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On September 19 the Editorial Board of Pravda pub­
lished an article on the Sino-Indian boundary question,
entitled "A Serious Hotbed of Tension in Asia", the full
text of which we printed on September 25. Disregard­
ing the facts and confounding right and wrong, the article
makes the slanderous charge that China wants to settle
the Sino-Indian boundary question by force of arms and
does not sincerely desire a peaceful settlement. It strives
to sow dissension betwe€n China and Asian-African coun­
tries and makes the accusation that, unlike India, China
has not "reacted favourably to the proposals of the Co­
lombo Conference" and "accepted them fully without any
reservations". In its anxiety to stir up trouble, it makes
the inflammatory statement that the Sino-Indian border
conflict "may again be aggravated".

The Pravda article gained the immediate applause of
the Indian reactionaries and the U.S. imperialists.



Nehru said on September 21 that it indicated "a signif­
icant development in the Soviet appreciation of India's
case".

The Indian Information Service, rejoicing over this
windfall, asked all its receiving posts to give "maximum
publicity" to the full text of the Pravda article.

The reactionary Indian press crowed over "all-out So­
viet support to India against China" and declared that,
"shedding its 'brotherly' reserve, the Soviet Union today
came out openly on the side of India on the Sino-Indian
border dispute".

The U.S. Christian Science Monitor said that the So­
viet Union "is now taking an active role" in restraining
China and that "the West has reason for deep and greatly
needed relief". It also reported that many Indians see
the Pravda article "as a deterrent comparable in its own
way to the forthcoming Western-oriented air exercises".

The Pravda article is assuredly an important document.
The Soviet leaders have long allied themselves with the
Indian reactionaries to oppose socialist China. This ar­
ticle marks their advance from their previous attitude of
feigning neutrality while actually favouring the Indian
reactionaries to alignment with U.S. imperialism in openly
supporting them.

One of the important differences of principle between
the Soviet leaders and ourselves turns on the Sino-Indian
boundary question. We would have preferred to be
reticent about the origin and development of the differ­
ences between China and the Soviet Union on this ques­
tion. But the Soviet leaders have now brought them



into the open and have moreover asserted in the Soviet
Government statement of September 21 that their stand
on the Sino-Indian boundary question has been consist­
ently correct since 1959 while China's stand has been
wrong; it has, therefore, become necessary to show how
our differences with the Soviet leaders on this question
have developed over the last few years so as to distinguish
between truth and falsehood.

1. The Indian reactionaries provoked the first armed
conflict on the Sino-Indian border on August 25, 1959,
after their failure in the armed rebellion of the reac­
tionary clique of the Tibetan upper strata, which they
instigated and abetted. On September 6, 1959, a Chinese
leader told the Soviet Charge d'A££aires the facts about
the conflict and the Chinese policy of striving to avoid
hostilities. He also pointed out that the Indian Govern­
ment's purpose in provoking the border conflict was to
oppose communism and China; that, as was to be logically
expected, the Indian bourgeoisie had become increasingly
reactionary with the sharpening of the internal class
struggle; and that it was necessary not to be taken in by
Nehru who was striving to put pressure on China by
utilizing the Soviet Union.

2. On the morning of September 9, 1959, the Soviet
Charge d'Affaires notified the Chinese Government that
the Soviet Government would issue a TASS statement
concerning the Sino-Indian boundary question on Sep­
tember 10 and delivered a copy of this statement. The
Chinese Government immediately intimated in prindple
that it would be 'better for the Soviet Government to
refrain from making a public statement on this question.

On the afternoon of the same day, the Chinese Gov­
ernment gave the Soviet Charge d'Affaires a copy of



Premier Chou En-lai's letter to Prime Minister Nehru
of September 8, in which the Chinese Government made
proposals to the Indian Government for a friendly settle­
ment of the boundary question through negotiations and
for the maintenance of the border status quo pending
such settlement.

That evening, the Chinese Government informed the
Soviet Charge d'Affaires that China had already pub­
lished Premier Chou En-lai's letter to Nehru, and asked
the Soviet Government to take into consideration the
Chinese Government's attitude and position in this letter
and not to issue" the TASS statement.

3. Ignoring China's advice, the Soviet Government
issued the TASS statement ahead of time on the night of
September 9, 1959, thus revealing the differences between
China and the Soviet Union. In that statement, without
distinguishing between right and wrong, the Soviet Gov­
ernment expressed general "regret" over the Sino-Indian
border conflict and, although assuming a facade of neu­
trality, actually favoured India and condemned China.

