a three-year tour in
NEFA, and were on the plains preparatory to moving to Uttar
Pradesh. They had been operating at Walong, at the eastern extremity
of the border, and if any thought had been given to the possibility of
general operations in NEFA they should have been sent back there;
but instead they were posted to 7 Brigade, and ordered to Lumpu.
Trucks could not take them farther than Dirang Dzong since the road
was impassable, so they had to march from there to Tawang, over
Se La. They were not acclimatized to high altitude; they were wearing
cotton summer uniform; and they marched through continuous rain,
bivouacking in the open. With a day's rest at Tawang, the Rajputs
reached Lumpu on September 24th, having been two weeks on the
march. The Gorkhas marched in to Lumpu by about September 26th,
bringing 7 Brigade’s theoretical strength to three battalions, But the
units were in bad shape after their long forced march; they were also
both severely under strength, and had with them only their light
weapons and the ammunition they could carry in their pouches. The
day after the Rajputs reached Lumpu, Brigadier Dalvi sent one of their
companies forward to the Namka Chu to reinforce the Punjabis.

The Indian dispositions when Kaul took over were, accordingly, the
following:

On the Namka Chu—9 Punjab, plus one company of 2 Rajput; one
platoon of medium machine-guns (two guns).

At Lumpu—~H.Q. 7 Brigade; the other two companies of 2 Rajput;
1/9 Gorkha Rifles; a troop of heavy mortars and the remainder of the
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to mect Prasad—who had moved up towards the Namka Chu—and
had told his staff that he would not return until Leghorn was com-
pleted. But after take-off he decided instead to go to Lumpu, where he
arrived in the afternoon. The brigade major, in charge in Dalvi’s
absence en route to the Namka Chu, went with other officers to sce
who had come in the unexpected helicopter, and was the first to feel
the rough side of Kaul's tongue. Kaul told him of the impression in
New Delhi that the brigade was reluctant to get on with the job;
said that officers who were slow in obeying orders would be sacked;
and ordered the troops then at Lumpu to march out then and there for
the Thag La area. He curtly overrode the brigade major’s demurral
that there were no supplies on the Namka Chu to support the brigade,
saying that tons of supplies were being dropped at Tsangdhar (in fact,
the dropping zone there had been closed by weather for five days).
When the brigade major reminded him that of the supplies being
dropped at Tsangdhar, only some thirty per cent could be retrieved,
Kaul retorted: ‘My orders are, retrieve or starve.” The only concession
he would make was that the troops should move out at first light
next morning rather than immediately—there being only an hour’s
daylight left. So on October 6th the Gorkhas and the Rajputs marched
out—still in cotton uniforms, with one blanket per man; carrying
fifty rounds per man and their light weapons, Jeaving other equipment
at Lumpu or still farther behind where they had unloaded it in their
forced march from the phins. They were sent over the more difficult
of the two routes to the Namka Chu, the 16,000-foot Karpo La I Pass,
and then down to Tsangdhar at 14,500 feet, there to await further
orders. So bad were the conditions on the march, so weakened the
troops by now that, according to Dalvi, some died on the pass or at
Tsangdhar.5

Kaul then flew on to Scrkhim, where a helipad had been con-
structed overnight to receive him, and there met Prasad. Next day,
October 6th, Kaul sent a Jong message back to Army H.Q. Reflecting
what he had learned from Prasad, and also perhaps the warning
cr.nphas?s given by Umrao Singh at Tezpur, this signal emphasized the
difficulties facing him. He reported a heavy Chinese build-up below
Thag La ridge, with artillery, heavy mortars and medium machine-
guns in cvidence, ‘apart from the other dangerous* weapons they

* A revealing choice of adjective. For th b di ‘ 3
are those with faulty safcty;l-cztchcs. ¢ combat soldir the only ‘dangerous’ weapons
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had been the first-phase objective of Dalvi’s initial plan of attack.

The Indian positions and their lines of communications were domi~
nated by the Chinese, who, with plentiful labour in addition to their
infantry and equipment for digging and clearing timber, had prepared
strong bunkers with communicating trenches and forbidding fields of
fire. The Indians, on the other hand, with few entrenching tools or
axes, had not besn able to dig in effectively—the Chinese had taunted
the Indian troops for trying to cut logs with entrenching tools and
shovels.5® ‘

On the evening of October 7th, having completed his own recon-
naissance of the scene of operations, Kaul sent another message to New
Delhi. Kaul's signals were unusual in that they were sent direct to
Army H.Q., with copies to Eastern Command, thus short~circuiting
the usual channels—but not only for that reason. They were immensely
long; chatty, descriptive, even anecdotal, more like letters from the
front to 2 fond uncle at home than military signals. Theyzwere dictated
to his personal staff officer and, when his longhand flagged, to Brigadier
Dalvi—who later remarked that “the role of amanuensis sits ill on a
harassed senior brigadicr.’s” The signals would then be sent by runner
back to Lumpu; thence telephoned to a wireless post; there enciphered
and transmitted via Tezpur to New Delhi. Their length was such that
they took up to eight hours to transmit, blocking the wireless channel
meanwhile to all other traffic. Even with topmost priority, the first of
Kadui’] s messages from the Namka Chu took three days to reach New
D '_58 -

In his signal of October 7th, Kaul described the difficulties confront-
ing him: the strength of the Chinese, who, he now sid, were building
up to a regiment below Thag La; the nearly desperate supply position,
which left the Indian troops still with little more than the ammunition
they had carried in their pouches (fifty rounds per man), and necessi-
tated their being put on hard rations from that day; the lack of winter
clothing, with two of the three battalions in summer uniforms, with
one blanket per man—and bivouacking that night at 15,000 feet (Kaul
did not explain that this was the result of his own orders). Kaul was
doing no more than put into his own words the description of the
situation that had been coming back from the Namka Chu ever since
the Indian build-up commenced —although the situation had become

much more precarious since he ordered up the rest of 7 Brigade. But
his signal went on:
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they would not—and overran or flung back the Indian troops after
these had made their initial advance, he would be in a position to say
that he had forewarned New Delhi of just that cventuality, and had
specificd what must be done to back him up. If they failed to follow
his advice, the fault would lie with Army H.Q. and the Government,
not with himself.

Also on Octrber 7th Kaul reccived from Army H.Q. a report
originating from the Indian Consul-General in Lhasa, whose infor-
mants had told him that heavy mortars and artillery in divisional
strength had been scen concentrating on the Chinese side of the
McMahon Linc behind Thag La, and that the troops were talking of an
attack on Tawang. That this information was passed on to Kaul at
his headquarters on the Namka Chu without comment, with no indica-
tion of what importance was attached to it by the Intelligence Burcau,
the General Staff or the Government, suggests that, if Kaul was
beginning to hedge his bets in the record against the possibility of
disaster, those in New Delhi were not behind him in that regard. If
those guns and mortars were used in a drive on Tawang, Kaul would
not anyway be able to complain that New Delhi had failed to warn
him. The absence of comment on, the Lhasa report may also suggest
that those concerned in New Delhi were now in that paralysis of will
and even of mind that comes on the gambler when he has staked his all.

Next day, October 8th, Kaul began his opening moves in Operation
Leghorn. He ordered the Rajputs and the Gorkhas down from
Tsangdhar to join the other troops along the river line. Tsangdhar
was a good defensive position, and the dropping zone was there; so at
least the bulk of 7 Brigade could be supplied while it was there without
the long carry down to the river. The Namka Chu was, as Kaul later
described it, ‘a dangerous low-lying trap’ for the Indians;5® but still
he brought more trcops into the trap. On October gth the two
battalions reached the river line (Tsangdhar was a full day’s march
away, even when the march was downhill) and took up positions
around Bridges III and 1V.

On October gth Kaul disclosed his intentions. He told Prasad, Dalvi
and the other officers that in spite of the difficultics which he could
now see for himsclf, he had no option but to make some move on
October soth, whatever the cost, as this was the last date acceptable to
the Cabinet.® He then ordered the Rajputs to move next day to Yumtso
La, a 16,000-foot pass, 2 mile or so to the west of Thag La and higher;
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that his troops were in fact already in occupation of the crest—a
reference to the section that had been sent out from Tseng-jong.
Forebodings were entirely zbsent from this signal. Kaul described the
scene; told how clearly he could see the enemy; recounted how, while
he and his subordinate commanders were in conference, two automatic-
rific shots hiad been fired from 2 Chinese position just across the river:
perhaps they were meant to provoke, perhaps just to cause confusion,
perhaps they were fired accidentally, he mused. But, 2nyway, his tzle
went on, a Sikh from the Indian positions nearest to the place from
v-hich the shots had been fired stood up, Bren gun on hip, and, bushing
out his beard, challenged the Chinese to shoot him if they dared. Kaul
reported that he had had the officers collected during the day to give
them 2 pep talk; had found them 2ll in good heart, 2nd assured them
that he would stay with them until the operation was completed.

Next morning, the Rajputs grouped and began to move towards the
bridges on the way to Yumuso La; it was October 10th, and Kaul was
keeping to his deadline. Bur then at last the Chinese reacted, and
shattered not only his plan to evict them but also the premise upon
which India had constructed the forward policy and her whole
handling of the border dispute. Kaul sets the scene: “The day davwnsin
this part of the world very early. It was about 04.30 hours when I was
getting ready and my batman was boiling water for tes. I had hung
my mirror on the branch of a tree near my bunker just sbove Bridge IV
and had started shaving when I heard considerable fire from across

-the river.’®* A full battalion of Chinese had emerged from their
positions and, contemptuously ignoring the Indians along the river,
moved quickly down the ridge, to form up for an attack on Tseng-
jong. At the same time, the Indian position there came under fire
from heavy mortars.

If there was something of Walter Mitty in Kaul, this must have been
the moment when the secret dream tumed into nightmare reality.
The dream veas of commanding troops in victorious battle: the reality
was the lirtle Indian force on a hillock barely a mile away; the Chinese
troops, plainly visible and outnumbering the Indians by nearly twenty
to one; the smashing mortar barrage. Dalvi has him exclaiming:
‘Oh my God, you're right, they mean business.’® Kaul later wrote of
this moment: ‘Frankly speaking, T had now fully understood 2l the
implications of our predicament. . . . I thought vre should reconsider
the whole of our position in this theatre.’¢s
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The implications of the little baitle of Tseng-jong werce grave indced.
For the first time the Chinese had forcefully resisted an Indian forward
move; they had attacked an cstablished Indian position, 2nd they had
done so with massive force and determination. The attack on Tseng-
jong had belied the conviction that was at the heart of the forward
policy, and that was the rationale for the presence of the Indian troops
on the Namka Chu, as in afl the isolated, advanced posts in the western
sector—the conviction that the Chinese would never deliberately and
determinedly attack Indians, but would rather themselves retire when
their bluff was called.

Kaul spent a restless night below Hathung La. Like so many of the
troops, he was now suffering from a pulmonary disorder consequent
on his exertions at altitudes to which he was unaccustomed. Again he
had to be carried over the pass.®® A helicopter was waiting for him at
the nearest helipad to lift him to Tezpur, and he reached New Delhi
about cight o'clock that night, October 11th—just in time for a
meeting at the Prime Minister's house.

This mecting appears to have been the fullest conference on the
border crisis held in New Delhi up to this time. Nchru was in the
chair; Krishna Menon, the Secretaries of the Cabinet, External Affairs
and Defence, were there on the civil side, with other officials; on the
Army side, there were Thapar, Sen, Kaul and General Staff officers.
The Air Force chicf was there too. India now phainly faced a dangerous
crisis—but still Nehru did not bring the Cabinet or even the Cabinet
Defence Committee into consultation.

The meeting was opened with a report on the Tseng-jong battle by
Kaul, by all accounts graphic and subjective. What followed his open-
ing statement is not clear; there are nearly as many versions as there
were participants, and to rgconstruct even partially what passed at this
crucial conference it is necessary to put together the common clements
in varying accounts. When, after describing the situation on the Namka
Chu, Kaul was asked for his recommendation, he did not urge the
withdrawal of 7 Brigade; he proposed instead that India should seck
speedy and copious military assistance from the United States. That
was dismissed, apparently with some irritation, by Nebru, and Kaul
went on to suggest that the cviction operation must be postponed.
By his own accounts, Kaul did then suggest that 7 Brigade be pulled
bac}E from thc Namka Chu to better tactical positions, but other
participants contradict him. For example S. S. Khera, then Cabinet
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command, by 1962 he was no longer dealing with professionals, but
with courtiers. So, when he sought professional decisions, he heard
only what his military advisers believed he wished to hear—and with
his assurances that China would not ‘do anything big’ he gave them
the political guidance they hoped for. This process of mutual delusion
produced at the October 11th meeting the decision that 7 Brigade
should stay where it was. -

The next moming Nehru left for a three-day visit to Ceylon—it
was business as usual, carc was being taken not to suggest that anything
very dramatic or critical was developing on the borders. Always
accessible to the press, he stopped at the airport for a few words with
reporters that turned, of course, into an impromptu press conference.
By then a month had passed since the Government confirmed that
Chinese troops were across the McMahon Line, and more than a
fortnight since the press reported that the Army was under orders to
force them out. There had been continuing reports in the newspapers
about skirmishes below Thag La ridge, always suggesting that Indian
troops were beating off Chinese attacks. The previous day the Tseng-
jong battle had been reported as severe fighting, with Chinese troops
attacking an Indian position. Doubts were growing about whether the
Government had really ordered the Army to take the offensive. The
first question put to Nehru at the airport was, therefore, what orders
had been given to the troops in NEFA.

‘Our instructions are to free our territory,” Nehru replied. The
reporter followed up: “When?” Nehru said: ‘I cannot fix a date, that is
entirely for the Army.” He then ‘pointed out that wintry conditions
had set in alrcady in the [Thag La)] region, and the Chinese were
strongly positioned becanse they were in large numbers and were
situated on higher ground. Morcover, the main Chinese base on their
side of the border was quite ncar.’”* Then the correspondents turned
to the other major question of public interest, secking assurance that
the Government had no intention of beginning talks with China.
Nehru said: “As long as this particular aggression [i.c. the Chinese
presence on the southern slope of Thag La ridge] lasts, there appears to

- be no chance of talks."*s

After the debacle Nehru was eriticized for this public confirmation
of the eviction order, and accused of having deliberately misled the
country. Certainly his words left 2 misleading impression, and no
doubt Nehru knew it. An answer on oath would have had him replying
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So complete was the public confidence in the prowess of the Indian
Army that it seems to have occurred to no Indian to wonder whether
the troops below Thag La ridge were able to carry out the orders that
Nehru had confirmed. In dispatches to The Times, the writer referced
to the tendency in India—encouraged by the Goa operation—to
ascribe invincibility to the Army, and reported that it was resisting the
political demand for hasty and unprepared action.™ Disapproving of
those reports, a New Delhi editor with good official contacts passed on
the corrective tip that the Chinese below Thag La ridge were known
to be ‘third-rate garrison troops’, who would present no problem to
the Indians once the attack began. That information, which pre-
sumably originated in Malik’s crystal ball in the Intelligence Bureau,
was also sent up to 7 Brigade—who could check it for themsclves.
Dalvi said of his first close contact with the Chinese: ‘I must admir I
was impressed with the Chinese soldiers. These were no scruffy Frontier
Guards; they appeared to be healthy, wellclad, well-armed and
determined troops.*®

The universal impression in India, however, was that the Indian
troops on the Namka Chu were a strong, properly equipped and
confident task force, held back from surging over an inferior Chinese
force only by the excessive forbearance or timidity of their Govern-
ment. Nehru's airport statement was taken as the announcement that
the Jeash had at last been slipped, and India began to await news that
her soldicrs had won back Thag La.

Nehru's words were read as a positive statement of martial intent . -
in other countries, too. The New York Herald Tribune headed its
cditorial NEHRU DECLARES WAR ON CHINA; the Guardian described
the statement as an ultimatum.?® Similar conclusions were drawn in
China, The People’s Daily said: “In his capacity as Prime Minister Nehru
has openly and formally authorised the Indian military to attack
China’s Tibet region at any time.” The editorial concluded: ‘A massive
invasion of Chinese territory by Indian troops in the eastern sector of
the Chinese boundary scems imminent,” and, addressing ‘all comrade
commanders and fighters of the People’s Liberation Army guarding the
Sino-Indian border’, warned them to increasc their vigilance a hundred-

tween Congress and the Muslim League over the Cabinet Mission™s plan for a united,
independent Indiz. A comment muade on the 1946 gccasion fits Nebru's 1962 airport
satement 3y well: It was 2 moment in history when circumspection should have been
the order of the day. There was much to be gained by silence. The fortunes of India were
in the balance, and one false move could upzet them.'#!
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claimed in the western sector. For months the Chinese Government
had been warning India, as strongly and clearly as possible, that if
India persisted in the forward policy China would retaliate; but the
warnings had been ignored—or thrown back--and Indian troops had
continued to press forward. As carly as July Peking had concluded that
the Indian Government was taking as a sign of weakness the fact that
there had been no forceful Chinese reaction to the forward policy;®*
and, as has been scen, this diagnosis was correct. In New Delhi the
fact that China, for all her diplomatic protests and movement of
troops, did not attack the forward posts in the western sector was
taken to confirm the basic premisc of the forward policy and encouraged
the Government to persist with it.

While ignoring all China’s warnings to desist from probing for-
ward in the western scctor, India had in June, with the establishment of
Dhola Post, begun to apply what appeared to be exactly the same
tactics to take over territory she claimed north of the McMahon Line.
Now the Indian Army was preparing to attack the Chinese where
they had reacted to the establishment of Dhola Post. The first Indian
attempt, at Tseng-jong on October 1oth, had been beaten back easily
cnough, but with heavy Chinese casualties. That the Indians had
learned no lesson from that repulse but intended to mount forther
attacks as soon as they were ready, Nehru himself had publicly con-
firmed; and that the troops along the Namka Chu were still deployed
for assault, indeed were being reinforced, showed that his words were
not bluff. ; )

What was the Chincse Government to do?* China could persist
with the policy that she had followed hitherto, preventing Indian
forward moves by the threat of force when she could and, when that
failed, reacting vigorously in local actions. There was no doubt that,
in the western sector, any fire-fights between Indian posts or patrols
and the Chinese troops would sce the Indians wiped out or captured;
andin the Thag La area the Chinese positions were so strong and so easily
supported that any Indian attack in foreseeable circumstances could be
broken and thrown back. While thus holding the line against Indian
military pressure, China could continue trying to persuade India that
the only way to a boundary settlement was through negotiation, and

* The writer has had no access to information about Chinese thinking or policy formula-
tion other than published statements. Those, and the development of the Sino-Indian
quarzel to this point, provide a basis for inference; but the seetion that follows is deductive.
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cliimed in the western sector. For months the Chinese Government
hsd been warning India, as strongly and clearly as possible, that if
India persiceed in the forward policy China would retaliate; but the
warnings had been ignored—or thrown back—and Indian troops had
continucd to press forward. As carly as July Peking had concluded that
the Indian Government was taking as a sign of weakness the fact that
there had been no forceful Chinese reaction to the forward policy;®
and, as has been scen, this diagnosis was correct. In New Delhi the
fact that China, for all her diplomatic protests and movement of
troops, did not attack the forward posts in the western sector was
taken to confirm the basic premise of the forward policy and encouraged
the Government to persist with it.

While ignoring all China’s warnings to desist from probing for-
ward in the western sector, India had in June, with the establishment of
Dhola Post, begun to apply what appeared to be exactly the same
tactics to take over territory she claimed north of the McMahon Line.
Now the Indian Army was preparing to attack the Chinese where
they had reacied to the establishient of Dhola Post. The first Indian
attempt, at Tseng-jong on October 10th, had been beaten back easily
enough, but with heavy Chinese casualtes. That the Indians had
Icarned no lesson from that repulse but intended to mount farther
attacks as soon as they were ready, Nehru himself had publicly con-
firmed; and that the troops along the Namka Chu were still deployed
for assault, indced were being reinforced, showed that his words were
not bluff. :

What was the Chinese Government to do?* China could persist
with the policy that she had followed hitherto, preventing Indian
forward moves by the threat of force when she could and, when that
failed, reacting vigorously in local actions. There was no doubt that,
in the western sector, any fire-fights between Indian posts or patrols
and the Chinese troops would sce the Indians wiped out or captured;
and in the Thag La area the Chinese positions were so strong and so easily
supported that any Indian attack in foresceable circumstances could be
broken and thrown back. While thus holding the line against Indian
military pressure, China could continue trying to persuade India that
the only way to a boundary scttlement was through negotiation, and

* The vanter hzs had oo aceess o information about Chinsse thinking or policy forrmuls-
tien othes than pabinhied snatements. Thoss, and the development of the Sino-Indian
frarzel tothus prune, prosade a basts for inference; but the secrion that follows is deductive.
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By October 1962, then, the arguments against China’s allowing'the
present situation to deag on were telling. What alternatives wese there?
Sextlement on India’s terms must have been as unthinkable then as
alswsys. The toal unacceprability of the Indian terms apar, it would
have meant abjecs surrender to pressure, something which, having
'ssood up’ in the revolution, China meant to have done with for
ever—'the liberated China can in no dircumstances be plunged back
1o the posidon of the injured old China.’s* The aliernative, then, was
to mect the Indian challenge with a counterblow so powerful and
resolute as to end it

The political objective of the military action weuld be to bring
India to the negotiating table, by showing once and for all that the
Indian attempt to achieve a sertlement on her own termss, by moving
into Chinese-held territory, was futile. But failing that, it would suffice
if India were made to accept that the stztus g had to be left alone until
she was prepared to embark on general boundary negotiadons.

The balance of such considerations was enough. it scems, 1o swing
the decision-makers in Peking to decisive action. But there were other
factors which, though probably secondary, might have been taken to
confirm the rightness and indeed unavoidabilicy of the decision. That
China thought of herself as going to ‘humble India and so seize the
leadership of Asia’, or to ‘put a brake on India’s development by
forcing her to build up militarily’ ~western formulations especially
ropular in the U.S.A.—scems uncharacteristic and unlikely. As
Chinese, those in the Government in Peking would presumably never
for 2 moment have supposed that any country but China could cver
aspire to the leadership of Asia; as Communists, they certainly never
supposed that India, with its capiralist system and national bourgeois
sovernment, conld challenge China in a race ro development, Even
in 1962, when the Great Leap Forward had failed and China’s cconomy
was in diff:cultics, such a thought must have seemed absurd to Peking’s
Communist purists. Bur the Indians—Nchru pardcularly, with his
supgestions thar war between India and China would shake the world,
ard that neither was able to ‘kneck the other fat'® —had evidentdy
come 1o think of their country 25 the equal of Chira, or cven her
superior; perhaps it occurred to the Chinese that it would do nothing
but geod to demonstrate to India and to the world the fallacy of such
assumptions,

And there was the other dimension in which the Chinese would,
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in what they regarded as their.own territory in the western sector.
They confronted Dhola Post with an outnumbering force—though
of only about sixty men, not five or six hundred, as believed in India—
and urged its litde gardison to withdraw, meanwhile warning New
Delhi of the sericus consequences its “fresh incursions’ would entail 8
Dhola Post was indubitably north of the McMahon Line: had the
Chinese brought about such a confrontation to the south of the line,
that would clearly have been a trap; but at this time even the Indians
had not accused China of crossing the line proper,® and the clashes in
the castern scctor had resulted from India’s unilateral, northward
modifications of the line. When Indian posts had thus been beleaguered
in the western sector there had been no violent reaction from India;
on what grounds could the Chincse have expected their pressure on
Dhola Post to bring about a big local concentration of Indian troops
for offensive action? This Indian reaction was irrational, and therefore,
it scems, cannot have been predictable.

The likeliest conclusion is that the Chinese investment of Dhola
Post was not conceived as a trap. A doubt lingers, however, from the
curious ten-week delay between the establishment of the post and the
Chinese reaction to it. That the Chinese did not learn of the new post
as soon as it was set up is possible, but most improbable; was there
then caleulation in the delay in reaction, and therefore in the move
against Dhola Post in September? The question must be left open.

At all events, as the Indians cscalated the confrontation at Dhola
Post into a trial of will and strength, Peking must have scen the
opportunitics this opened. India’s own actions were now extending the
tension to the castern scetor, until then dormant; they thus provided
the occasion for Chinese military action across the McMahon Line.

Just when the final decision to attack was taken in Pcking cannot be
discerned. The Chinese Army was concentrating at least from the
beginning of October, judging by the report of the Indian Consul-
General in Lhasa. Bur this need not indicate that the attack order had
already been given in Peking. The likcliest date of decision would
seem to lic in mid-October: between Qctober 6th, when New Delhi
shut off the exchange of notes about a meeting to discuss the border
situation, and October 17th, when the Chinese troops on Thag La
ridge were seen to begin active preparations for their actual assault.

Tk kkkdkkhk*k
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and they continucd to work with him. All concerned knew, of course,
that a withdrawal from the Namka Chu would instantly become
public knowledge. If Peking did not proclaim it first, the news would
leak out in New Delhi.

While those behind were thus crying ‘Forward!", those before were
crying ‘Back! Brigadier Dalvi and General Prasad knew that it was
logistically imp-ssible to maintain 7 Brigade on the Namka Chu
through the winter. Nevertheless, the brigade was reinforced, thus
compounding the problems of maintenance. Another battalion
(4 Grenadiers) reached the river between October 12th and 14th; they
had been sent from Delhi and were, accordingly, unacclimatized and
exhausted, and were no better equipped than the other battalions. In
the next few days about four hundred and fifty porters arrived —more
mouths to feed and backs to clothe as they brought no rations or
winter clothing with them. By now there were in all about 3,000
men on the Indian side, 2,500 of them troops. There were winter
clothing and tents for only two or three hundred; the rest still wore
their cotton summer uniforms, and, lacking axes or digging tools,
made the best shelters they could out of branches or parachute material.
The first snow fell on the valley floor on October 17th. A few more
mortars were carried over the passes, and four of the paratroops' ficld
picces were dropped by parachute; but only two were recovered in
usable condition. The gunners, brought dircct from the Parachute
Brigade’s base at Agra, marched over the 16,000-foot Karpola I route
and suffered fatal casualties on the way from the unaccustomed
altitude and cold.??

The troops had been on hard rations since October oth, but even so
the ration reserve was down to two days. There was no sugar, salt
or matches. More and bigger aircraft had been put to supplying the
force but that did not materially improve the supply situation. The
bigger aircraft, Fairchild Packets, could not fly low and slow enough
to have a rcasonable chance of hitting the tiny dropping zone at
Tsangdhar. The hours in which they could try were limited; from
first light undl about half-past nine, when cloud covered the D.Z.
A good number of drops were lost or smashed because the parachutes
failed to open: to conscrve foreign exchange, the Army had for years
been returning used parachutes for repair and repacking in India.
Only thirty per cent of the loads dropped were being retrieved. The
problem for 7 Brigade did not end with retrieval of the air-drops,
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Army H.Q. had, based on an out-of-scale sketch, Tsangle was repre-
sented as two or three miles from Dhola Post; in fact it was more than
two days’ march away. Survey maps of the arca placed it inside Bhutan,
but the Indian Army was ordered to disregard that boundary, as it had
disregarded the map-marked McMahon Line. (A representative of the
ruler of Bhutan called at IV Corps H.Q. in due course to complain that
Indian troops had crossed the boundary.*) Tsangle was of tactical
significance because through it lay a possible flank approach to the
Chinese position beneath Thag La, and Dalvi’s provisional plan for a
partial eviction operation had laid down that the advance should be
through Tsangle to Tseng-jong. He, backed up by Umrao Singh,
had urged that no move should be madc to Tsangle before the opera-
tion actually began, so that the advantage of surprise should not be
lost; but, overruling his subordinates, General Sen had ordered the
position occupicd by a company at the beginning of October. The
Chinese promptly dispatched troops to cover that approach.

‘When Kaul left the Namka Chu to make his report to Nehru, he
ordered that the Tsangle position must be held unless the Chinese put
pressure on it, in which case General Prasad could withdraw it at his
discretion, But a few days later Kaul changed this, and ordered that
Tsangle be held at all costs. Dalvi, Brigadier K. K. Singh at IV Corps,
and Prasad all urged that Tsangle should be evacuated; its maintenance
added a severe additional burden to the general supply problem. Dalvi
describes the difficulty of supplying Tsangle:

There was no direct route from Bridge IV, duc to impassable
bluffs, This forced us to adopt the circuitous route via Tsangdhar,
By mid-October the turn-around time had increased to five days, -
over icy paths and slippery gradients. It was impossible to carry a
worthwhile payload on this route, as the carricrs themselves had to
be sclf-contained for ten days. . . . Most porters began dumping
their loads en ronte and the more stout-hearted were delivering
quantitics that were not worth the effort of sending them there.
.+« Snow clothing had to be provided to all porters commuting
between Tsangdhar and Tsangle due to the extreme cold and the
altitude of Tsangle, 15,500 ft. Both the troops and the porters had

* Dhutan js a sovercign commtry, and the King has repeatedly declined India’s offer to
station troops there for defence purposes, There is no defence treaty between Bhutan and

India, The treaty governing their relations stipulates only that B} i
India in the conduct of hcr[;'orcign relations, d nly that Bhuten shall be guided by
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IV Corps in Tezpur by long-distance telephone and by signal through
Army H.Q.’s channcls.

On the night of October 18th Kaul ordered two more companics
to strengthen Tsangle; one to be deployed at Bridge V, and the other
put to patrolling between Bridge V and Tsangle. By the time this
order was passed on (orally) by General Prasad to Dalvi, it was
evident that an all-out Chinese attack on the brigade positions was
imminent, and Dalvi angrily protested. Prasad had already tried that,
however, his protest being relayed to Kaul in his bedroom at 5 York
Road. New Delhi; the reply had been that the build-up at Tsangle
must be carried out, and it was coupled with the threat that officers
who defaulted in executing the order would be removed. Prasad
passed this warning on to Dalvi, saying that he and his battalion
commanding officers would be court-martialled if they raised any more
objections or arguments against the Tsangle moves.??

On October 18th Chinese activity on the southern face of Thag La
ridge had been seen to intensify. The build-up of stores had been
increasing for days, with hundreds of ponies engaged, as well as labour
battalions. Troop movements began on the 1gth, a force of two
thousand being counted at Tseng-jong. The Indians could see Chinese
marking parties at work, preparing for a night advance—the Chinese
made no attempt to conceal their intentions. Dalvi reported these
unmistakable preparations for attack to Prasad, who was at the Tactical
H.Q. of 4 Division at Zimithang; Dalvi said that the brigade would
not be able to hold off a Chinese assault if caught in its present deploy-
ment, and asked permission to pull in the Tsangle force and the troops
supporting it. That would relieve about a battalion’s strength of troops
to re~-deploy on a much shortened front and, by giving some depth to
the defences, significantly strengthen them. But the orders Prasad had
received from Kaul were categorical; Tsangle must be held at all costs.
Prasad refused to take responsibility for disobeying the order, and
refused Dalvi’s urgent requests. Speaking from his headquarters near
Dhola Post, in the presence of his brigade major and other officers,
Dalvi then told Prasad that ‘rather than stand by and sce the troops
massacred’ he would put in his resignation; ‘it was time someone took
a firm stand'. Dalvi’s words were noted and Prasad passed them up to
IV Corps H.Q. in Tezpur; but the officer in charge therc, Brigadicr
K. K. Singh, could not take the responsibility for reversing the clear
orders of the corps commander, and promised to contact Kaul in New
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radios to take up rifles. On the point of being outflanked on two sides,
Dalvi, whose headquarters was in the valley with his troops, asked
Prasad for permission to withdraw; he had remained in contact with
4 Division, finding Prasad still anxious that Tsangle be reinforced,
cven if only by a platoon, as this move had been ordered “at the highest
level'19? Permission to withdraw was granted, and Brigade H.Q.
headed for Tsangdhar in the hope of re-forming with the Gorkhas.
The obvious Chinese plan was to break through in the centre and
scize Tsangdhar and Hathung La; with those in their hands the remain-
ing Indian troops on the river line would be cut off from escape and
supply alike, and could be dealt with at leisure or broken up as they
approached the passes. The plan worked perfectly—as it should have
done, considering the enormous Chinese advantage in firepower and
numbers. The Punjabis and Grenadiers on the right flank of the Indian
position were not assaulted, but were engaged heavily by the Chinese
across the river; Prasad ordered them to withdraw via Hathung La,
but the Chinese got there first and caught the Indian troops coming
up towards them. The remnants of the brigade struck west and,
suffering great privations, trekked through Bhutan back to India.-
Trying to make his way with a small party across country to join
up with the rest of 4 Division, Brigadicr Dalvi was taken prisoner
on Qctober 22nd. General Prasad and his Tactical H.Q,, threatened by
another Chinese prong which had devcloped from an initial attack on
Khinzemane, trekked back to Tawang, reaching there on the evening
of October 22nd. 7 Brigade had ceased to exist.
And Tsangle, that position of high political and strategic importance,
the holding of which had facilitated the destruction of the brigade—
the Chinese ignored it. Tsangle had tactical significance only in the

context of Operation Leghorn, and anyway the Chinese maps, like
India’s, probably showed it in Bhutan.

hhkok ok ok ok ok ok k

Th? Chinese attacked simultancously in the western sector, assaulting
Indian posts in the Chip Chap River valley, on the Galwan, and
in the Pangong Lake area. The main Galwan post, which had been
invested since August, was not heard from again after reporting
that the Chinese had begun to shell it. The posts fought as best they
could but were soon overwhelmed, the little garzisons being either






(ii) Between Two Passes

On the night of October 18th, when the Chinese had begun their final
preparations for assault, there was a riot outside the Prime Minister’s
resident in New Dclhi—demonstrators attempted to break through
the police cordon to take their complaints to Nehru. The result was
injury to about twenty people, including women and police. This
demonstration had nothing to do with the hostilities looming on
the Northemn borders: it was a protest against what its organizers called
the Government’s ‘apathy towards the grievances and demands of the
poor’.1® Because this narrative has concentrated on the boundary dis-
pute it may have left the impression that this had become the exclusive
or overriding concern of political India, but such was not the case.
Even as late as October 1962 the mounting tension on the borders was
not the subject of continuous reporting in the Indian press; sometimes
border developments would be front-page news, sometimes they
would be carried inside the papers, but often there would be no men-
tion of the borders. Such silence was more frequent with the provin-
cial and smaller journals, but even the English-language papers with
national circulations were sometimes dropping the border story. A
headline in the Hindu in mid-October, UNPROVOKED ATTACK ON
INDIA, referred not to anything happening on the borders but to an
incident in Nepal in which Nehru had been burned in effigy. The
agitation against the English language; the fall of the Government in -
the state of Kerala; shooting on the border with Pakistan; a new twist
in Sikh politics in Punjab—the range of domestic political interest was
as wide as ever.