4. On September 30, 1959, Comrade Khrushchov
publicly blamed China for wanting to "test by force the
stability of the capitalist system". The whole world
recognized this as an insinuation that China was being
"bellicose" regarding Taiwan and the Sino-Indian
boundary.

5. On October 2, 1959, the Chinese leaders personally
gave Comrade Khrushchov an explanation of the true
situation and background concerning the Sino-Indian
border hostilities, pointing out that it was India that had
provoked conflict across the border and that it would not
do to yield to the Indian reactionaries all the time. But
Khrushchov did not wish to know the true situation and



the identity of the party committing the provocation, but
insisted that anyway it was wrong to shoot people dead.

6. The Indian reactionaries provoked the second armed
conflict on the Sino-Indian border on October 21, 1959.
On October 26, the Chinese Government informed the
Soviet Charge d'Af.faires of the facts of the incident.

7. At a session of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR
on October 31, 1959, Khrushchov again expressed "regret"
and "distress" over the Sino-Indian border conflict and
brushed aside India's responsibility for the provocation.

8. Receiving a correspondent of the Indian weekly,
New Age, on November 7, 1959, Khrushchov said that
the Sino-Indian border incident was "sad" and "stupid".
He cited the case of the settlement of the Soviet-Iranian
boundary question and said, "What are a few kilometres
for a country like the Soviet Union?", insinuating that
China should cede her own territory to satisfy India's
claims.

9. Between December 10, 1959 and January 30, 1960,
the Chinese leaders had six talks with the Soviet Ambas­
sador. They pointed out that the Soviet leaders were
wrong to "maintain strict neutrality" on the Sino-Indian
boundary question and that, far from being neutral, their
statements actually censured China and were in favour
of India.

10. In a verbal notification to the Central Committee
of the CPC on February 6, 1960, the Central Committee
of the CPSU stated that "one cannot possibly seriously
think that a state such as India, which is militarily and
economically immeasurably weaker than China, would
really launch a military attack on China and commit
aggression against it", that China's handling of the ques­
tion was "an expression of a narrow nationalist attitude"



and that "when shooting was heard on the Sino-Indian
border on the eve of N. S. Khrushchov's trip to the
United States, the whole world considered this to be an
event that could hamper the peace-loving activity of the
Soviet Union".

11. On June 22, 1960, Khrushchov said to the head
of the delegation of the Chinese Communist Party during
the Bucharest meeting, "I know what war is. Since
Indians were killed, this meant that China attacked
India." He also said, "We are Communists, for us it is
not important where the frontier line runs."

12. On October 8, 1962, a Chinese leader told the
Soviet Ambassador that China had information that India
was about to launch a massive attack along the Sino­
Indian border and that should India attack we would
resolutely defend ourselves. He also pointed out that
the fact that the Soviet-made helicopters and transport
planes were being used by India for air-dropping and
transporting military supplies in the Sino-Indian border
areas was making a bad impression on our frontier guards
and that we deemed it our internationalist duty to inform
the Soviet side of the situation.

13. On October 13 and 14, 1962, Khrushchov told the
Chinese Ambassador the following: Their information on
Indian preparations to attack China was similar to
China's. If they were in China's position, they would
have taken the same measures. A neutral attitude on
the Sino-Indian boundary question was impossible. If
anyone attacked China and they said they were neutral,
it would be an act of betrayal.

14. On October 20, 1962, the Indian reactionaries
launched a massive attack on China. On October 25,
Pravda carried an editorial pointing out that the notorious



McMahon Line was imposed on the Chinese and Indian
peoples and had never been recognized by China. It
said that the three proposals put forward by the Chinese
Government in its statement of October 24 were con­
structive and constituted an acceptable basis for opening
negotiations and settling the dispute between China and
India peacefully.

15. On December 12, 1962, forgetting everything he
had said less than two months earlier, Khrushchov re­
verted to his original tune and made the following in­
sinuations at a session of the Supreme Soviet of the
USSR: The areas disputed by China and India were
sparsely populated and of little value to human life. The
Soviet Union could not possibly entertain the thought
that India wanted to start a war with China. The Soviet
Union adhered to Lenin's views on boundary d1sputes.
Her experience over forty-five years proved that there
was no boundary dispute which could not be solved with­
out resorting to arms. Of course, it was good that China
had unilaterally ordered a cease-fire and withdrawn her
troops; but would it not have been better if the Chinese
troops had not advanced from their original positions?

16. By publishing the article of the Pravda Editorial
Board on September 19, 1963, the Soviet leaders dis­
carded all camouflage and openly sided with the U.S.
imperialists in supporting the Indian reactionaries against
socialist China.

It is clear from the above facts that China has done
her utmost to eliminate the Sino-Soviet differences on
the Sino-Indian boundary question. But the leaders of
the CPSU have persisted in their attitude of great-power
chauvinism, acted arrogantly and turned a deaf ear to
China's opinions. They brought the Sino-Soviet dif-



ferences into the open in order to create the so--callcd
Camp David spirit and make a ceN'monia! girt to the
U.S. imperialists. During the Caribbean crisis, they
spoke a few seemingly fair words out of considerations
of expediency. But when he crisis was over, they went
back on their words. They have sided with the Indian
reactionaries a~ainst China all the time. As facts show,
the stand laken by the 50\'jet leaders on the Sino-Indian
boundary question is a corr.pIele betrayal of proletarian
internationalism.

II

Our differences with the Sodel leaders on the Sino­
Indian boundary issue over the past four years can be
summarized under the follnwiog four main qu(>:-;tions:

1. Is the Sino-Indian boundary issue a major one of
principle or an Inslgmflcant. one?

2. Who has firmly maintain~ the border status quo
and who has provoked armed border con[Jicts?

3. What attitude should a socialist country take in
the face of armed attackJi by bourgeois reactionaries?

4. Who lacks a ~intere desire for a peaceful settlement
of the Sino-Indian boundary question, India or China?

Let us see how the Soviet leaders, inspired by ulterior
motives, have disregarded the facts and confounded right
and wrong in supporting India and betraying China on
these four questions.

(1) IS TilE SISO-lNDlAN BOUND.\RY ISSUE A MAJOR
ONE OF l'IUNcrPLE on AN II\SIGNIFICAST ONE?

It is well known that the Sino-Indian boundary ques­
tIon involves 125,000 square kilometres of Chinese ter-



ritory. This is therefore a major issue, not a minor one.
We consistently maintain that even an issue of such
major importance can be settled, so long as both sides
treat each other as equals and in the spirit of mutual
understanding and mutual accommodation. However,
the Indian Government has not only occupied 90,000
square kilometres of Chinese territory south of the illegal
McMahon Line in the eastern sector of the Sino-Indian
border and 2,000 square kilometres of Chinese territory
in the middle sector, it is also insatiable and wants to
occupy another 33,000 square kilometres of Chinese ter­
ritory in the western sector, which has always been under
Chinese administration. This is the reason why no solu­
tion of the Sino-Indian boundary question has been found
for so long.

The Soviet leaders assert that it is an insignificant issue.
Khrushchov says, "What are a few kilometres?"
We cannot agree. It is not a matter of a few odd

square kilometres but of 125,000 square kilometres. How
much is 125,000 square kilometres? It is larger than the
total area of the Azerbaijan and Armenian Republics.
Supposing that a capitalist country were bent on occupy­
ing these two Union Republics of the Soviet Union, would
the Soviet leaders regard that, too, as an insignificant
matter beneath its notice?

Khrushchov also asserts that the disputed areas along
the Sino-Indian border are sparsely populated and of no
great value to human life, and therefore need not be
taken seriously.

We cannot agree with this either. Who says that a
socialist country may only defend its densely populated
areas but not its sparsely populated ones? Actually, the
population density of the area in the eastern sector of



the Sino-Indian border is roughly the same as that of
the Turkmen Republic of the Soviet Union. And the
area in the western sector of the Sino-Indian border is
not more deserted than the vast frozen northeastern part
of the Soviet Union, facing the United States of America's
Alaska across the sea. Supposing that a capitalist coun­
try wanted to occupy these areas in the Soviet Union,
would the Soviet leaders agree that there was no need
to worry about them and that they could be surrendered?

The Soviet leaders also assert that Communists need
not bother about where the frontier line runs.