So far as the borders were concerned, there were no forebodings or
apprehensions whatever. Until the very last, the political public in
India was being led to expect a victorious Indian attack on Thag La.
In an interview published on October 19th Krishna Menon reaffirmed
the Government’s determination to ‘throw the Chinese back until
Indian territory is cleared of all aggression’, and gave an account of
what was happening on the Namka Chu. Thete, he admitted, the
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Delhi on October 23rd was not that Parliament and the country had
been misled by the Government, but that Nehru, Parliament and the
country had been misled by Krishna Menon. ‘Parliament had been
told time and again that conditions were not altogether favourable in
Ladakh to check the Chinese advance [but] an air of confidence had
been created in the country about the position in NEFA’,1% a5 a news~
paper put it, and for that the M.P.s blamed Menon. They took their .
complaint and charge to Nehru but at first he deflected them, saying
that it was not the time for post-mortems. Kripalani and other Oppo-
sition M.P.s joined the attack, calling on Nehru to take over the
Defence portfoliohimself; but the main thrust of the attack on Menon
came, as it had to, from the Congress Party. As more and more M.Ps
reached New Delhi so the numbers behind the move to oust Menon
grew, and the Chief Ministers of the states (who then were all Con-
gressmen) tilted the balance. The President, Dr Radhakrishnan,
played a part in concerting the Chief Ministers’ demand for Menon's
ouster, and that made the attack strong enough to dislodge him—but
at first only from the Defence portfolio, and only formally.

On October 31st it was announced that Nehru was taking over the
Defence portfolio but that Menon was continuing in the Cabinet as
Minister for Defence Production, a new post. This was a change which
had, in fact, been mooted some years before, and dismissed then by
Menon as the machinations of ‘vested interests opposing him’;1%7 but
in the context of October 1962 it was a move typical of Nehru's
political style. Conceding the principle that Menon must relinquish
the Defence portfolio, Nehru still tried to flout Menon's critics (who
were also his own) by retaining him in the Cabinet, and thus, predict-
ably, he lost any political respite that might have accrued if his acquies-
cence in the demand for Menon's head had been full, Suspicions that -
Nehru's concession had amounted to nothing more than a change of
titles were confirmed next day when Krishna Menon was quoted as
saying: ‘Nothing has changed,’ and political correspondents reported
that in fact there had been no change in the working of the Defence
Ministry.2® To quell such misgivings a formal notification was issued,
showing Nehru responsible for the great bulk of the Defence Minister’s
work, and Menon with not much more than ordnance responsibilities;
but since Menon was also declared to be responsible for ‘any other
matters that may be assigned by the Prime Minister from time to
tim¢’, the suspicion was nourished that he would in practice continue
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of the struggle for the Asian mind between the Communist and non~
Communist giants of the continent’, as the Daily Telegraph put it. -
There were calls for U.N. intetvention, as in Korca,’™ and The
Economist said that ‘the temptation to gloat over India’s present pre-
dicament should be resisted’; succumbing, The Times printed as an
editorial, without comment, an apologetic of Nechru's: “We were
getting out of touch with reality in the modern world and living in an
artificial atmosphere of our own creation.” But the gencral reaction in -
the Western world was onc of quick and unquestioning sympathy and
support for India, led by the British and American Governments.
Present Kennedy wrote to Nehru: ‘Our sympathy in the situation is
wholcheartedly with you. You have displayed an impressive degree of
forbearance and patience in dealing with the Chincse. You have put
into practice what all great religious leaders have urged, and so few of
their followers have been able to do.” And he followed up that applause
for the spirituality of India’s policies with an offer of material assistance.
Professor Galbraith, the American Ambassador, was naturally taking
great satisfaction from the emotional swing of grateful Indian opinion
towards the United States, and doing everything he could to encourage
it. Accordingly, he issued a statement that his Government recognized
the McMahon Line as the international border, ‘sanctioned by modern
usage’, Until then the Americans had been studiously non-committal
on this score and even now Galbraith had to overcome the reluctance
of the State Department before he was authorized to endorse the
McMahon Line. He issucd his statement immediately he received the
Department’s approval, lest there be second thoughts in Washington
under pressurc from Formosa~—and no sooner had he got it out than a
“frantic protest’ did come in from the Nationalists,’*® The British
Government was as prompt and unqualified in its expressions of sym-~
pathy for India and condemnation of China, and in its offers of help.
But if the Western world was solidly with India, the reaction of the
non-aligned governments whose leadership India had sometimes aspired
to was by contrast reserved and wary—in a word, non-aligned. An
Indian correspondent in the Middle East reported: ‘Not a single ex-
pression of sympathy for India has come from any Arab Government,
any political party or ncwspaper, or public personality even a week after
the invasion’.*! From Africa another reported that Kenyatta and other
leaders were being non-committal®? and Nkrumah of Ghana went
farther than that by rebuking Britain for her prompt offers of military
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for discngagement and talks, and next day Pravda commended the
Chinese move as sincere and constructive, providing an acceptable
basis for the opening of talks. The editorial said:

The question of the China-India fronticr is a heritage from those
days when British colonialists—who drew and re-drew the map of
Asia at their own will—ruled on the territory of India. The
notorious ‘McMahon Line’, which was never recognized by
China, was foisted on the Chinese and Indian peoples. Imperialist
circles have done everything in their power to provoke an armed
clash by speculating on the border conflicts connected with this
Line. The imperialists are dreaming day and night of setting these
great powers at loggerheads, as well as undermining the Soviet
Union’s friendship with fratemal China and friendly India.

Pravda went on to note that ‘reactionary circles inside India” were fan-
ning the conflict, and warned that ‘even some progressively-minded
people’ might yield to chauvinistic influcnces in the heat of the moment.

The critical implications and pro-Chinesc undertone of the Russian
position came as a blow to the Indian Government. As the political
correspondent of the Hindu put it,

It was thought that at best the Russians would continue to adopt
a neutralist attitude. All these hopes were dashed to the ground
when Pravda came out with an editorial wholeheartedly endorsing
the Chinese stand. . . . Mr Krushchev’s letter to Mr Nehru runs on
exactly the same lines as the Pravda article.

The reaction in the capital, not only in official and non-official
circles but also among a section of the Indian Communists, is one
of dismay, and the Sovict attitude is regarded not only as unkind
but even as offensive, 118

The Russians, to suggest that their change of attitude was more than
one of words, intimated to the Indian Embassy in Moscow that they
would not be able to fulfil their commitment to supply India with
MiG fighters.!* For the next couple of weeks Moscow havered on that
question.

What had happened was that the Caribbean game of chicken had
reached its crisis almost preciscly at the same moment as the one in the
Himalayas. The first evidence that Russian missiles were in Cuba was
detected in Washington late on October 14th. The administration kept
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reinforce them. He had to spend the night in Tawang, his helicopter
having returned to Tezpur without him, and hext morning met
General Prasad, just in from Zimithang with his Tactical H.Q, staff,
Each of these officers in his account of that meeting implied that the
other had lost his nerve—Sen, being the senior, was of course in a
position to bave his version accepted —and there is dispute about what
orders Sen left when he flew back to Tezpur on October 23rd. But
both in Army H.Q. and at IV Corps in Tezpur, heads that were
probably cooler than either were arguing strongly that it would be
disastrous to try to hold Tawang.

The Chinese had developed a three-pronged attack. The force which
had overwhelmed 7 Brigade, thought to be about three regiments, had
turned south-east, come through Shakti, and was at Lumla, less than
ten miles from Tawang, on October 23rd; that force had joined up
with the second prong which had come through Khinzemanc and
down the Nyamjang Chu; on the 23rd a third line of advance was
opened through Bum La and straight down the old trade route to
Tawang, which was thus threatened from north and south. Tawang.
had no natural defences; plainly any troops that attempted a stand
there would be overcome as easily as had been those on the Namka
Chu. In New Delhi, the Director of Military Operations (D.M.O.),
Brigadier Palit, was strongly urging on Thapar that Tawang must be
evacuated; Thapar consulted Nchru, who said that where and how they
would fight must now be a marter for the military themselves to
decide. In Tezpur the Brigadier General Staff (B.G.S.) of IV Corps,
Brigadier K. K. Singh, was similarly urging Sen. Kaul was out of the
picture again, having been persuaded to hang up his telephones and
relinquish command of IV Corps on the morning that the Chinese
attacked.

Consequently, on October 23rd orders went out from IV Corps to
the force at Tawang that they were to withdraw to Bomdi La, some
sixty miles back on the road to the plains: that, in the calculations of
IV Corps, was the farthest point to the north where the Indians conld build
up more quickly than the Chinese. All formations concerned were in-
formed that the build-up was to be at Bomdi La,

But at Army H.Q. the D.M.O., Brigadier Palit, was urging just as
strongly that the troops should be ordered to hold at Se La, 2 high pass
only about fifteen miles behind Tawang. Palit, before Kaul picked him
for D.M.O., had commanded 7 Brigadc in NEFa, and formed the view
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Government had decided that tactical air support with bombers or
ground-attack aircraft must be ruled out for fear of Chinese retaliation
against Indian cities, especially Calcutta. The memory of the huge
panic that swept Calcutta during the Second World War when some
random Japanese bombs fell there, with repercussions far beyond the
city, was enough to make the Government resolve that it must not be
risked again. Considering the terrain in NEFA and the limitations of the
Indian Air Force, it is doubtful whether its intervention in a tactical
role could have had much effect; but those were not the considerations
that made the Government rule it out.

Tawang was evacuated on October 23rd, some hundreds of civilians,
including lamas from the monastery, going with the troops. The
Chinese occupied Tawang, unopposed, on the 25th. The Indians took
up positions on and behind the Jang River, with the more or less intact
battalions from Tawang reinforced with stragglers who had got
through from the Namka Chu debacle, and with non-combatant per-
sonnel. On the night of October 24th one battalion, 4 Garhwal,
panicked, broke and began to trickle back; but these troops were inter~
cepted and braced, to be put back in the line. Later this battalion
cleared its record by beating off repeated Chinese assaults from its
positions flanking Se La.

The Chinese paused after they occupied Tawang. After October
2oth they had attacked Indian posts elsewhere along the McMahon
Line, and these had fallen back under varying degrees of pressure. At
the eastern end of NEFA they came down on October 24th—2sth to
Walong and made some probing attacks; but thereafter npra fell
into a lull.

Meanwhile in the western sector, the Chinese had followed up their
first attacks by moving south and concentrating on other Indian for-
ward posts. On October 215t they overran the posts on the north side
of Pangong Lake after severe fighting, the Gorkha garrisons fighting
almost to the last man. On the 27th they attacked the posts around
Demchok with similar results, Some posts, including Daulet Beg Old,
were cvacuated on orders of Western Command, before the Chinese
attacked —and Daulet Beg Oldi was not occupicd by the Chinese; it
was outside their claim line. General Daulet Singh of Western Com-
mand was methodically and rapidly building up strength on his
threatened Chinese front by pulling troops out of Kashmir. All the
command’s transport reserves were pooled and deployed to the job
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not without reason—accused India. The troops on the Namka Chu
put in no attack on October 20th; they were in the process of rein-
forcing Tsangle, which was certainly an aggressive move, but to say
that ‘under cover of ficrce artillery fire [they] Jaunched massive attacks
against the Chinese frontier guards all along the [Namka Chuj and in
the Khinzemane area’ was simply to fabricate.1* To say that the Indian
troops in the western sector ‘Jaunched a general attack’ from their
isolated and puny posts was grotesque.

In thus sacrificing truth to what was apparently considered propa-
ganda advantage, the Chinese played into New Delhi's hands by
obscuring what had actually happened. That the Indians had intended
to attack the Chinese below Thag La ridge was by then known every-
where; Nehru's airport confirmation of October 12th had told any
interested government which had not already got wind of Operation
Leghorn what was afoot. If Peking had simply said that, rather than
waiting for the Indians to deliver the attack they had so loudly heralded,
the Chinese Army had got its blow in first, it would have been hard
for New Delhi to cry ‘aggression’ with any credibility: the doctrine
of the pre-emptive strike is too widely accepted nowadays for any
successful practitioner to be generally condemned. As it was, however,
the Chinese charge that the Indians had ‘Jaunched massive attacks’ re-
bounded from the general scepticism about India having the strength
to attack China; and was almost immediately belied by Peking’s own
announcement that the defensive actions of the Chinese ‘frontier
guards’ were carrying them over successive Indian positions.

It may be significant that Chou En-lai did not at first subscribe his
name to the false statement that the Indians had attacked on October
20th. Writing to Nehru on November 4th, he said only that the Indian
troops on the Namka Chu had *made active dispositions for a massive -
military attack’,*® and that was precisely true: a brigade attack with
four battalions could certainly be described as massive in the scale of
skirmishing along the borders up to that time. In a letter to the Afro-
Asian governments ten days later, however, Chou also wrote that
India had ‘launched massive attacks all along the line’.12t

The conjunction of military and diplomatic measures was at the
heart of the operation on which China was now embarked, and her
next diplomatic move was adroit in both timing and content. A state-
ment released in Peking on October 24th concisely recapitulated the
coursc of the dispute with India, concluding with a reminder that three
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ceascfire line along the ‘line of actual control’, the term which Peking
had from the first used to describe the situation when the dispute came
to 2 head in 1959. The Chinese would have pulled back over the
McMahon Line, and Indian troops in the remaining forward posts in
the western sector would have withdrawn to the line that the Indian
Army had held before the forward policy was put into effect in 1961.
Then, to create a demilitarized zone along that line, the armed forces
of each side would each pull back another twenty kilometres—civil
personnel would not be involved in those withdrawals. There was no
ambiguity in these proposals, although they were not stated in precise
locational detail. Thag La ridge was not mentioned, for example, nor
for that matter was the McMahon Line; but the phrase ‘the line of
actual control’ had throughout been used by Peking to describe the
situation in November 1959, when the Chinese were nowhere south
of the McMahon Line, or even south of Thag La ridge—though when
the Indians were established at Khinzemane. The only territorial change
that acceptance of the proposals would have entailed for India was
that the posts set up in the western sector, over the Chinese claim line,
in pursuance of the forward policy, would be withdrawn ~where they
had not already been wiped out—and that Dhola Post could not have
been re-established.

The Chinese described their proposals as equal, mutually accom-
modatory and based on mutual respect— ‘not arbitrary and arrogant’*
—and, seen objectively, they merit the description; but, of course, India®
could not see them objectively. To the Indians, the Chinese had simply
added a new and more violent aggression to the long-standing aggres-
sion involved in the Chinese presence in territory India claimed in the
western sector; and they were now secking to confirm their criminal
gains through diplomacy.

New Delhi rejected the Chinese proposals instantly —indeed without
waiting to receive them officially, but going by the news agencies’
account of their contents. In its reply, released in New Delhi as a
statement on October 24th, the Indian Government first claimed that
it was “wedded to peace and peaceful methods [and had] always sought
to resolve differences by talks and discussions . . . with China’; but, it
went on, ‘India cannot and will not accept 2 position under which
Chinese forces continue to commit aggression into Indian territory,
accupy substantial Indian territorics and use these as a bargaining
counter to force a scttlement on their own terms.’
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Chin. Nehru sent the Indian statement, with its ptoposal, to Chou
En-lai on October 27th, in a letter remarkable for its mildness con-
sidering the context of what Nehru called ‘a Chinese invasion of
India’ 2%

Nehru was criticized in India for the civil tone of this letter to Chou
and the weakness of its counter-proposal. After the Chinese attacks the
mood in India equated any agrecment to negotiate with surrender—
one M.P. saying that the mere suggestion that India should agree to
talks must be treated as high treason.23® Thus it was inevitable that
Chira’s proposals would be rejected, and the requested clarifications
when they came could make no difference.

In another letter, dated November 4th, Chou En-lai crossed the t's
and dotted the i’s of his Government’s proposals. The ‘line of actual
control’ they referred to was basically the same line as he had proposed
as the starting-point for mutual withdrawal in November 1959, he
explained. ‘The fact that the Chinese Government’s proposal has taken
as its basis the 1959 line of actual control and not the present line of
actual contact between the armed forces of the two sides is full proof
that the Chinese side has not tried to force any unilateral demand on
the Indian side on account of the advances gained in the recent counter-
attack in self-defence.” (Italics added.) The Indian counter-proposal,
with its provision for the return of Indian troops to their dispositions
for attack on the Namka Chu and to the forward posts in the western
sector, he likened to ‘such as [is] forced on a vanquished party’. ‘How
can the Chinese Government agree to revert to such a position?” Chou
asked, and appealed to Nehru to reconsider the Chinese proposals.1st

Nehru's next letter is striking in its change of tone.?* The first letter
he wrote after the Chinese attack had been muted and carefully civil;
now he hit out, describing the Chinese attacks as ‘cold-blood[ed] . ..
massive aggression’ and declaring that for India to accept the Chinese
proposals “would mean mere existence at the mercy of an aggressive,
arrogant .and expansionist neighbour’. He reiterated that the Indian
troops must go back to the positions they had occupied all along the
boundarics on September 8th, and suggested that China could demon-
strate her bona fides by withdrawing her forces to the positions they
held in November 1959. The cffect of that would have been to sce the
Indians re-established in all their forward posts, while the Chinese

stayed well back from the positions they had set up to counter India’s
forward policy.
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that India was at the beginning of a long, though undeclared, war with
China had swept away Nehru's resistance to accepting military aid.
Only a few weeks before, he had again roundly rejected the suggestion
that India might scek arms aid, saying it meant becoming ‘somebody
else’s dependent’; identifying the acceptance of military aid with join~
ing some military bloc’, he had declared he would never agree to this,
‘even if disaster cumes to us on the frontier’.’ But on October 29th,
when the American Ambassador called on Nehru offering any military
cquipment India might need, the offer was instantly accepted. That
night, the writer reported to The Times: “The decision to accept
American military assistance, reversing policies that India had cherished
since she became a nation, was taken formally at a Cabinet meeting
today; but Mr Nehru had been convinced already by his service
advisers that only with equipment in the quantity and quality that the
United States could provide would the Indian Army be able to defeat
the Chinese.” Lists of India’s military nceds had already been prepared
and were handed to the Americans; the embassy in New Delhi ex-
pressed dismay not only at the scope of the Indian requests, but also at
the disorganization which the confusion of the indents displayed. The
Pentagon, using its new, computerized stock-keeping methods, was
quickly able to get the first supplies on the way, however; flown from
West Germany in jet freighters, they began landing in India five days
later.

Chou En-lai drew this to the attention of heads of the Afro-Asian
governments: ‘The Indian Government has openly begged military
aid from the United States,” he said.’ The People’s Daily described
India’s acceptance of American military aid, in addition to the ‘econo-
mic aid she had long been receiving from the U.S.A., as 2 develop-
ment of historic significance’:

It points to the fact that the Nehru Government has finally shed
its cloak of non-alignment policy. . . . The more Nehru depends
on U.S. imperialism, the greater the need is there for him to meet
the needs of U.S. imperialism and persist in opposing China. And
the more he persists in opposing China, the greater the need for
him to depend on U.S. imperialism, Thus he is caught in a vicious
circle. His gradual shedding of his policy of ‘non-alignment’ is
precisely the inevitable result of his sell-out to U.S. imperialism, 26

If this development served to confirm Pcking’s analysis of the
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Army had becn about to take offensive action; ignored, that the
Government had refused to meet the Chinese for talks. If the Chinese
‘had any chim they could have discussed it and talked about it and
adopted various means of peaceful scttlement’, Nehru now com-
plained.1#® “Why, in the face of our paticnce, goodwill and obvious
anxicty for scttlement, have the Chinese persisted in this aggression?”
Asok Mehta asted later,’¥! and the Lok Sabha put it formally in a
resolution in which it affirmed the ‘resolve of the Indian people to drive
out the aggressor from the sacred soil of India’: “This House notes with-
deep regret that in spite of the uniform gestures of goodwill and
fellowship by India towards China . . . China has betrayed that good-
will and friendship . . . and has committed aggression and initiated a
massive invasion of India,” In the disapproval of China’s usc of force it
was not entirely forgotten, however, that India had intended some-
thing of the same. “We are perfectly justified in pushing them and
attacking them,” Nchru pointed out.142

The reaction among the Indian political classes and, to some extent,
among the urban masses was vigorous. Public mectings were held,
every political party, including the Communists,* condemning the
Chinese. There was a rush on army recruiting stations; less construe-
tively, students burned effigics of Mao Tse-tung and Chou En-lai, and
pledged their dedication to the national cause in signatures inked with
their own blood; the shops of Chinese in New Dethi and Calcutta,
shocmakers or curio dealers, were mobbed, and their owners beaten
up. Japanese diplomats plastered their cars with ‘rising sun’ emblems
and identifications in Hindi lest a hasty mob mistake them for Chincse.
The Government introduced an ordinance which empowered it to
treat even Indian citizens of Chinese descent as enemy aliens, and several
thousand were intcrned in camps in Rajasthan—they were later ex-
pelled to China. The Government announced its intention of forming
a home guard and a national riflc association, and of enlarging the
national cadet corps so that every university student could be enrolled.
Schoolgirls drilled and marched, members of Parliament were photo-
graphed taking aim with rifles—in Punjab the ministers of the statc
Government decided to appear in the legislature in military uniform.

* By this tirx}c. however, the inherent division within the Communist Party of India had
been mx:nsd into 2 barely disguised split by the strain of the border dispute. The patty
leadership’s acrion in condemning China for the border fighting and pledging the party's
unqualified support to Nehru can be scen in retrospect as making the final, open spﬁt into
two partics unavoidable,
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Peking. Nehru's belief in this myth derived. perhaps from his closeness
to Gandhi; the truth must lic somewhere between Nehru's view of ‘a .
gentle people,” and Nirad Chaudhuri’s—that “few human communitics
have been mote warlike and fond of bloodshed [than the Indians]’.*148

At this time, however, Nehru's qualms about ‘brutalization” were
out of key. Intense gratification with the public response was to be
heard in almost every comment, and was epitomized in a Tines of Indin
cartoon. Captioned WAR WITH CHINA, this showed Nehra and his
Cabinet colleagues smugly surveying a wall of graphs, labelled
EMOTIONAL INTEGRATION, INDUSTRIAL PEACE, PEOPLE’S FAITH
IN GOVERNMENT, and the like; all the graphs were zooming up, and
Nekru was commenting: “We never had it so good.” In fact the Prime
Minister made the point more elegantly: “This challenge may be con-
verted into opportunity for us to grow and to change the dark cloud
that envelops our frontiers into the bright sun not only of freedom but
of welfare in this country.’14?

Although the popular reaction was much magnified by the enthu-
siasm of the Indians who gauged and valued it, there was certainly a
wide response to what was presented as the challenge of war with
China. It was by no means a ‘mighty upsurge’, but there was at Jeast
ripple across the deep waters of the society. For the political classes, the
reaction was spontancous and much as it would have been in any other
country that suddenly felt itself at war, without any of the pangs and
pains usually associated with that process. War to such Indians was
remote, romantic and therapeutic, For the urban masses it was a
circus, an opportunity to join a parade, shout slogans. For the villages,
it was remote but vaguely alarming, a threat to the village rather than
to the nation—which is anyway a concept beyond the interest of the
village mass in India. There was initially a good response to the appeals
for contributions for the defence fund but this before long soured, with
complaints that local officials were.coercing villagers to contribute and
that the poorest sections were being badgered.

In contrast to the excitement and commitment that was being en-
couraged in India, in China the fighting was consistently played down,
the conflict minimized. A Western correspondent in Pcking reported
* Chaudhuri‘argues that *Hindu militarism is 2 genuine and powerful forc;, influencing
Indizn foreign policy.’ Particularizing, he asserts that ‘the conflict with China . . . was
inspired almost wholly by Hindu jingoism, with the Hindu possessiveness as a second,

underlying factor,'?s°
Ghandhi himself once noted that the Indian people had ‘always been warlike’.181
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very favourable. It was not that we told them to stick it out—it is folly
for any politician to say so. But our soldiers themselves have a rcl,uc-
tance to go back, and they stuck on at considerable cost to them.’15¢
From such statements it might be inferred that Nehru was never in-
formed about the urgent representations being made by the field com~
manders for the speedy withdrawal of the troops. Kaul, Sen and Thapar
must have left him with the impression that the troops had ‘a reluctance
to go back’.

Rumours of the inadequate cquipment and supplics of the troops
below Thag La ridge were circulating in the capital by now, and to
mect them Nehru repeated at length the arguments, long familiar to
Parliament, for relying on domestic manufacture for armaments. Both
Houses* heard him in attentive silence and with much of the old
respect; indeed, his stature in Parliament was for many members and
for the moment magnified by the feeling that he had become the
country’s war leader—one member who questioned his fitness for that
role, Professor Ranga of the Swatantra party, found little support.
Nehru forhis part was confident enough to snub 2 member who inter-
jected a question about arms, ‘It is really extraordinary that many
persons here who kidow nothing about arms talk about arms,” he
snapped. He was as if rejuvenated by the shock of the Namka Chu
battle, and by the exciting atmosphere of resolute preparation for war.
Some spoke of Dunkirk and Churchill, and perhaps Nehru savoured
the associations.?®” As was the case with Krishna Menon, the Prime
Minister had on the question of armaments taken the heat out of the
Opposition’s assault by conceding the heart of their demand. Since
1954, when Pakistan began to reccive American military aid, and
especially since the first boundary clashes with China in 1959 the
Government had been urged to follow suit and aceept whatever assist~
ance was available to strengthen the armed services, and Nehrw's re-
fusal to thus jettison the independence that was the core of non-align-
ment was bitterly criticized. In the previous session of Parliament he
had said that ‘taking military help is basically and fundamentally
opposed to a non-alignment policy, [it] means practically becoming
aligned to that country.”® But now American jet transports were
landing in India at the rate of cight flights a day, each carrying about
twenty tons of cquipment —automatic rifles, heavy mortars, recoilless
guns, et cetera. The Britsh had been even quicker off the mark; their

* Under the Indian Constitution ministers can speak in both Houses of Patliament.
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had by now succceded in getting more countrics to condcm‘n Chix}a,.”‘
the feeling that India had been let down was still strong, ‘How is it
that so Jarge a number of these countries [for whom] we did so much
in the many spheres of world politics’ were not sympathizing \\"ith and
supporting India? the Swatantra party leader asked. Matching the
resentment towards the non-aligned and Afro-Asian countries, which
were felt to have failed to repay India’s past generosity towards them,
was a wave of cnthusiasm for the United States and the Common~
wealth—"a great fellowship of nations suddenly stirred to a sense of
reponsibility for the sccurity and freedom of onc of its members’, as it
was described by the Hindustan Times. In a chaos of reconsiderations of
fundamental forcign policy attitudes, New Delhi changed even its
approach to the Nationalist Government on Formosa. As one news-
paper put it: ‘India should manceuvre to spring a sccond front on the
Chinese. . . . This means that we must do everything to activate For-
mosa’s invasion threat on the south China coast. . . [and] to this end
linison with Taipeh and even more sowith the Pentagon is called for."162
The Indian Government did make approaches towards the Formosa
regime, and the following March a Nationalist representative came to
New Delhi for talks with the Ministry of External Affairs.»® The
Chinese Nationalists were ready to join India, of course, in all ex-
pressions of hostility towards the Peking Government; But they were
carcful to point out that when it came to the question of the boundary
dispute there were no differences between themselves and the Chinese
Communists. The Formosa Government released a formal statement
at the end of October. “The so-called McMahon Line is a line uni-
laterally claimed by the British during their rule over India. The
Government of the Republic of China has never accepted this line of
demarcation, and is strongly opposed to the British claim,’164
Another marked vein in the criticdsms voiced in Parliament was
impaticnce at Nehru's harping on the special peaceablencss of Indians,
and the depth of the national commitment to non-violence. This was
partly because Nehru was transparently using evocations of his party’s
* On November 7th New Delhi counted thirty-nine: Ethiopia; Ecurdors Guatemala
_}_ordm , Luxembourg; Mexico; Dominican chu@:l}c; U.S.A.; U.K.; Bolivia; Nicaragua;
Sﬁ:};g}ﬁgk;};ﬂ%;mu.c r::;'écﬂ.a?d; ‘Ar\\:zsmlm; .Tti!‘{idnd‘. }ﬁ.’cst Germany; Hol}nnd;
Congo Mo;:nldvinc); K:Igmda' p';'mzn'c:aﬁﬁaayﬁxfx?:;,}é?’ﬁ;{:f;“i\;?‘m c.; Libya;
ting; Ttaly; Malaya, ' ’ ' ! i Nigeria; Argen-

An Indian cartoonist showed officials urgently conning globes and d in-
ing: ‘We've never heard of the latest cour?try tz suppor% gs.’ and maps, and expliin
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1962 intelligence reports of President Ayub’s attitude to India’s diffi-
culties led to second thoughts in New Delhi, and reluctance to siphon.
troops from the Punjab across India to the north-east. American repre-
sentations to Pakistan and subsequent reassurances to the Indians re-
lieved that anxiety, but the result of the delay in taking troops from
Punjab was that, of the three divisions that were finally moved from
there, only one brigade saw action against the Chinese. One of the
Punjab divisions was sent to Sikkim, the other two arrived in NEFA
well after the ceasefire. The division in Nagaland, close at hand, was at
first ordered to prepare for a move to NEFA, but when the lull descended
was stood down; and when, finally, the move did take place, it was
piecemeal, with the brigades and units scattered and broken up.

That the Chincse were being more single-minded and urgent in their
approach was soon shown in reports from the forward Indian troops in
their screen positions below Se La ridge. They could hear the blasting of
explosives as the Chinese rushed construction of a road from Bum.La
on the McMahon Line down the old trade route to Tawang, working
twenty-four hours a day and steadily getting nearer. Early in November
aerial reconnaissance showed Chinese trucks moving in Tawang —the
road was through. The Chinese then began improvements on the Indian
road from Tawang towards Se La. Meanwhile they were patrolling
forward towards and around the Indian positions, and —although this
was not yet known to the Indians— penetrating into NEFA by passes
and trails to the north-east of Se La. -

General Harbaksh Singh did not last-long at IV Corps. After four
days familiarizing himself with the tactical problems before him and
visiting Walong and other forward areas, he issued an order of the day
to the troops, expressing his pride in them and calling them to battle,
“with abiding faith in our nation and our leaders and in the sacred cause
of our motherland. . . ." This message was dramatically overtaken,
however, by a news broadcast on All-India Radio that same nighe: it
had been officially announced in New Delhi that General Kaul, having
recovered from the ‘chill and severe attack of bronchitis which he had
contracted in the front line’, was resumitig command of his corps.

Learning of this only from the broadcast, General Sen protested to
General Thapar against this second change in the command of the new
corps within four days; according to Sen, Thapar replied that Kaul
was returning at the Government’s insistence because he had to be
rehabilitated 1 Some wild rumours had circulated in New Delhi
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situation, with which Kaul was by now unfamiliar—his brief sojourn
in NErA had been concerned exclusively with the Thag La area, now
enemy territory. But it was not Kaul's reputation alone that stood to
suffer if he was not rchabilitated; disgrace or failure for Kaul must
add to the political difficulties of Menon and, at one remove, Nehru.
Political and personal considerations alike would thus have pointed to
Kaul's being given another chance, He resumed command of IV Corps *
on October 29th; Harbaksh Singh was shifted to XXXIII Corps,
Urnrao Singh being kicked upstairs to a staff job in New Delhi.

The Indian forces in NEFA were meanwhile being built up—burin a
manner quite contrary to the Army’s previous intentions. In October
1959 Eastern Command, then under General Thorat, had recom-
mended a triple-tiered defence structure in the north-east. Under this
scheme, the main lines of entry into NEra from Tibet were to be
watched by posts set up as near as practicable to the McMahon Line;
these posts were to be no more than a trip wire, expected to fall back
before a Chinese advance. Behind the forward line of posts, secondary
strong points were to be established, strong enough to fight delaying
actions and make the invader regroup and bring his logistical bascs
forward before advancing again. The third tier was the defence line
upon which it was hoped that the invader, his lines of supply over-
stretched, could be broken. Bomdi La was to be one anchor of the
defence line, its other bastions wete to be no farther from the plains
than could readily be supplied and built up. The virtue of this concept
was that it turned the extreme difficulties of the NEFA terrain to the
scrvice of defence, leaving it to the Chinese to struggle with extended
and tenuous supply lines while the Indian Army’s main positions had
short lines of communication to the plains. The disadvantages, from
the Indian point of view, were political. The defence line strategy
could be presented, and was, as the military expression of what after
1959 was seen as the Government’s slackness in defending the boun-
daries. Accurately reflecting both the content and reasoning of the
defence line plan, the Associated Press reported from New Delhi at the
end of October 1959 that ‘the Indian Army has abandoned any hope
of defending large areas of India’s Himalayan frontier against Coni-
munist China. . . . India’s military strategy would be to concede large

 arcas virtually without a fight. The Indians would be prepared to
resist only at points deep within their own territory’.1%

The defence line concept was nevertheless accepted, and became the
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Bureau having pointed to the Lohit valley as a likely line of march
" for the Chinese—the Indians built up at Walong, about a hundred
miles from the roadhead at Teju—two weeks’ march, so difficult is the
terrain, There was an airstrip at Walong, but it was so small that the
only LA.F. aircraft which could use it were the little Canadian Otters,
capable of carrying no more than six armed soldiers at a time. Two
infantry battalions and some Assam Rifles were deployed at Walong
and at the forward post of Kibithoo, two days’ march away, when the
Chinese attacked there on October 21st. Kibithoo could not be sup-
plied and the troops were withdrawn to Walong after three days. The
Chinese followed up, but their first attacks on the Indian positions at
Walong were beaten off with heavy losses, and both sides settled down
to patrolling and building up, with the lull punctuated by. Chinese
probing attacks.