Of course, this is clever talk. Unfortunately, they
have forgotten that we are living in a world of classes
and states, a world which still has imperialists and bour­
geois reactionaries. If these words were applicable,
would not the socialist countries forego all right to de­
fend their own frontiers? And what would be left of the
unanimous determination of the socialist countries to
uphold the inviolability of the Oder-Neisse boundary be­
tween Germany and Poland? Obviously, this absurd
statement cannot be tolerated by the people of the Soviet
Union arid of the other socialist countries.

(2) WHO HAS FIRMLY MAINTAINED THE BORDER
STATUS QUO AND WHO HAS PROVOKED ARl\-IED

BORDER CONFLICTS?

The answer is clear.
Although India has already occupied over 90,000

square kilometres of Chinese territory, China has con­
sistently stood for a peaceful settlement of the boundary
question through negotiations and for the maintenance
of the border status quo and the avoidance of conflict
pending such settlement.



On the other hand, the Indian reactionaries desire
neither a peaceful settlement of the border question
through negotiations nor the maintenance of the objec­
tively existing status quo on the border. Pursuing their
ambition to occupy another 30,000 square kilometres of
Chinese territory, they have not scrupled to resort to
force, have repeatedly violated the border status quo and
even provoked armed clashes.

The two diametrically opposite positions of China and
India on the boundary question are perfectly clear to all
unprejudiced people who respect facts.

China has made unremitting efforts to maintain the
border status quo, ensure tranquillity on the border and
strive for a negotiated settlement of the boundary
question.

China does not recognize the illegal McMahon Line.
Yet in the past ten years and more it had never crossed it.

After India provoked two successive border clashes, it
was China that proposed on November 7, 1959 that the
armed forces of each side should withdraw twenty
kilometres from the line of actual control and stop
patrolling. India rejected these proposals. Nevertheless,
China uniJ1i.terally stopped her own patrolling.

Disregarding the anti-China wave stirred up by the
Indian reactionaries, the Chinese Premier visited New
Delhi in April 1960 and held talks with the Indian Prime
Minister. But India desires neither the peaceful settle­
ment of the boundary question nor the maintenance of
the border status quo.

In 1961, and particularly in 1962, India took advantage
of China's unilateral cessation of her patrolling to press
forward, occupy more and more Chinese territory and



perpetrate increasingly serious armed provocations.
Exercising the greatest forbearance and self-restraint,
China thrice proposed negotiations on the boundary
question between August and October 1962, and thrice
did India reject them.

On October 12, 1962, Nehru issued the order to "free"
Chinese territory of Chinese troops. On October 20, 1962
the Indian troops launched a massive general attack.
China struck back in self-defence only when the situa­
tion was unendurable and there was no room for further
retreat. However, in order to reverse the trend, on
October 24 she opportunely put forward three proposals
for the cessation of conflict, the reopening of negotiations
and the peaceful settlement of the boundary question.
After India rejected them, China on her own initiative
again took major conciliatory measures - the cease-fire,
the withdrawal, etc.

The events of the past years prove that it is China
which has firmly maintained the border status quo, and
that it is India which has tried to alter it by force. It is
China that has put forward every peace proposal, and it
is India that has provoked every armed clash.

Yet the Soviet leaders shut their eyes to all these plain
facts. They never publicly uttered a single word of
censure against India over the years during which the
Indian reactionaries made repeated armed provocations,
nibbled away at Chinese territory and finally launched
their massive attack. When China was compelled to strike
back, they raised a hue and cry, wildly slandering China
and insisting that she "wanted to settle the border dis­
pute with India by means of arms". What grounds do
they have for making this assertion?



Khrushchov says, "I know what war is. Since Indians
were killed, it meant that China attacked India."

This is most illogical. It amounts to saying that, in
the face of an aggressor's attack, you must take a beating
and not strike back, because if you do, you may kill
some of the enemy and so become the aggressor yourself.
How can anyone with a clear conscience talk this way?

Khrushchov says, "Nor can we possibly entertain the
thought that India wanted to start a war with China."
The Soviet leaders also say, "One cannot possibly
seriously think that a state such as India, which is mili­
tarily and economically immeasurably weaker than
China, would really launch a military attack on China
and commit aggression against it." In other words, in
their opinion, in view of China's greater strength, there
was only one possibility - China might launch military
attacks and commit aggression against India, but not vice
versa.