The problems of the Indian build-up were multiplied by organiza-
tional chopping and changing. Initially the Walong sector was the
responsibility of s Infantry Brigade, part of 4 Division; but after the
fall of Tawang it was decided to create 2 new divisional headquarters,
This was to command the whole of NEra, less the Se La~-Bomdi La
sector, which was under 4 Division, The new formation, designated
2 Division, was put under Major-General M. S. Pathania (a cousin and
namesake of the new G.O.C. 4 Division, A. S. Pathania) and was
allotted 181 Brigade for the Walong sector; but that did not suit M. S.
Pathania and he insisted that 181 Brigade be moved out of his command
entire. His request was conceded, and accordingly 11 Brigade finally
took over the Walong sector on October 31st. The battalions at
Walong had thus been commanded by three different brigadiers and
staffs within ten days. The same sort of thing was happening with
4 Division, where the other Pathania was similarly demanding changes
in his brigade commanders, and it seems to be explicable only in terms
of personal relationships between the officers concerned. o

Confusion arising from these command changes directly affected
the rate and effectiveness of the Indian build-up. A brigade was kept
kicking its heels at Bomdi La for nearly a week, without orders,
because A. S. Pathania would give it none until he got the brigadier.
be wanted. A Gorkha battalion was moved to Walong, then back to
the plains, and up to Walong again, n

By the beginning of November 2 Division had settled down. The
G.O.C., M. §- Pathania, had the brigadier he wanted, with three in-
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weakened. Having fired off all the shells with the batteries in support of
the Kumaonis, the Indian artillery could not engage the main Chinese
assault when it came at first light on the 16th. The Indians fought
grimly: after the ccasefire, returning Indian parties found some posi~
tions with every man dead at his post. But, with key defences overrun,
the brigade position become untenable and at about 10.00 hours Kaul
authorized the brigadier to order withdrawal, Some troops did not
receive the order and fought on until their ammunition ran out or they
were killed. Kaul and M. S. Pathania left Walong in the “last but one
Otter’ ™ In a long and frantically worded signal from Teju, Kaul
reported the defeat at Walong and concluded:

Itis now my duty to urge that the enemy thrustisnow so great and
his overall strength is so superior that you should ask the highest
authorities to get such foreign armed forces to come to our aid as
are willing to do so without which, as I have said before and which
I reiterate, it secms beyond the capacity of our armed forces to stem
the tide of the superior Chinese forces which he has and will con-
tinue to concentrate against us to out disadvantage. This is not a
counsel of fear, but facing stark realities.

The idea of getting allied expeditionary armies into India had appar-
ently been in Kaul’s mind for some days. The Cabinet Secretary had
called on him when he was laid up in New Delhi, and, according to
that official, Kaul 'produced from beneath his pillow a paper of recom-
mendations. India should seek help of some foreign powers; Chiang
Kai-shek and the South Koreans should be induced to invade China
with American help. *“Some forcign armics should be invited to come
and assist the Indian Army to mount & major offensive over the Hima-~
layas.” Ten new divisions must be raised and put into action within the
next twelve months. Military and economic efforts should be put under
a new command, with a G.0.C-in-C. as a sort of supreme com-
mander—with H.Q. at Delhi or perhaps at Agra."2?® Kaul did not say
who he thought this Moghul Supremo should be.
The remnants of the Walong brigade, control lost, made their way
down the Lohit valley towards the plains in broken units and small
- partics. Their positions at Walong had been divided by the 300-foot-
decp gorge of the unfordable Lohit River, spanned only by a single
rope bridge (the Chinese brought rubber boats to cross it), and the sur-
viving troops on the east bank suffered heavy losses in their retreat,
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Positions had accordingly been taken up on the hills to the east—just
across the Chinese claim line. Some of these positions were more than
16,000 feet high (Chushul itself is nearly 14,000) and these altitudes, in
winter, made grimly arduous conditions for troops. Frozen ground
could not be dug and had to be blasted; the rarity of the air restricted
even acclimatized troops to short bursts of physical activity; there was
no wood for fi:2l or building bunkers, everything had to be carried up
by the troops from the valley, and in small loads; mules were no good
at these altitudes and although there were a few yaks in Chushul the
troops could not manage them. Nevertheless, positions of some
strength had been built up by November 17th. o

Until then the only sign of Chinese had been of reconnaissance
patrols, which had carried out close and open observation of some of
the Indian positions—themselves still under orders not to fire unless
attacked or menaced. But infantry in strength were seen moving up
on November 17th; artillery bombardment of the Indian outposts,
airfield and brigade positions in the valley began in the small hours of
the 18th, and at first light infantry assaulted the Indians in their hill
positions. Heavy mortars, recoilless guns and rockets softened the
shallow Indian entrenchments; beaten off in frontal attacks, the Chinese
moved to envelop the Indian positions, taking them from the flank or
rear after savage hand-to-hand fighting. Of one company of another
Kumaoni battalion (13 Kumaon), which had dug in on a ridge called
Rezang La, three wounded reached Battalion H.Q. in the valley, five
were taken prisoner; the rest of the company were still in their posi-
tions when an Indian party climbed to Rezang La three months later—
frozen as they died, weapons in hand. Only the Chinese dead had been
removed, and the evidence of battle showed that of those.there had
been many.

Five hours after the Chinese launched their assault the hill positions
had all been overrun or evacuated as they became untenable, and the
Indians concentrated on high ground around Brigade H.Q. in the
valley. But the Chinese did not follow up. They stopped at their claim
line and no attack was made on Chushul itself.

In the Se La~-Bomdi La sector of NEFa, meanwhile, relatively slug-
gish as the pace of the Indian build-up had been, 4 Division had by
November 17th a full complement of infantry, ten bartalions all to-
gether, and 2 modicum of supporting arms: field artillery, heavy mor-
tars, even a dozen light tanks. But that force, which if concentrated in
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over the Tse La* at 15,600 feet, then through Poshing La at about
14,000 feet and down to Tembang, a village on a spur overlooking the
main valley between Se La and Bomdi La, and by 1962, commanding
the road. That the Chinese could follow Bailey’s footsteps and come
out on the road between Dirang Dzong and Bomdi La was foreseen in
General A, S. Pathania’s initial appreciation of his task; but he believed
that it would not be possible for them to come that way in any strength,
and in that assumption he was backed up by Army FLQ. in New Delhi
and by the Intlligence Burcau, Bailey had described parts of the road
as very bad?? and what had been. difficult for a party of half a dozen
or 50 in 1913 could be impassable for large bodics of troops fifty years
later. So, pechaps, the appreciation went. If a Chinesc raiding party did
come that way to block the road, it could be clearcd by troops from
Bomdi La or from Dirang Dzong~or so it was thought. ,
The task given Pathania and 4 Division was to hold Sc La, and thus
block entry through nepa to the plains, But initially there was a pro-
viso in Pathania’s orders from IV Corps authorizing him to pull back
from Sc La and make Bomdi La his main defence position, if the
Chinese struck at Se La before he had been able to build up there in
strength sufficient to hold them, No date or force level was given at
which this proviso would lapse; and so, from the beginning, a possi--
bility was left open for 4 Division to pull back to Bomdi La, There was
no clear concept at any level of how the battle would shape if it began.
If the Chinese did cut the road behind Se La it might be held as a ‘box’,
the steategy that the British armits had successfully developed in the
Iatter Burma campaign during the Second World War. But to hold a
position with the enemy all around demanded not only high morale
from the troops, but also absolute reliability in air supply; by Novem-
ber y7th the Se La garrison had supplies for only onc weck of combat,
And if Se La was intended to be made a box, with Bomdi La another
strong point to the rear, what were 4 Division H.Q. and 65 Brigade
doing camping in their huts and tents at Dirang Dzong? I the Chinese
outflanked Se Lain any strength they could quickly wipe out Divisional
H.Q. The disposition of 4 Division reflected, it scems, the underlying
and resilicnt Indian faith that the Chinese would not attack.
Increasing the difficultics inherent in the decp spread of his division,
Pathania from the beginning of November hiad been dispatching small
bodies of troops to block what he saw as likely routes for Chinese out-

* Quite distinct, and sbout twenty miles on the map from Se La.
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been pitted against Chinese in superior numbers, and paid the price.
With the disintegration of the Guards the Chinese had cut the road
between Bomdi La and Dirang Dzong.

While the Guards were fighting their losing battle at Tembang,
another Indian battalion was beating back repeated Chinese assaults,
The Guards had been pulled out of the positions that they had pre-
pared at Bomdi La to meet the enemy half way, but the defence of Se
La was procceding according to plan. At first light on the 17th, the
Chinese attacked a battalion deployed several miles north.of Se La asa
screen foree, and between dawn and mid-afternoon five attempts to
reduce the defences were beaten back; this resolute action was fought
by 4 Garhwal Riflcs, the unit which had panicked and broken behind
Tawang three weeks before.

According to plan, Brigadicr Hoshiar Singh, commander of 62
Brigade, then ordered the Garhwalis and other screening troops to pull
back to the main defences around the pass itsclf. With five battalions
in mutually supporting positions and sufficient artillery, these were
very strong--strong cnough to hold out as long as their supplies did.
But, as the outline and weight of the two-pronged Chinese attack on
the divisional position became clear, Pathania began to plan and pre- .
pare for withdrawal. In the carly afternoon of the 17th, he asked IV
Corps at Tezpur (to which he was connected by telephone) for per-
mission to pull his headquarters out of Dirang Dzong and move it
southward. Kaul was still helicoptering around the rear of the lost
battle in Walong, and the staff officer in charge at IV Corps refused:
to approve Pathania’s request,

With the emergence of the Chinese in strength at Tembang, cutting
the road back to Bomdi La, Pathania began to press for permission to
pull 62 Brigade off Sc La. As Pathania now saw the position, the fact
that the Chincse had cut the road meant that Se La would be wholly

+dependent upon air supply; and that if the enemy kept up the pressure
for a week they could roll up the Se La defences as their supplies ran
out, and wipe out the garrison. Meanwhile Dirang Dzong, which was
not prepared for defence at all and had a large proportion of non-
combatant troops in the two formation H.Q:s there, could casily be
overrun by the Chinese. From steadily underestimating the danger of
Chinese movement c.iown the Bailey Trail, Pathania had now probably
swung to cxaggerating the strength of the enemy force behind him.
What he now proposed was sound, if the timing were ignored. If 62
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screen troops were still on their way back to the main defences, and
there could be no question of pulling the brigade out before they got
back. If ordered to do so, Hoshiar Singh would begin the withdrawal
the following night, but he said it would be disastrous to attempt it that
night. Pathania appears to have accepted that appreciation, since the
only immediate action that he ordered was for two companics from
Se La to be sent back to Dirang Dzong so as to augment the defences
there. IV Corps was not informed of this, or of similar transfusions
that Pathania made from Bomdi La to Dirang Dzong.

Kaul got back to his headquarters at about half-past seven that night
(37th), and soon afterwards spoke to Pathania, By then, word had
reached 4 Division H.Q. that Chinese troops were moving around Se
La and threatening to cut the road again, this time between Se La and
Dirang Dzong. Thus, if 62 Brigade did not withdraw immediately,
they might not be able to get back at all. Pathania’s request for per-
mission to pull the brigade back was urgent. Kaul made the case for
sticking it out that night at least, but gave nc final order on the tele-
phone. There was then a discussion between Kaul, Thapar, Sen and
Brigadier Palit, the D.M.O. who had come to Tezpur with Thapar—
all IV Corps staff officers were ordered out of the room. After about half an
hour, Kaul emerged with a signal which he handed to Brigadier
K. K. Singh, the B.G.S. IV Corps, for immediate transmission to
Pathania; that signal was an order to pull back from Se La and Dirang
Dzong to Bomdi La,

It happened that just then direct communication with 4 Division had
been lost, and so K. K. Singh had the message passed up to 48 Brigade
at Bomdi La, for relaying to Dirang Dzong. But, within a few minuts,
Kaul called him to say that the signal must be stopped. It had not been
relayed from Bomdi La and was caught there and cancelled.

What had happened, it appears, was that Brigadier Palit was urging
that the division must be told to stand fast at Se La. He had been over-
ruled at first, but he persisted, warning Thapar and Kaul that ‘the
Army could never face the nation if twelve thousand troops ran away
without giving battle’, or words to that cffect;-and this admonition
convinced his superior officers that they had been hasty in ordering a
withdrawal to Bomdi La. Kaul, with Thapar and Sen, then drafted
another signal to 4 Division, and this was dispatched:

X. You will hold on to your present positions to the best of your
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morning, when two battalions of reinforcements were expected to
reach Bomdi La.

Kaul's ambiguous signal to Pathania did not in fact reach 4 Division
until the early hours of the next morning, and Pathania was left with
what Kaul had said on the telephone: that 62 Brigade could prepare for
withdrawal but that final orders would be given only in the morning.
Ambiguity again: prepare might mean ‘plan for’ or it might mean
‘make preliminary movesfor’.

Earlier, Hoshiar Singh had confirmed to his battalion commanders
that there was no question of withdrawal that night, and the Brigade
was making contingency plans for withdrawal the following night.
The troops in their dug-in positions around the pass waited for the
Chinese, whose movements through the night sometimes showed
clearly as they lit their hurried way along trails with burning torches,
and sometimes could be picked out by the sudden barking of dogs
from the few tribal villages, now descrted by their inhabitants. But
before midnight there was another telephone conversation between
Hoshiar Singh and Pathania, and as a result of this onc of the battalions,
in a key position at Se La, was ordered to withdraw immediatcly to a
point bencath and behind the pass. Pathania was to maintain that this
move was Hoshiar Singh’s idea, and that it amounted to redeploy-
ment on Se La, not the beginning of withdrawal from it; but Hoshiar
Singh is reported to have told his protesting battalion commander that
he was himself under categorical orders to pull these troops back
immediately. Whoever initiated this move (and the context was cer-
tainly that Pathania wanted withdrawal as soon as possible, while
Hoshiar Singh was trying to delay it) it unlocked the Se La defences
for the Chinese.

Soon after midnight, the troops concerned were ordered out of the
positions in which they were braced to meet a dawn attack—the
Chinese had not yet fired a shot—and came back to the pass through
the positions of two other battalions. This wholly unexpected move-
ment, carried out without notice in darkness, might have had an un-
nerving effect on troops of the highest morale, and the morale of these
troops was already strained. Whatever confidence they had left in their
commanders might have been dissipated by the vacillation that showed
in the sudden reversal of their orders to stand and fight. As for the
enemy, wherever Indian troops had met him they had been over--
whelmed. Only a few days before, 2 strong fighting patrol of about
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Divisional H.Q. from a range of about a thousand yards. It was the
last straw.

Pathania ordered 65 Brigade, with him at Dirang Dzong, to with~
draw to the plains; he left his headquarters and gave hurried oral orders
to the cavalrymen, Jaagered not far away, to try to fight through to
Bomdi La, and if they could not do so, to abandon their tanks and head
for the plains. Pathania, with fellow officers and a few troops, then left
Dirang Dzong —heading, he later explained, for Phutang to pick up
the company of Indian troops he had stationed there and move the
long way round to Bomdi La; but at Phutang he learned that Bomdi
La had fallen, and made for the plains.

No one took command at Dirang Dzong in Pathania’s place. The
force there—about two battalions of infantry, a squadron of light tanks,
a battery of field guns, and hundreds of personnel from Divisional and
Brigade H.Q.s—was left soon after seven in the morning of November
18th to a sanve qui peut. There were attempts by officers of the rank of
major and below to rally troops into a scratch force around the tanks
and fight to Bomdi La, but this sputtered out against Chinese resistance
just down the road. One of the battalions reached the plains as a unit,
the rest straggled through in small parties. Chinese ambushes took a
toll, so did the wild country and the winter. Divisional H.Q. did not
inform anyone that it was quitting the ficld; the commands at Se La
and Bomdi La were left quite in the dark, as was IV Corps in Tezpur.

Some degree of control was maintained for a while over the troops
withdrawing from Se La, and the first Chinese found enfilading the
road to the rear were cleared. But then the head of the solid, moving
column came under heavy fire from machine-guns. Some attempts to
knock out the guns, organized by Hoshiar Singh, failed; with the road
impassable the retreating troops bunched in confusion, the Chinese
fire taking heavy casualtics, and then the brigade disintegrated into
small parties, making for the plains individually. Many of the partics
were ambushed and killed or captured in the following days, Brigadicr
Hoshiar Singh being shot dead at Phutang on November 27th.

By mid-morning on November 18th, then, 48 Brigadc at Bomdi La
was the only organized Indian formation left in w5ra. The brigade had
six rifle companies stretched round a perimeter originally taken up by
twice as many, and consequently there werce many gaps; but the
troops were awaiting the Chinese attack in prepared positions and
were supported by field guns, heavy mortars and the guns of four light
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were changed accordingly, and they turned back to Rupa—coming
under fire as they did so from the Chinese, who had already taken up
dominating positions in the hills around. That made defence at Rupa
impossible, and the brigade, still being fought as a unit, was ordered by
Corps H.Q. to retire on Chaku, the next place of possible resistance
down the road. The Chinese followed on the hills for a while, harassing
the Indian troops on the road, but then broke contact. The brigade—
which was now no more than the remnants of three battalions, making
about one battalion in strength—marched back through November
19th, reaching Chaku just after dark. An advance party had made a
reconnaissance of the area, allotting positions so that units could take
them up on arrival; the retreat was still controlled. But the Chinese
struck at Chaku from three sides soon after midnight, ambushing a
column that was bringing up supplies and ammunition. Burning
vehicles illuminated the defences, and the Chinese soon penetrated
them. Now at last the brigade broke, control was lost, and the sur-
viving troops made for the plains in small parties.

With the disintegration of 48 Brigade at about three o clock in the
morning of November 20th, no organized Indian military force was
left in NEFA or in the territory claimed by China in the western sector.
Militarily the Chinese victory was complete, the Indian defeat absolute.

The retreat had not stopped, however. Kaul returned to Corps H.Q.
in Tezpur late on the night of November 19th, convinced that the
Chinese would thrust on to the plains. Next morning, after conferring
with General Sen and in the latter’s presence, Kaul gave orders for
Corps H.Q. to move immediately to Gauhati, nearly a hundred miles
to the west and on the other side of the Brahmaputra. Brigadier K.K.
Singh and some other staff officers urged that their duties required
them to stay in Tezpur; after argument Kaul stayed, too. The rest of
Corps H.Q., apart from immovable elements such as the hospital and
its patients, were on the road to Gauhati by that afternoon. Next day
Kaul helicoptered over some of the trails on which the survivors of
4 Division were straggling towards the plains and gave A. S. Pathania
and some wounded men a lift to Tezpur.

kkhkkkkkkkkx

News of the fall of Walong was released in New Delhi only on
November 18th, after preliminary accounts of fierce fighting there,
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under Chincse occupation, and in tacit recognition that the Govern-
ment could do nothing about it. Nehru went on: “We shall not be
content till the invader goes out of India or is pushed out. We shall not
accept any terms that he may offer because he may think that we are
a little frightened by some setbacks. . ..