Again, their argument is preposterous. Anyone with
an elementary knowledge of Marxism-Leninism knows
that all reactionaries are subjectivist and usually miscal­
culate the balance of forces and the trend of develop­
ment. The Indian reactionaries are no exception to this
law. They mistook China's long forbearance as a sign
that China was weak and could be bullied. They thought
that wi th the backing of the imperialists and the support
of the Soviet leaders they had nothing to fear, and that
as soon as they took action China would be forced to
retreat and their territorial claims would be realized. It
was on the basis of this wrong analysis and miscalcula­
tion that they launched their massive attack on China.
Instead of having the courage to face these facts, the



Soviet leaders unreasonably take the strength of a
country as the criterion of whether it is the aggressor
or the victim. Is there an iota of Marxism-Leninism in
their attitude?

The cease-fire and withdrawal initiated by China have
won the acclaim and warm praise of peace-loving coun­
tries and people throughout the world. But for some
ulterior motive, Khrushchov obliquely attacked China by
saying that of course it was good that China had unilat­
erally ordered a cease-fire and withdrawal, but would
it not have been better still if the Chinese troops had
not advanced from their original positions?

This question seems very clever. But we would like
to ask the Soviet leader, "Why did you not ask Nehru
whether it would not have been better still i£ he had not
ordered the attack?" How could there have been any
counter-attack without any attack? Is this not something
even a school child can understand?

We would like to tell the Soviet leader: In striking
back in self-defence, the Chinese frontie~guards advanced
to Chinese territory south of the illegal McMahon Line
in order thoroughly to rout the Indian reactionaries'
assault and to shatter their plan of altering the border
status quo by armed force. We then initiated the cease­
fire and withdrawal in order to maintain our consistent
stand of not altering the border status quo by armed
force and to create conditions for a negotiated settlement
of the boundary question. There is nothing incompre­
hensible about our measures. As the facts show, it is
because we struck back at the Indian reactionaries that
they have begun to have a little more sense and the Sino­
Indian border tension has basically eased.



(3) WHAT ATTITUDE SHOULD A SOCIALIST COUNTRY
TAKE IN THE FACE OF ARMED ATTACKS BY

BOURGEOIS REACTIONARIES?

In the face of an armed attack by bourgeois reac­
tionaries, a socialist country has only two alternatives,
either self-defence or capitulation. According to the logic
of the Soviet leaders' statements, it is only capitulation
which is permissible and that anything else would be a
violation of the principle of peaceful coexistence. Their
viewpoint, they continue, is Leninist, while China's ac­
tion in defending herself and repulsing the military at­
tack of the Indian rf,:actionaries is non-Leninist and an
expression of a narrow nationalist attitude.

Is there a Leninist principle forbidding counter-attack
as a means of defending oneself against a military attack
launched by reactionaries? No, there never has been.
To assert the contrary is an outrage against the memory
of the great Lenin.

Is there a principle of peaceful coexistence put forward
by Lenin that one must take a beating and not strike
back? No, there never has been. To assert the contrary
is an insult to the memory of the great Lenin.

It is common knowledge that peaceful coexistence is
a principle both parties should abide by. Only when
both parties desire and practise peaceful coexistence can
conflict be avoided and a state of peaceful coexistence
be maintained. If one party is bent on fighting, hos­
tilities are inevitable, however much forbearance the
other party exercises. This is common sense. China did
everything possible to avoid a conflict over the Sino­
Indian boundary question. The armed conflict was de­
liberately forced on China by the Indian reactionaries.
China's speedy cease-fire and withdrawal after counter-



attacking was precisely an effort on behalf of a nego­
tiated solution of the boundary question and on behalf
of the maintenance of peaceful coexistence. What the
Soviet leaders call "peaceful coexistence" is really capi­
tulationism. And capitulationism has no place in our
policy.

In defence of his wrong views, Khrushchov says that
the experience of the Soviet Union over the past forty­
five years has proved that there is no boundary question
which cannot be settled without resorting to arms.

This is a flagrant distortion of Soviet history.
The following incident in Soviet-Turkish relations,

which occurred in 1921, may be recalled. Although the
Soviet state had vigorously supported the Turkish revo­
lution and a Soviet-Turkish treaty of friendship was
being negotiated, the Kemal government, which dreamed
of resurrecting the plan for a Greater Turkey, forcibly
occupied Soviet territories and even seized Batum, an
important city in Georgia, after the signing of the treaty.
In these circumstances, the Soviet Government ordered
the Red Army to strike back in self-defence. After
three days' fighting it recovered Batum. It was only
thus that the Kemal government's expansionist ambitions
were checked, the frontiers of the Soviet state protected
and friendly relations between the Soviet Union and
Turkey preserved.

We would like to ask the Soviet leaders: Can you
say that this action taken by the Red Army in self­
defence was non-Leninist? Can you say that Lenin's
decision was an expre.ssion of a narrow nationalist at­
titude?

Certainly not. On the contrary, Khrushchov's views
on the Sino-Indian boundary question are an outstanding

16



example of his adulteration of Lenin's principles on
peaceful coexistence.

(t) WHO LACKS A SINCERE DESIRE FOR A PEACEFUL
SETTLE lENT OF THE SINO-INDIAN BOUNDARY

QUESTION, INDIA OR CHINA?

Since repulsing the massive attack of the Indian reac­
tionaries, China has continued, as in the past, to adhere
unswervingly to her policy of a peaceful settlement of
the Sino-Indian boundary question. Seeking a nego­
tiated settlement, the Chinese Government has taken
active steps to stabilize the cease-fire, to disengage the
armed forces of the two sides and to ease the border
tension. On the contrary, the Indian Government has
done its best to make the cease-fire unstable and keep
the armed forces of the two sides engaged, continued to
create tension and stubbornly refused to negotiate. These
two attitudes stand in sharp contrast for the world to
see.

Yet, on no ground whatsoever, the Soviet leaders accuse
China of lacking a sincere desire for a peaceful settle­
ment of the Sino-Indian boundary question and of "not
heeding the voice of reason which expressed the will of
the Afro-Asian people", and they assert that "while the
Indian Government reacted favourably to the proposals
of the Colombo Conference, accepted them fully without
any reservations and expressed its readiness to start talks
with the PRC on the basis of these proposals, the Chinese
Government has not yet accepted the proposals of the
friendly neutral countries and has not shown its readi­
ness to start talks on the proposed basis. . .. No con­
structive steps have been taken by the Chinese Govern­
ment".



Facts speak louder than words. Let us review what
the Chinese side has done.

1. The Chinese frontier guards ceased fire and with­
drew on their own initiative. They not only evacuated
the Chinese territory into which they had advanced dur­
ing the counter-attack of October 1962 but also withdrew
twenty kilometres behind the line of actual Chinese con­
trol of November 7, 1959.

2. On its own initiative, the Chinese Government re­
leased and repatriated all the captured Indian officers
and soldiers and returned most of the captured Indian
weapons and war materiel in order to create a favourable
atmosphere for renewing negotiations.

3. The Chinese Government has repeatedly proposed
talks between the Prime Ministers of the two countries
and has declared that i£ the Indian Pl ime Minister should
find it inconvenient to come to Peking, our Premier is
ready to go to New Delhi once again in order to find
a way to settle the Sino-Indian boundary question peace­
fully. We have recently repeated this proposal.

4. The serious efforts made by China laid the founda­
tion for mediation by the Colombo Conference nations,
which is a fact they have unanimously acknowledged.
The Chinese Government has responded positively to the
appeal and proposals of the Colombo Conference and
has unilaterally given effect to the great majority of the
Colombo proposals and even gone beyond them in certain
respects. For example, the Colombo proposals ask China
to withdraw twenty kilometres from the border on the
western sector only, but China withdrew twenty kilo­
metres on the middle and eastern sectors as well.

5. In response to the mediatory efforts of the Colombo
Conference nations, China has moreover vacated those



areas on the Chinese side of the line of actual control
which had been invaded by India and also those areas
where there were disputes about the cease-fire arrange­
ments and has e,'en refrained from setting up civilian
posts in any of these areas.

6. China's attitude to the Colombo proposals is sincere
and consistent. She accepts the Colombo proposals in
principle as the basis for the opening of negotiations
between China and India and does not make her own
interpretation of their individual stipulations a pre­
condition for such negotiations.

These important and constructive steps taken by China
have provided adequate conditions for the reopening of
Sino-Ind;an negotiations and have won high apprecia­
tion and praise from the Colombo Conference nations.
Not a single Colombo nation denies that China's attitude
towards the Colombo Conference is positive and co­
operative and that China sincerely desires a peaceful
settlement of the Sino-Indian boundary question, a settle­
ment to which she has already made significant con­
tributions. Is it not a plain lie when Pravda says that
"no constructive steps have been taken by the Chinese
Government' ?