Of this day, November zoth, the American Ambassador noted in his
diary: ‘It was the day of ultimate panic in Delhi, the first time I have
ever witnessed the disintegration of public morale.” Fear was now in
the air, and rumours: that the Chinese were about to take Tezpur, even
land paratroops in the capital, that General Kaul had been taken
prisoner. Of this latter report President Radhakrishnan observed: ‘It is,
unfortunately, untrue.'182

Late that night Nehru made an urgent, open appeal for the inter-
vention of the United States with bomber and fighter squadrons to go
into action against the Chinesc. His idea was that American aircraft
would undcrtake strikes against Chincse troops on Indian territory if
they continued to advance, and would also provide cover for Indian
cities in case the Chincse air force tried to raid them. The appeal was
detailed, even specifying the number of squadrons required — fifteen. 18
This suggests that Nehru had taken some service advice but he neither
consulted nor informed his Cabinet colleagues. The only copy of this
appeal was kept in the Prime Minister’s sceretariat, instead of being
sent to the Ministry of External Affairs in the usual way.*

* Nothing was known of alf this in India for more than two years. Then in March 1965
the late Sudhir Ghosh, a Congress M.P. to whom President Kennedy had told the story
of Nehru's desperate appeal soon after it was made, referred to it in a speech in the Lok
Sabha. The reaction was violent, and curious: Ghosh was arraignéd for desccrating the
memory of the father of nog-alignment, and with a falschood. Lal Bahadur Shastri, by
then Prime Minister, called for Ghosh and said that he knew nothing about any such
appeal, and moreover there was no record of anything like it in the files of the ministry.
Ghosh asked him to check with the Americans and said he would retract and apologize
if they denied that the appeal had becn made. But the American Embassy, when asked
confirmed that the appeal had indeed been made, and offered to show the Indians the
original (a further search turned up a copy in the Prime Minister’s secretariat files). |
Galbraith's Journal describes the original appeal.

The rest was rather shoddy. Shastri made a carefully worded statement in Parliament,
literally true but misleading in cffect. Ghosh had mentioned an American aireraft carrier
being ordered to the Bay of Bengal; Shastri now denied that Nehru had asked for an
Atuen'can carrier, and stated that none had come to the Bay of Bengal. Ghosh, behaving
with more loyalty and dignity than Shastri deserved, kept silent although his probity
had been impugned, because many Indians did not want to know that Nehru, in 2
moment of panic, had forgotten all about non-alignment, Ghosh told the story in his
autobiography, however,18¢

}Evcn in 1965 Krishna Menon could not bring himself to believe that Nehru had made
this appeal. *Panditji did not make this request,” he said; . . . there was one thing about
Panditji, whatever the cost to himself, he would not do a thing of that kind '8
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because the idea was bruited about the capital by some politicians -
known to be close to him (notably T. T. Krishnamachari) the sus-
picion arose in the Prime Minister’s house that Radhakrishnan had
not been wholly averse to it*

In Tezpur, meanwhile, apprehension that the Chinese were launched
on a full invasion of India naturally found sharper expression, and it
was feared that the invaders would reach the town in a few hours, On
the morning of November 18th, Kaul had telephoned the District
Commissioner to give him the Jatest news of the military situation, and
painted such an alarming picture that the official departed for Calcutta
with his family shortly afterwards. (He was, in fact, on the point of
handing over his responsibilities in the course of normal transfer, and
found in Kaul's account of irresistible Chinese armies rolling towards
Tezpur no reason to delay his departure in order to await the arrival
of his successor.) The new District Commissioner arrived to find that
the civil administration had ceased to function, the townspeople having
been warned through loudspeakers that the authorities could no longer
be responsible for their safety. Some local politicians had stepped into
the breach in their own way and mustered a little crowd for an address.

‘Fired in the sun of their own emotions, [they] described Tezpur as
the bastion of the defence of India and advised people to stay in their
own homes and die under enemy bombs rather than evacuate. Then,
after a good deal more of this kind of stuff, the politicians left, and the
citizens of Tezpur prudently began to do the same.'*®” Great crowds,
including released convicts and inmates of the local asylum, gathered
at the ferry point to be carried across the Brahmaputra River in the
stern-wheel paddle steamers that ply there, carrying up to a thousand
people a trip rather than their safe load of three or four hundred. At the
State Bank, some who stayed raked through the hot ashes of a fire,
started in an attempt to burn some £300,000-worth of currency, in-
cluding coin; the bank officials had tried to get rid of the coin by
throwing it in a lake but gave that up when people began diving for
it.7% The town, filling with bewildered tribespeople from NEFa at one
end while its regular inhabitants poured out at the other, could soon
have become the scene of riot and looting; but the new District Com-
* {S.ﬁcr these events a marked coolness developed in Nehra's attitude to Radhakrishnan
with wh v ; ; : y
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Chaudhuri, the G.0.C.~in-C. Southern Command, as the new Army
Chief, Nehru concurred. Next morning he announced in the Lok
Sabha that Thapar had been granted long leave on grounds of health,
and that General Chaudhuri was to officiate as Chicf of Army Staff.
The House cheered.

Chaudhuri’s first order was that troops retreating in the north-east
should take up positions where they belicved they could make a stand,
and then retreat no more. Then he removed Kaul from command of
IV Corps, replacing him with General Sam Manckshaw—the man
whose carcer Kaul had tried to break by having him charged with dis-
loyalty, and whom Krishna Menon had refused to appoint to com-
mand the new corps at the beginning of October. Corps H.Q. was
ordered back to Tezpur, just twenty-four hours after it had been
ordered out.

The reaction in Assam to the Prime Minister’s speech, and reports
of the breakdowr of the administration in Tezpur, led to Lal Bahadur
Shastri’s being sent there to brace the civil authorities and report on the
situation to Nehru. At about six o’clock on the moming of November
215t the Home Minister's party gathered at New Delhi airport to take
the single daily flight to Assam. Noticing a crowd and an air of excite-
ment around the news-stand, one of the party went to buy a paper and
saw a headlined announcement that China was going unilaterally to
stop the fighting and then withdraw from n8rA. Shastri and his com-
panions drove immediately to the Prime Minister’s residence, and
found him just up and still dressing. He gave Shastri the impression that
he had not heard of the Chinese announcement, although the news
had reached the newspapers several hours before.1#2 Thus the Govern-
ment learned that China had been engaged not on an invasion of India,
but on a giant punitive expedition.
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The Indians would be expected to keep their armed forces twenty
kilometres away from the line of actual control, too, and China
‘reserved the right to strike back’ if they did not do so. Both Govern~
ments could establish civilian police posts on their side of the line,
however; and Peking proposed that officials meet on the border to
discuss the siting of such posts, implementation of the joint with-
drawals, and return of prisoncrs. Then the two Prime Ministers should
meet again to scck an amicable scttlement: Nehru would be welcome
in Pcking, but if that were inconvenient for him, Chou En-lai would
be preparcd to go to New Delhi again. China hoped that India would
‘make a positive response’. But, ‘even if the Indian Government failfed]
to make such a response in good time’, China would put her stated
intentions into cffect.d

This was the proposal that Chou En-lai had first made to Nehru in
his letter of November 7th, 1959, (hence the allusion to that date to
define ‘the line of actual control’), and reiterated after the Namka Chu
battle. Again and again in the course of the dispute China had urged
it on India as the only possible way to de-fuse the borders and clear
the way for settlement; as consistently, India had rejected it—most
recently and brusquely on October 24th, after the first Chinese attack.
Now, at the point of a smoking gun, a victorious China imposcd not
a victor’s terms but what she had proposed all along. The difference
was that it had now ceased to be a proposal. China intended to put it
into effect, and warned of grave consequences if India did not recipro-
cate on her side by keeping troops twenty kilometres back from the
line, But that warning was watcred down by another. If the Indians
attempted to resume the forward policy in the western sector, or to
move troops back into the Thag La triangle, ‘China reserves the right
to strike back’. There was the real trigger clause in Peking’s declara-
tion of intent. '

Later the Chinese explained their plan. They had advanced into the
territory south of the McMahon Line ‘in order thoroughly to rout the
Indian reactionaries and to shatter their plan of altering the border
status quo by armed force, and to create conditions for a negotiated
settlement’. There was nothing incomprehensible about these measures,
the Chinesc said, and cited as proof of their effectiveness that the
Indians had ‘begun to have a little more sense, and the border tension
has basically eased".> The Chinese move came as a surprise only be-
cause the Indian version of what was happening was so widely accepted.
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military realities and the urgings of an aroused political opinion,
Nehru played for time. After first introducing the new Defence
Minister, Chavan, to the House, Nehru simply said that no official
message 2bout a ceasefire had been received from Peking, and that
until one came he would express no opinion about the Chinese pro-
posals. As for negotiations, ‘our position . . . continues to be... that
the position as it existed prior to September 8th, 1962, shall be re-
stored”.® This measured, cautious reaction was in sharp contrast to the
instant and categorical rejection with which the Indian Government
had met China’s previous diplomatic move, and it scems to have been
the result of some strenuous persuasion by Galbraith. Fearing demon-
strative and out-of-hand rejection and sceing that it would only make
the Indian position worse, he had urged the Government to be non-
committal.*

The moment the Prime Minister sat down Opposition members
were on their feet, denouncing what Frank Anthony called ‘a typical
piece of calculated Chinese trickery” and demanding assurances that
the Government would ignore the ceascfire and continue to refuse
negotiations. ‘Decency, dignity and self-respect require that we nego-
tiate only after the barbarians are driven out,’ another member cried.
Asoka Mehta said that the Chinese move was ‘fraudulent’, others saw
it as an ultimatum. As usual the massed benches of the Congress Party
were relatively restrained, but opinion was solid there, too, that the
Chinese proposals must be rejected. Later that day all the Opposition
Parties except the Communists issued a joint statement: “The Chinese
offer of a unilateral ceasefire is only another of their notorious
manceuvres, calculated to cause confusion and disruption in our
national front, gain time for consolidation and build up for another
infamous offensive and prevent us from mobilizing resources from
inside and outside and create doubts in the minds of our friends in
world democracy.” The Prime Minister must not allow himself to be
taken in, the statement continued, and the Government should re-
assure the nation that it would stand firmly by the policy of determined
resistance and no negotiations.?

That night it was announced that the text of China’s declaration had -
been received, but the spokesman would not comment beyond saying:

* The American Ambassador had by now become in effect a privy councillor to the Indian
Government, a role Galbraith played with zest and tace. His A doy” i
Hamilton, London, 1969) is revealing about these events, > Ambessator’s Joumal (lamish
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the withdrawal of Chinese troops for twenty kilometres all along the
1959 line of actual control would in fact place thcm. ’wc!l bc@d their
positions of September 8th, 1962. But in New Delhi'’s view it was not
enough for the Chinese to withdraw their troops; the Indians wantc_d
all Chinese personnel to withdraw; and they wanted to return to their
forward policy positions themselves, in the wake of the Chinese with-
drawal.

A week after the ceasefire, Chou En-lai wrote again to Nehru,
appealing for Indian reciprocation of the Chinese measures. He urged
that the Chinese proposals had given ‘full consideration to the decency,
dignity and self-respect of both sides’, and argued that their implemen-~
tation would not involve gain or loss of territory for cither side. But he
warned that Chinese withdrawal could not by itself be expected to
prevent clashes, and that Indian refusal to co-operate would jeopardize
the ceasefire.?® If the Chinese had expected that the brutal surgery of
their military operation would change the disputatious Indian approach,
Nehrn's reply must have disabused them. He touched on all the old
Indian arguments, implying that they were proven and accepted by
China, and assumed that Chou accepted the Indian version of the
origins of the fighting, ‘As you know, the earlier minor clashes occurred
because your forces attacked the small Indian patrols of posts guarding
against surreptitious aggressive intrusions in Indian territory . . ." and
so on. He reiterated that ‘positive clarifications’ were required on the
‘rather confusing and complicated’ Chinese proposal, and urged again
‘the clear and straightforward [Indian] proposal’ for restoration of the
situation that obtained before September 8th,16

A sharply worded Chinese note of December 8th accused India of
‘deliberate haggling and evading an answer’. Peking put three blunt
questions: ‘Does the Indian Government agree, or does it not agree,
to a ceasefire? . . . Does the Indian Government agree, or does it not
agred, that the armed forces of the two sides should disengage and
withdraw each twenty kilometres from the November 7th, 1959, line
of actual control? . . . Does the Indian Government agrec, or does it
not agree, that officials of the two sides should meet. . . ? But the Indian
position was such now that the only possible public answer to the
questions was: ‘Yes and no.’ For domestic and international effect
Nehru and his colleagues were saying that the struggle with China
would continue, that the deceitful Chinese proposals must be rejected,
the Chinese warning, that India must not send troops right up to the -
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that, the two sides ceased to be in contact anywhere in the castern
sectar. The Chinese had not followed up the Indian troops retrcating
down the Lohit valley from Walong, nor did they press on after those
making for the plains from Chaku. Although the Chincse scem to have
made no attempt to round up the thousands of Indian troops out-
flanked and left behind by their advance, skirmishes continued in NEFA
for a week after the ceascfire. Some parties of Indians were ambushed
on their trek to the plains, sometimes suffering heavy casualtics in these
actions, Most of the retreating Indians had no knowledge of the cease-
fire, and it appears that in some instances Chinese troops disregarded
it.

In the western sector, the ceasefire was more definitive, There the
Chinese had not advanced on.Chushul after overrunning the forward
Indian positions, around the heights at Rezing La, but they had been
shelling the Indians around Chushul itself and the airstrip; that firing
ceased at the given time. The Indian Army in the western sector had
suffered from nonc of the confusion and indecision that had com-
pounded the rout in the cast, and was still in a fighting posturc at the
ceascfire, ready to give battle if the Chinese advanced further. Heavy
reinforcement of the Chushul force continued, and within a few days
of the ceasefire the Indians were sending out patrols again to develop
contact with their enemy and test his intentions.

On the plains below nera the Indians were more cautious, A new
brigade there was ordered not to move across the Chinese claim line,
i.c. to keep back from the hills themselves; and Army H.Q. instructed
IV Corps to make no provocations and -avoid patrol clashes. As the
survivors from the debacle trickled on to the plains they were collected
into unit groups, preparatory to the long task of reorganizing them
and repairing their broken morale. Survivors continued to cmerge
from the foot-hills for several weeks, so arduous was their trek back,
and many Indian troops died from exposure or starvation on the way.

It was a long time before any count of Indian losses could be made.
In 1965 the Defence Ministry released these figures:

Killed . . . 1,383
Missing. . . 1,606
Captured . . 3,068

Twenty-six of the Indians dicd of wounds in captivity, the remainder
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I am sure that a man like you, full of energy and patriotism, °
should not merely rest without doing anything useful for the
country. Perhaps a little later you can find this useful work. . . .

Yours affectionately, _
’ JAWAHARLAL NEHRUP

According to Kaul, Nehru later amplified that closing hint, telling him
that he might be appointed lieutenant-governor of Himachal Pradesh.
Feclers were apparently put out in New Delhi to test the likely political
reaction. Perhaps the Prime Minister concluded that it would be too
strongly adverse to Kaul's appointment, even to such a sinecure; at
all events the idea was dropped. But at Nehru's behest Kaul was later
employed by a Dr Tcja, a financier who had persuaded the Prime Minis-
ter to provide huge sums of Government money to finance a ship-
building industry. Kaul resigned before long, and Teja was indicted
for fraud.

General Thapar was more fortunate. He was made Indian Ambas-
sador to Afghanistan, his appointment being one of the last papers
signed by Nehru before his death in 1964. General Sen continued s
G.0.C-in-C. Eastern Command until he resigned from the Army,
some time after these events. General Prasad, whom Sen had removed
from command of 4 Division after the Namka Chu debacle, was rein-
stated when he appealed personally to the President, and given another
division, this time in Western Command. During the 1965 India~
Pakistan war he allowed his personal papers to fall into encmy hands,
and these were found to include a protest against his supersession, with
numerous bitter criticisms of his superiors and the Government, with
which Pakistani propaganda made great play. Prasad left the Army
immediately. General A, S. Pathania, who had commanded 4 Division
inits Se La—Bomdi La debacle, resigned soon after the ceasefire. Briga-
dier Dalvi was repatriated in May 1963, He had been held separate
from the other captured Indian officers, indeed in solitary confinement,
but was brought together with his compatriots of the rank of major
and above for repatriation. The Chinese, explaining that they thought
the route back through wera taken by other Indian prisoners would
be too arduous for the officers, took them by road and air to Kunming,
where they were picked up by an Indian Air Force plane.

Dalvi was thereafter given two substantive promotions, and com-
manded a brigade in action in the 1965 war with Pakistan, He ap-
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before they could be uncrated and issued to the troops; and a Russian
helicopter, in serviceable condition. .

Peking asked Newr Delhi to arrange for the matériel to be reccived,
and Indian civilian parties were sent to take control of it, the Chinese
checking off the items and taking receipts. China did not publicize this
extraordinary transaction, and said later that there was no intention
to do so; it was simply a gesture ‘to further demonstrate . . . sincerity
for a peaceful settlement’.® But although they co-operated by for-
mally receiving the returned matériel, the Indians bitterly resented what
they felt as an added humiliation, and denounced the Chinese gesturz
as a propaganda manceuvre—thereby drawing attention to it.

The Indian Army did not return to NEFA on the hecls of the with-
drawing Chinese. Administration was taken over by civilians, who
reached Tawang on January 21st, 1963; and it was many months
before the first Indian troops moved back into NEFA. The ceasefire
remained informal, Indian observation of it tacit, though careful. New
Delhi ignored the Chinese demand that Indian troops be withdrawn
twenty kilometres from the line of actual control in the western and
middle sectors, and Peking did not press that point. But in the eastern
sector the Indians kept out of the territory between Thag La ridge and
the map-marked McMahon Line, and patrolling up to the McMahon
Line was left to the Assam Rifles The Army, its own tactical interests
coinciding with the Chinese demand, now kept well back.

ok kkdkkokkdkk

In the aftermath of the ceasefire, the Indian Government found that
among the Afro-Asian countries there was 2 marked inclination to give
Peking credit for a genuine attempt to return the dispute to the nego-
tiating table. New Delhi felt itsclf under pressure to accept the Chinese
ceasefire proposals, and resented it. “Those who do not understand the
full significance of the deceptive Chinese proposals naturally ask why
we cannot accept [them],” the official spokesman in New Delhi ex-
plained at the end of November; and Nehru noted with some exas-
peration that the non-aligned countries were failing to grasp things
that were obvious to India,®

President Nasser of the United Arab Republic was giving the Indian
Government no grounds for complaint at this time, however. The .
Indians found him ‘one hundred per cent’ behind them, and prepared
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Indian civilian posts across the line of actual control (i.c. the Chinese .
claim line) in the western sector had ‘to be agreed upon’ by China.

When Mrs Bandaranaike came to New Delhi in January to submit
the Colombo proposals, the Indians persuaded her to allow them to
remové that ambiguity. The Indian Ministry of External Affairs
drafted, and Mrs Bandaranaike released, ‘dlarifications’ of the original
proposal * This was the key passage: ‘The demilitarized zone of twenty
kilometres created by the Chinese military withdrawals fin the western -
sector] will be administered by civilian posts of both sides. This is a
substantive part of the Colombo Conference proposals. It is as to their
location, the number of posts and their composition that there has to
be an agreement between the two Governments of India and China,'#
Nchru then informed Mrs Bandaranaike that India accepted the
Colombo proposals, as thus clarified, in principle.?” At the same time
Chou En-lai informed Mrs Bandaranaike that China accepted the pro-
posals in principle,® and it seemed that the two sides were for once in
agrecment, :

But Chou stated what he called ‘two points of interpretation” which
were in fact reservations. As ‘clarified’ by the Indian Government, the
proposals Jooked to China’s fulfilling most of the provisions of her
ccascfire declaration, but cxempted India from any obligation of
reciprocity. Chou now suggested that in the cast, as in the west, the
Indians’ military forces should stay where they were. But the crux,
from the Chinese point of view, appears to have lain in his second
‘point of interpretation’. He argued that the Indians should not be
allowed back into the strip in the west into which they had infilerated
under the forward policy, either with troops or civilian personnel. To
allow this, Peking maintained, would be ‘tantamount to recognizing
as legitimate the Indian armed invasion of this area and its setting up of
forty-three strongpoints there between 1950 and 1962.2° Instead, Chou
volunteered that China would pull all her posts out of that area, civilian
as well as military. Chou suggested that neither his “points of inter-
pretation’ nor reservations on the Indian side should delay the opening
of talks. Such differences could be resolved in the talks themselves,

But the Indian Government was as resistant as ever to any kind of
direct exchanges with the Chinese. “We cannot have any kind of talks,

* Mrs Bandaranaike admitted that the New Delhi ‘cdarifications’ drafted
Indian Government in her March letter to Chou Fa-lai. Thm: cﬁ:ncsm:lvc:: she v:ro::?\?a;

‘gxat;c:‘ ;y;’tiaoc Government of India . . . [and] is expressed in the language of the Indian
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been a casual remark, e explained. ‘“What I said was that if and when
the time came for it, if the House agrees, if Parliament agrees, we might
perhaps think of it.’* In spite of the qualifications with which he had
watered down his first reference to the International Court, Nehru
later quoted it to Chou En-lai, citing this as proof of his sincere desire
for a peaceful settlement.3® The gambit was safe, there was no possi-
bility of Peking’s accepting it and submitting a question concerning
China’s sovereignty to adjudication—especially by a body on which
China was represented by the K.M.T.

By this time it was plain that the Indian Government’s determina-
tion not to negotiate a settlement had only been confirmed by the
defeat on the borders. Writing to Nehru in April 1963, Chou En-lai
accused him of taking a dishonest approach, and of having nointention
whatever of holding negotiations. India, he said, had exploited ambi-
guities in the Colombo proposals to interpret those as conforming
with the Indian demand for restoration of the September 8th positions,
and was now trying to convert them into an adjudication and force
them on China. As for the reference to the International Court, that
was ‘plainly an attempt to cover up the fact that the Indian Govern-
ment refuses to negotiate’. Chou reiterated China’s readiness to open
negotiations immediatcly on the basis of the Colombo proposals,
which both sides had accepted in principle. But, he went on, ‘if the
Indian Government, owing to its internal and external political re-
quirements, is not prepared to hold negotiations for the time being,
[China] is willing to wait with patience.’s

A year later Nehru said in Parliament that he would be willing to
consider opening talks if the Chinese completely evacuated the twenty-
kilometre strip on their side of the line in the western sector (implying
that India would waive her insistence on the re-establishment of Indian
posts in that zone).?” Chou En-lai had previously proposed exactly that
compromise, and when the idea was put to the Chinese Government
by two emissaries of Bertrand Russell, who had discussed it with
Nehru, the Chinese did not rule it out; but they said that the proposal,
if seriously meant, should come from the Indian Government itself,
New Delhi, however, instantly denied that the Russell emissaries had
been entrusted with any message from Nehru, and said only that if the
Chinese evacuated the western strip ‘the new situation . . . might merit
consideration’.® But by this time the Chinese Government had de-
cided that it would be useless to open discussions on the borders with
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forward staunchly in the hour of India’s need, denouncing China,
offering India weapons and other assistance.

The emotional climate in which non-alignment, and especially
Indian attitudinizing about it, had flourished was profoundly changed.
In the wider international environment, too, the circumstances which
had made Indi2’s non-alignment meaningful and, recently, welcome
had also changed. The cold war was over, giving way to a period of
wary détente between the United States and the Soviet Union.
America’s most active efforts were increasingly to be in Asia, against
" China. It was too early for it to be discerned that the Soviet Union too
was moving in that direction; but it could be seen that there were the
beginnings of a serious split between Moscow and Peking. India’s
falling-out with China fitted in with the emerging new pattern of big-
power relationships, allowing her to move towards what was in
effect bi-alignment—with Washington and Moscow, against Peking.
The Russians were not put off by the substantial American military
assistance to India (Nehru had informed Moscow of his appeal to the
U.S.A. for help, the Russians had replied that they understood both
the request and the need for it):4! on the contrary, the Soviet Union
steadily built up its own contributions of economic and military
assistance to India. After 1965, when American military aid was cut
off, Moscow became India’s biggest source of defence equipment.

In the immediate aftermath of the border war, however, it appeared
that India was simply moving closer to the United States. Nehru
maintained that non-alignment was -alive and unimpaired; but in
January 1963, according to Galbraith, the Indian Foreign Secretary
expressed his Government’s willingness ‘to work with the United
States both politically and militarily in the rest of Asia’ for the con-~
tainment of China#? Nothing came of this offer—the State Depart-
ment appears from Galbraith’s account to have been chary—and
per.haps it represented the extreme Indian swing away from the pre-1962
attitudes. But open confirmation of the distance India had travelled
. under the shock of the border war was to be seen in the presence in

New Delhi of an American military mission and the squadron of
C-130 transports, ferrying American supplies to Ladakh. On reccipt of
Nehr.:u s call for help President Kennedy had dispatched Averell
Harriman to India with a team of high-level State Department and
Pentagon advisers and General Paul Adams, commander of the mobile
strike force which the United States kept ready for emergency ground
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one of bis associates), Harriman ‘hinted at the need for a settlement of
the Kashmir dispute and for taking measures for joint defence with
Pakistan’.4¢ The delicacy soon diszppeared, and Harriman and Sandys
Jaunched an all-out effort to use the promise of arms aid to Jever India
into settlement with Pakistan. That meant compromise by India, in-
volving at least the surrender of 2 good part of the valley of Kashmir,
and there was never 2 chance that India would agree to that. The
British and the Americans had been misled by a mirage effect of India’s
mood of ‘nothing matters but repelling the Chinese’. Indians at all
levels were saying that the time had come to settle with Pakistan—but
they meant, settle on the status guo in Kashmir. To the Pakistanis, that
was no settlement, but rather a refusal to reach one. Nevertheless,
Harriman and Sandys pressed on (the latter pushing harder), and a
week after their arrival it was announced that Nehru and President
Ayub of Pakistan were to meet in an attempt to resolve the Kashmir
dispute. The very next day, to the chagrin of Sandys, Nehru reassured
an alarmed Parliament that he would not consider anything that in-
volved ‘an upset of the present arrangement in Kashmir’. What he had
in mind for his meeting with Ayub, plainly, was not ‘negotiations’ but
“talks’. The Indo-Pakistan exchanges broke down after a series of fruit-
less preliminary meetings at ministerial level, when it became unmis-
takable that the most India was prepared to concede towards a
settlement—modification of the ceasefire line in Kashmir—fell un-
bridgeably short of the least Pakistan would accept.

American arms aid continued, héwever, over strenuous and alarmed
protests from Pakistan, until Pakistan's attempt to shake Kashmir out
of India’s grip by force set off their three-week war in 1965. Then
American arms aid was cut off, and India thereafter turned to the
Soviet Union for military assistance. At the same time Pakistan, who,
beginning with her own boundary settlement, had progressively
moved into more cordial relations with Peking, began to receive
military equipment from China,

The Indian role in international affairs after the border war was
never what it had been before. Largely this no doubt reflected the im-
pact of that debacle: an India whose weakness had been so brutally
exposed, and who, for all her protestations to the contrary, seemed to
be in tacit alliance with the United States against China, could no
longer claim the role of leader of the non-aligned countries. But beyond .
that, the 19605 were to be for India the beginning of 2 period of
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out as entirely improper. Kaul submitted two long statements. Some -
officers in Army H.Q., notably Brigadier Palit; the D.M.O., submitted
reports to the new Chief of Army Staff, Chaudhuri, but these were not
passed on to Henderson Brooks. Neither was the report Brigadier
Dalvi submitted on his repatriation from China in May 1963 —and in
fact by then the inquiry was almost closed.

Thus Henderson Brooks and his colleague did not have access to
the full picture, and were cut off from inquiry into the crucial_cx-—
changes between the civilian leadership and Army H.Q. Decisions
made there could, however, be followed in their impact on lower
formations, and the Henderson Brooks report traces the foots of dis- ‘
aster to the ‘higher direction of war’, and the failure of the senior
soldiers, after mid-1961, to resist policies that they knew—or should
bave known~—to be militarily impractical. The report followed the
NEFA fighting in detail and the responsibility of Kaul, Sen and Thapar
for the debacle was made clear although the blame was left tacit. By
the nature of the events it described, however, the report could not
have been but most damaging to Nehru and the Government, and
therefore it was classified, and kept, top secret. Explaining that *we
should never . . . say or do things which could only give heart to the
encmy and demoralize our own men’, Chavan merely made a state-
ment to Parliament about it.%® This mildly noted that there had been
some interference from higher Army levels with tactical matters that
should have been left to those in the field, and that ‘shortcomings’ had
been apparent among some commanders above brigade level. Chavan
explained the ‘series of reverses’ from the Namka Chu to Bomdi La, by
the fact that ‘these battles were fought on our remotest borders and
were at heights not known to the Army and at places which geogra-
phically had all the disadvantages for our troops and many advantages
for the enemy.” He offered as consolation the thought that ‘such initial
reverses are a part of the tide of war and what matters most is who wins
the Jast battle.” The Hendetson Brooks report was by no means a
whitewash, but, thus diluted by the Government, it was used as such
and there was little the Opposition could do about it. It was known
too, of course, that whatever errors of commission and omission had
led to the debacle in nEFA the Defence Ministry and the Army were
now under new leadership, and that a massive reorganization, enlarge-
ment and re-equipment of the Army were under way. The Congress
Party was therefore ready to let bygones be bygones; and it is likely
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and armed for combat in mountainous country, and was able to replace
jts obsolete equipment and stores with the latest available American
and British supplies. Although a good deal of the expense was covered
by military assistance, the suddenly increascd outlay on defence inevit-
ably had a distorting cffect on the third Five Year Plan, which had
begun in 1961, The Indian development effort had begun to labour in
the late 19505 but in the succeeding decade flagged and failed. The
burden of rearmament and of developing and maintaining a strong
defensive posture along the northern borders was undoubtedly at least
one of the main factors in this failure. .

The political position of the Army in India had been charply
changed, almost reversed, by the debacle. There would be no more
interference by the civilian$ in internal Army matters, in future it
would be the chastened politicians who would know their place,
rather than cavalierly keep the soldiers in theirs. The politicians’
perennial fear of an Army coup was sharpencd. In a letter to Bertrand
Russell in December, Nehru referred to “the danger of the military
mentality spreading in India, and the power of the Army increasing’ .5
The Government made plans to anticipate any attempt by the military
to seize power. B. J. Patnaik, in addition to his responsibilities in re-
cruiting and training Tibetan refugees for guerrilla action in their
homeland, was put in charge of the Government's counter-coup
planning, and Malik of the Intelligence Bureau seconded to work with
him. Senior officers were watched, their conversations ‘bugged’, even
those of the visiting Chief of the Imperial General Staff, General Sir
Richard Hull, according to one of those most closely concerned with
this operation. Special battalions of the Central Reserve Police were
posted near the capital, plans made to whisk Nehru away to safety ina
hiding-place in the old city before the Army could get him. These
fears were unfounded, the soldiers were quite content to get on with
their own jobs, the happier for the huge task of re-equipment and
expansion which they now faced. But that the fears were real and
persistent was to be shown the day Nehru died, May 27th, 1964.-
General Chaudhuri, the Army Chief, ordered several thousand extra
troops into the capital to police the route of the cortége and the crema~
tion ground: this was enough to make Malik suspect that the coup
was at last in the making, and the Government intensified its watch.
Chaudhuri went down with heat-stroke after the funcral, and this no
doubt helped reassure the civilians: later he was asked to explain by
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leadership to more open attack by his opponents within Congess, as
well as from the Opposition. ) :

On the Right, the Jan Sangh probably rcaped some benefit from the
nationalist emotions aroused by the border war, and from the sense of
national humiliation, more lasting, that followed it. But the influence
of the Sino-Indian dispute on the political balance within India was
far from radical, and probably it did no more than accelerate trends
already in progress.

The decline of Nehru, in personal bearing as well as political stature,
was one of the most marked and perhaps saddest consequences of the
border war. ‘I think he collapsed,” Krishna Menon said later of Nehru
after 1962: ‘it demoralized him completely because everything he had
built up in his life was going.”® The remaining youthfulness was
stricken from his shoulders, and he was left stooped and unsteady,
cherishing a bitter sense of injury against the Chinese, who he felt had
betrayed him and all he had striven for. Criticism began to be open;
the old question ‘After Nehrn, who?' came to be asked with lively
interest and even anticipation, the approaching change secen now as
something to be welcomed.

*hkhkkkkkkkk%

After the border war, much less was heard in India about forcing the
Chinese ‘to vacate their aggression’ —although in 1970 the opposition
Congress tried to commit the Government to doing just that. The
forward policy was not revived. The Army built up its strength in
Ladakh and opened roads to its forward positions; but these remained
outside the Chinese claim line—and the dispositions were defensive.
- The soldiers appreciated that the tactical advantages in the western
sector were so overwhelmingly with the Chinese that it would never
be possible to develop and sustain a major offensive against them there.
If the Chinese were ever to be driven off the Aksai Chin plateau, it
could only be after they had been defeated militarily elsewhere. But the
overall superiority in numbers of the Chinese Army and their advan-
tages in movement on the Tibetan plateau make it likely that the
Indians can never hope to mount a successful offensive action anywhere
on the northern borders—so long as China’s central power is unbroken.

While the borders thus settled down into an armed truce, diplomatic
relations between China and India were also frozen in a sort of limbo.
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Army Formations and Units (cont.)
4 Arllery Bde., 331
Parachute Bde., 352
4 Garhwal Rifles, 330, 331, 370, 400
1/8 Gotkha Rifles, 204
1o Gorkha Rifles, 306; to Lumpu,
330; to Tsangdhar, 332; to
Namka Chu, 336; to Tsangle,
357; overrun, 357
£ Gremadiers, 331; reach Namka
Chu, 352; broken up, 358
s Guards, stand at Tembang, 399
5 Jat, 235
6 Kumaon, 393
13 Kumaon, 396
9 Punjab: ordered to Dhola, 3013
reach Dhola, 306; orderéd to take
Thag Ya, 306; meet Chunese,
308; to Tseng-jong, 337; broken
up, 358
2 Rajput, 330; to Tsangdhar, 332;
to Namka Chn, 336; ordered to
Yamtso La, 338; overrun, 357
Rajputana Rifles, 186
1 Sikh, 306, 330, 331
Army Service Corps, 186
Assam, 39, 409, 414

Assam Rifles, 428; patrol massacred, .