Now let us see what the Indian Government has
done.

While China ceased fire on her own initiative, India
has continued her provocations along the border.

While China withdrew on her own initiative, India has
pushed forward anew.

While China released and repatriated all the captured
Indian troops, India has imprisoned and perseculed Chi­
nese residents in India.



While China has done her best to improve the relations
between the two countries, India has continued to stir
up hysteria against China.

While China advocates the unconditional holding of
negotiations, India insists upon her pre-conditions and
refuses to negotiate.

In the words of the Soviet leaders, all this adds up to
India's "reacting favourably" to the Colombo proposals
while China has done nothing. When they talk such
drivel, what kind of conference do they take the Colombo
Conference to be? A conference for promoting direct
negotiations between China and India, or a conlerence
favouring India and opposing China?

In its attempt to cover up its arrogant attitude in re­
fusing to negotiate, the Indian Government has produced
an excuse, which is, "acceptance of the Colombo proposals
in toto". What is behind India's "acceptance of the
Colombo proposals in toto"? In the beginning India, too,
considered that the Colombo proposals were not altogether
clear and said that it accepted the proposals only in
principle. It was only after the production of a docu­
ment described as the New Delhi clarification of the
Colombo proposals that India began to talk about "ac­
ceptance of the Colombo proposals in toto". China knew
nothing about this so-called New Delhi clarification. We
found out later that it was actually a document drafted
by the Indian Government as its own interpretation of
the Colombo proposals. Therefore, by insisting on "ac­
ceptance of the Colombo proposals in toto", the Indian
Government was actually making acceptance of its own
interpretation of the proposals a pre-condition for Sino­
Indian negotiations. The Indian Government was well
aware that China would never accept such an unreason-



able pre-condition. It has insisted on this pre-condition
in order to prevent negotiaiions. This is a plot to dis­
tort the good mediatory intentions of the Colombo Con­
ference nations. And Pravda's warm praise of this plot
merely proves that the Soviet leaders desire neither a
solution of the Sino-Indian boundary question nor suc­
cess for the mediatory efforts of the Colombo Con.ference
nations.

More ludicrous still, in trying to shield the Indian reac­
tionaries Pravda has described China's negotiated con­
clusion of boundary agreements with Burma, Nepal and
other neignbours as proving that she lacks a sincere desire
for a peaceful settlement of the Sino-Indian boundary
question. Pravda's logic amounts to this: Since China
has been able to seitle her boundary questions with
Burma, Nepal and other countries peacefully, why can't
she also settle her boundary question with India peace­
fully? This shows that China lacks a sincere desire for
the peaceful settlement of the Sino-Indian boundary ques­
tion. What a brilliant inference! Anyone capable of
logical thinking will surely draw the following conclu­
sion from the fact that China has concluded boundary
agreements with Burma, Nepal and other neighbouring
countries: If the Indian Government, too, were sincere,
the Sino-Indian boundary question, like the Sino-Burmese
and Sino-Nepalese boundary questions, could be settled
peacefully as well. China cannot be blamed for the
fact that the Sino-Indian boundary question remains un­
settled. Yet the Soviet leaders have drawn an entirely
different conclusion. Obviously, in order to collaborate
with the United States in supporting India and opposing
China ihey have degenerated so far as to flout elementary
logic.



III

The position of the Soviet leaders on the Sino-Indian
boundary question is a betrayal of proletarian inter­
nationalism and cannot be said to be even neutral. To­
gether with the U.S. imperialists, they are helping the
Indian reactionaries against socialist China and against
the Indian people too. They have betrayed the Indian
people as well as the socialist camp.

Their position is also quite different from that of the
Asian-African countries which maintain strict neutrality.

The Asian-African countries respect facts and patiently
listen to both China's and India's views. But the Soviet
leaders ignore the facts and give ear only to the Indian
reactionaries.

The Asian-African countries seriously study the rights
and wrongs of the dispute and avoid rash judgements.
But the Soviet leaders wilfully assert that China has
committed an error.