74; establich Dhola Post, 295; at
Walong, 392, 303
Associated Press, 300
automatic rifles, see rifles, antomatic
Ayub, President, 206, 274,436

BacrAT, Bric. P. S. 2 437

Bailey, Capt. . M., 51

Bailey Tral, 51, 307, 309

Bajpai, Sir G. S., 767

Bakshi Ghulam Mohammed, 216 n

Bardaramike, Mrs S, 423, 420; and
‘clarifications”, 430 2nd n

Bandung Confercnoc, 82, 2612

INDEX

Bara Hoti, see middle sector

Berubari Union, 153

Bevin, Ernest, 260 n

Bhutan, 37; boundary with Assam,
40; and Britain, 63; and India, 68,
83 n, 115; complaint to IV Corps,
354andn

Bhutto, Z. A., 215,217 n

Bitla, G. D., 2723, 381

*birthday attack’, 393

Blitz, 231

Bomdi La: Indian Army reaches,
1960, 182~3; ordered to hold at,
368; and defence line, 390;
gartison  reduced, 399, 407:
Chinese attack, 407 -

Bose, Subhas Chandra, 387

Boundary Commission of 1846-7, 26

Brahmaputra Valley, 30

Brooks, Henderson, see Henderson
Brooks

Bulganin, 275

Bum La, 330, 388; Chinese cross, 368

Burma, boundary negotations, 100,
267; agreement with China, 161,

230-13

CABINET SYSTEM IN INDIA, 91, 183

Cacdia, Lord, 419

Calcutts, 370

Camp David, 144, 278

Ceopital, 271

Caroe, O. K., 54-5

casualties, Indian, 424

CENTO, 207

Central Intelligence Agency, 256

Chaku, 408

Changchenmo Valley, 27, 28, 36
see also Kongka Pass

Chaudhuri, Gen. J. N., 419; quoted
171; appointed C.O.A.S., 413~
414; and coup fears, 440
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Dalai Lama (cont.)
flight from Lhasa, 103, 105 1,
263; activities in India, 105, 264;
Nehru's call on, 1253 Indms
welcome to, 264

Dalvi, Brig. John S.: O.C. 7 Bde.,
72 n, 295; reaches Dhola area,
307; career, 309; on resignation,
316; impression of Chinese
troops, 344; submits resignation,
356; captured, 358; repatriated,
426; later service, 426-7; and
Henderson Brooks inquiry, 438

Darjeeling, 69 and n

Daulat Beg OMMi: established, 204;
evacuated, 370

Jefence line, 30091

delimitation, definition of, 23 n

demarcation, definition of, 23 n

Demchok (Parigas), 138, 199, 204,
219, 225, 326

Desai, M. J,, 221, 232

Desai, Morarji, 113, 303, 381

Dhola Post: established, 205-6;
Government  confirms,  296;
Chinese claim to arca, 297;
Indian Army misgivings, 297;
China protests, 298; Chinese
invest, 297-8; Indian reaction,
299~300, 306; Kaul arrives, 333;
Chinese view of, 346; motives of
Chinese investment, 349-50

Digboi, oilfield, 413

Dillon, General J. 5., 204

Diphu Pass, 213, 214 n

Dirang Dzong, 306, 400; British
occupy, 60-61; Indians defend,
397; peaceful armosphere at,
405; evacuation, 406

Distant Driins, 197 n

Dogras, 23~5

Dulles, John Foster, 146, 180

INDEX

Dunkirk, 384, 437
Durand Line, 22, 47, 52
Dutt, S., 200

FISENHOWER, PRESIDENT, 145, 270

Elgin, Lord, 32, 33

emergency, state of, 383, 439

Evening Star, Washington, 152 n

Everest, Mt, 1690-70

eviction operation, sce Leghorn,
Operation

FELp, Pror. A. R.; 127 11

First World War, and Simla Con- -

ference, $3

‘fissiparous tendencies’, 205-6, 381

Formosa, 260, 274, 386; see also
Kuomintang

Forward Policy: Times of India fore-
shadows, 173~4; conccpuon, 174~ -
176; Army's resiskance to,
109205, 218-19, 254-5; direc-
tive, 221~3; implementation, 232,
255; Chinese reaction to, 236,
286

GALBRAITH, Pror. J. K., U.S. Ambas-
sador, 228, 410, 420 and n, 4343
statement on McMahon Line, 364

Galwan Valley, 237-9, 255; post
wiped out, 358 :

Gandhi, Mrs Indira, 164 1, 443

Gandhi, M. K., 145, 382 n

Gartok, 87, 235

Gaza, Indian troops in, 186

Ghatate, N. M. 2101

Ghosh, Atulya, 140

Ghosh, Sudhir, 410 n

Goa, Indian seizure of; 22732

Gopal, Dr S., 119-20, 128

Gorkhas, 37, 238 and n; see also Army
Formations and Units
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Kaul, Gen, B. M. (cont.)

Leghom, 337; reports on occupa-

tion of Tseng-jong, 338; reaction
to Chinese attack, 338; returns to
Delhi, 339-40; illness, 355; re-
sumes command, 388-90; to
Walong, 393; at Teju, 394;
returns to Tezpur, 402; with-
drawal order to 4 Div., 402~3;
orders IV Corps to Gauhati, 408;
resigns, 425, 426; and Henderson
Brooks inquiry, 438

‘Kaul-boys’, 190, 194

Kavics, L. J., quoted, 185 n

Rennedy, President, 229; view of
Nehru, 247; sapport for India,
364

Kenyatta, President, 364

Kerala, 270, 274, 279

Khabarovsk, 282

Khera, S. S., 103, 340-41

Khinzemane, 105 1, 108, 109, 267;
Chinese warnings on, 143; esta~
blishment, 293; Indian under-
taking about, 294; Chinese
attack, 358

Khotan, 26

Khurmnak Fort, 199, 220 and n

Khursheed, K. H., 216 n

Kibithoo, 392

Kokand, 28

Kongka Pass, 36

Kongka Pass clash, 110-11, 199, 236;
effect in India, 111, ¥31-3;
Chinese warning after, 136;
Chinese view of, 267-8

Korea, 188, 260-61, 304

Kripalani, Acharya, 112, 139, 177,
183, 193, 231

Krishnamachari, T. T., 412

Krushchev, 275, 365; in U.S.A., 144,
276; visit to Delhi; 147, 149; to

INDEX

Pcking, 278; on China, 279; in
Chinese view, 285-6; onintended -
Indian attack, 345; letter to
Nchru, 366; and Cuba, 379

Kucn Lun, Mts, 26, 28; as southern
limit of China, 29; Indian claim
-~ line on, 233

Kumaon, 38

Kumaonis, see Army Formations and
Units

Kumaramangalam, Gen. P. P,; 189

Kuomintang: attitude fo McMahon
Line, 69, 78; in Burma, 2115
activities in Kalimpong, 264;
protests at U.S. statement on .
McMahon Line, 364; Indian
approach to, 386

Kutch, Rann of; 297 n

Laparu: history, 23-5; Indian move
into, 18%¢

Ladakh boundary, 25-6; in 1873, 28

Lak Tsang range, 33 :

Lamb, Prof. Alastair, quoted, 52, 53 n

Lanak Pass (La), 36; Indian patrols to,
83, 110

Lansdowne, Lord, 29

Le, 206, 309

League of Nations, Chinese appeal to,
211

Lee-Enfield rifle, 236

Leghom, Operation: ordered, 304;
named, 304 and n; plan for, 318;
publicized, 319; Xaul's view of,
324; China’s forcknowledge of, -
3453 October 10th deadline, 335;
November 13t deadline, 353

Leh, 24, 80, 110, 285; and Pakistan,
181; road to, 200, 204~5; defence
of, 218; divisional H.Q, at, 371;
road completed to, 395
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Menon, Krishna (cont.) -
314; demands action, 351; pro-
tmises action, 360; explains con-
sequences of action, 361; political
attack upon, 361-2; resignation
accepted, 363; explains strategy,
301; denies Nehra's call for ULS.
help, 410 n; later career, 427; on
Nehru's decline, 442

middle sector, history of border in,
36-8; defined, 78 n; dispute over,
85-6 )

Migyitun, 107, 108

MIGs, 286, 366

Mikoyan, in Delhi, 243

Military Intelligence, 310

Mills, J. P., 59-62

Minto, Lord, 42

Moghuls, 24

Mongolia: Anglo-Russian i mterest in,
46; zonal division of, 47; People’s
Republic of, 48 n; boundary
treaty with China, 217 n

Monpas, 58

Monyul, see Tawang Tract

Moming Post {(London), quoted, 41-2

Morshead, Capt., 397

Mukerjee, Hiren, 112

Murgo, 199

mutual withdrawal: Chou En-lai’s
proposal for, 135, 326; Nehrus
counter-proposal, 138, revived,
239; Chinese reaction to, 142,
249

Myrdal, Gunnar, 65, 74, 115

NaGAs, REBELLION OF, 182, 206, 265,
388

‘ Namka Chu, 295, 307; described, 308,

317, 333; skirmish on, 320; Indian

deployment on, 331; Chinese

attack, 356-8 -

INDEX

Namwan tract, 212 and n

Napoleon, 315

Nasser, President: staleg horse fot
India, 428-9; see also Colombo
Conference

National Herald, Lucknow, 153

Nationalists, Chinese, see Kuomintang

' Nayar, Kuldip, 72 n

wera (North-East Frontier Agency)
named, 73; administered, 89;
forward policy in, 201-2; terrain,
301, 307; optimism about defence
_ of, 387; defence plan for, 3013
Chinese victory in, 408; see also
Part IV, especially 360414
negotiations not talks, 249 .
Nehru, B. K., Indian ambassador in
- Washington, 242
Nehru, Jawaharlal: Discovery of
India, $6, 210; and Britain, 63,
67; on McMahon Line, 75, 77;
on border policy, 79-80; in
Government, 9o-91; attitude to
China, 912, 116; visits to China,
92; in Lok Sabha, rir-14; ap-
proach to border ‘question, 116~
118; on Aksal Chin, 118-19;
changing attitude to China, 120~
122; on negotiations ftalks, 140~
141, 251, 431; on war, 176, 177,
178, 240, 365, 381; on arms aid,
184; and Gen. Kaul, 187-8, 190,
389, 413, 425-6; and forward
policy, 223, 237, 240, 254; and
Goa, 227-9; on use of force, 230;
in ‘Washington, 1961, 247; and
Chiang Kai-shek, ‘250-60; at
Bandung, 261; approves eviction
order, 303, 325; at meeting of
October r1th, 340-41; to Ceylon,
342;airportstatement of October
12th, 342-3; accepts U.S. arms
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Poshing La, 398-9

Prasad, Gen. Niranjan, G.O.C. 4 Div.,
295, 296, 30s; ordered forward,
317; to Lumpu, 317, 331; at
Tseng-jong battle, 336, 3395 at
Tawang, 3s8; removed from
command, 3713 in Indo-Pakistan,
war, 420

Pravda: on dispute, 280; on Sino-
Sovict boundaries, 284; com-
mends Chinese peace offer, 366

Project Amar, 188-9

‘public opinion’, 115

pulmonary ocdema, 302 and n

Punjab, annexation of, 21

Punjabis, see Army Formations and
Units

RaDUAKRISHNAN, DR, PRUSIDENT, 119,
157; role in ousting Menon,
362; on report of Kaul's capture,
410; and ‘President’s rule’, 413-12
and n; and new C.0.A.S,, 413

Raguramaiah, K., 315

Rakas Tal, sacred lake, 24

Ram, Jagjivan, 113

Ranga, Prof,, 112, 169, 184

Reddy, Sanjiva, Congress president,
230

Reid, Sir Robert, governor of Assam,
s7andn

Report, Official’, sce Officialy’ Report

Rezang La, 306

Richardson, H. B., British epresentan
tive in Lhasa, 61; Indians retain
in Lhasa, 68; Chinese suspicion

-of, 68; attitude to Tibet, 689
rifles, automatic, 236 and n, 405, 427~
428 .

Rima: British reach, 40; Chinese
occupy, 42; British re-visit, 60;
Chinese strength at, 1962, 393

INDEX

Rowland, J., quoted, 347 n

Rubin, Dr A. P., quoted, 24, §3 n, 81

Rupa, 407

Russcll, Bertrand; 432, 440

Russia, Tsarist: expansion of, 19-20,
28; and China, 29-30, 281; and
Tibet, 41; see also U.S.S.R,

St PETERSBURG, 34

Salisbury, Lord, quoted, 20

Samzungling, 199, 237

Sandys, Duncan, 435

Sarin, S. C., 303; signs eviction order,
315

satyagraha, clement in forward policy,
173; in Goa, 227

Schlesinger, Acthur, 247

SEATO, 207 -

Second World “‘War: and McMahon
Line, s9; bombs on Calcutta, 370

S¢ La: as boundary featute, 50, $8,
61~2;as defensive position, 368~
369, 397; Chinese attack, 3953
defence of, 400-403; withdrawal
from, 404~5

Seni, Gen, L. P as C.G.S,, 202; a5
G.0.C.~in-C. Eastern Command,
295, 305; passes on cviction
order, 305; over-optimism of|
312; displaces Umrao Singh,
ja2r~2; receives Kaul, 320; to
Tawang, October 22nd, 367;
orders stand at Sc La, 369; to
Tezpur, 394; survives debacle,
426

Serkhim, 332

" Shahidulla, 27

Shastti, Lal Bahadur, 120 1, 164 n;
promises cviction of. Chinese,
230; not consulted on eviction,
303; criticizes Army spirit, 3213
promises victory, 387; and
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474 INDEX

Tawang Tract: British recognize as Thorat, Gen., 193, 104, 360 '

Chinese, 1844, 40; excluded
from forward proposals, 42, 44
and n; British plans to annex, 45,
50, 51 (see also McMahon Line);
British move into, 1944, 603
Tibetan protest, 61; Indians
complete annexation, 1951, 73

Teja, Dr, 426

Teju, 301, 304

Telengana, Communist uprising in,
259

Tembang, 398, 425

‘territorial imperative’, 64

Tezpur, 264; evacuation of, 412; see
also Army Formations and Uits,
IV Corps

Thag La ridge, 2903; India claims as
boundary, 204; Indian patrol to,
206; China cdhaims, 293, 297;
Chinese troops cross, 297; Indian
difficulties at, 302; Chinese capa~
bility at, 305; officials promise
action on, 312; terrain described,
317~18, 333; see also Tseng-jong;
Namka Chu; Dhola Post, ete.

Thapar, Gen. P.N.: as G.O.C~in-C,
Western  Command, 2033
appointed C.0.A.S., 193; and
forward policy, 221; visits
Tawang, 302; passivity of, 304;
demurs at eviction order, 313-16;
appoints Kaul to IV Corps, 323;
to Tezpur, 305; avoids Se La
decision, 4o1; resigns,  413;
appointed  ambassador, 426
declines to make statement, 437

Thapar, Romesh, quoted, 241

Thimayya, Gen. K. S.: submits resig-
nation, 114, 190-92; and Menon,
185; and coup suspicions, 194;
opinion of Kaul, 389

Tibet: and China, 24, 41, 62; and
Ladakh, 24; and Aksai Chin, 34;
and Tawang Tract, 40, 42; and
Russia, 41; protests at British
intrusion, 61; seeks arms aid from.
India, 68; demands return of
territory, 69 (see also McMahon
Line); Chinese occupy, 70-71;
revolt in, 103-5, 2634, 347
‘Tibet and its History, 69
Times, The: Atlas, 553 Handy Atlas, 56
Toynbee, Arnold, quoted, 65
Treaties, Agreements, etc.:
Anglo-Russian Convention, 1907,
46r 50 ' .
Anglo-Tibetan trade agreement,
1914, 63 1, 77

Indus Waters Treaty, 206

Lhasa Convention, 1904, 41

Simla Convention, 33, 48-9, 77

Sino-Indian Treaty on Tibet, 1954,
77~80, 234~5

Tibet [Ladakh agreement, 1842, 24~
25 and n, 118

Treaty of Aigun, 281

Treaty of Amritsar, 23, 25

Treaty of Peking, 281
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Indians occupy, 331; cost of
occupying, 353-s; Bhutanese
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Tsangpo Valley, 45; Chinese roads in,
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ERRATTA

Page 30, line 3 up for Pakistan,’ read Pakistan.)?
51, lines 16-17: for eight inches to a mile read eight
miles to an inch
53, last line of footnote: for representative read repre-
senfatives '
84, line 9: for maps, such as could read maps; such
could
113, line 21: for Speaker’s calls ignored it, would
read Speaker’s calls ignored, it would

175, last Jine'of text: for rebound read redound
187 last line of fooinote: for Nenru's read Nehru's

208, Replace entire footnote with the following:
*This was the first occasion on which the
Indian Government had expelled a resident
foreign correspondent, and it remained an iso-
lated incident for many years. New Delhi con-
tinued one of the freest capitals for foreign
correspondents; but the attitudes which pro-
duced this atmosphere had sharply changed by
1970, and the expulsion of the B.B.C. corres-
pondent in that year suggested that the old
tolerance might be replaced by its opposite. .

238, line 21: for Gurkhas read Gorkhas

242, line 13: for Nehru disciplined read Nehru be dis-
ciplined

353, line 19: for army read Army

448, note no 35: Replace by the following:
35 Documents on International Affairs, 1955
(O.U.P., London, 1958), p. 423.

468, second column, lihe 13: for 78 read 386

447, note 94: Replace by the following:
94 Lord Curzon, Frontiers (O.U.P., London,
1907), p. 53.

47, line 21: for McMahon relished
read Perhaps McMahon, like Curzon, relished