The six Asian-African countries which took part in
the Colombo Conference have repeatedly stated that their
task is mediation and not arbitration, that their purpose
is to bring about direct Sino-Indian negotiations and that
China and India are not required to accept the Colombo
proposals in toto before sitting down at the COnIel"enCe
table. However, like the Indian reactionaries, the Soviet
leaders demand that China should "accept the Colombo
proposals in toto", thus attempting to place the Colombo
Conference nations in a pro-Indian position.

The Asian-African countries sincerely hope that the
Sino-Indian boundary question can be peacefully settled
by negotiation and that the Sino-Indian border situation
will remain relaxed. The joint communique issued re-
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cently by Gamal Abdel Nasser, the President of the
UAR, and Mme. Sirimavo Bandaranaike, the Prime Min­
ister of Ceylon, expressed the desire that the "Colombo
powers should continue in their efforts to remove the
strained relation between these two great countries
[China and India] to whom the UAR and Ceylon are
tied in bonds of friendship". But the Soviet leaders spare
no efforts to sow discord and declare that the Sino-Indian
border conflict "may again be aggravated", disregarding
the fact that, thanks to China's unilateral efforts, the
situation on the Sino-Indian border has long been relaxed.

The truth is so clear that even the renegade Tito
clique, the bosom friends of the Soviet leaders, have had
to admit that "in its analysis of the Himalayan conflict
the Soviet Government has gone further than the
Colombo countries, first of all censuring China for this
conflict". ("New Action of the Colombo Countries",
Politiku, Yugoslavia, October 4, 1963.)

What is more, the Soviet leaders have recently worked
even harder than the U.S. imperialists in supporting the
Indian reactionaries. The U.S. imperialists are well
aware that it is for the purpose of getting money from
the United States that the Indian reactionaries have
manufactured fantastic rumours about a planned Chinese
"invasion" of India. They therefore often take a wait­
and-see attitude, having reservations about these rumours.
However, the Soviet leaders have been most active in
supporting and chiming in with the Nehru government
in its concoction of rumours.

With respect to the Sino-Indian boundary question,
we have always welcomed the just efforts of friendly
Asian-African countries to promote direct Sino-Indian
negotiations without becoming involved in the dispute,



and we have attentively listened to their views which
stand for fair play. On the other hand, like the Tito
clique of renegades, the Soviet leaders wholly side with
the Indian reactionaries and hence have lost any right
to speak on the Sino-Indian boundary question.

The Soviet leaders not only give Indian reaction
vigorous political support but, following in the wake of
the U.S. imperialists, they also give it active economic
and military aid to oppose China. .

From 1955 to April 1963, the Soviet Government gave
or promised economic aid to India totalling five billion
rupees, the larger part being offered since the Indian
reactionaries began their campaign against China.

It was in 1960, that is, after the Indian reactionaries
had started their armed provocations against China, that
the Soviet leaders began to supply India with military
aid.

After the Indian reactionaries unleashed a large-scale
assault on China in October 1962, the Soviet leaders
stepped up their aid to India. On December 19 of last
year, C. Subramaniam, Indian Minister of Steel and
Heavy Industries, told correspondents that, after India's
proclamation of "emergency", the Soviet Union ac­
celerated the construction work on projects she was
helping India on.

Following the Sino-Soviet talks in July of this year,
the Soviet leaders promised to increase their military aid
to the Indian reactionaries.

The Pravda article says, ". . . the nature of Soviet
assistance to India is exactly the same as that it is giving
to many other newly developing states."

The sole purpose of a socialist country in aiding newly
independent countries is to help them develop indepen-



dent national economies, eliminate colonial influence and
free themselves from imperialist control- it is definitely
not to help them oppose another socialist country. But
the Soviet Government's motives in giving aid to the
newly independent countries are open to suspicion. As
for its aid to the Indian reactionaries, it overtly supports
their subservience to U.S. imperialism and their opposi­
tion to China, communism and the people. This is a plain
fact.

The September 21 statement of the Soviet Government
says:

Now the Chinese leaders make accusations, stating
that India is waging war against China and using
Soviet armaments. This, first of all, is essentially not
according to fact. Secondly, if one was to follow this
kind of logic, the Indian Government has much more
reason to declare that the Chinese troops are waging
war against India and are using Soviet armaments,
because everyone knows about the tremendous mili­
tary aid which the Soviet Union renders China.

Denial and sophistry are of no avail. First, in the
course of their counter-attack undertaken in self-defence,
the Chinese frontier guards captured Soviet-made weap­
ons used by Indian troops. Secondly, we wish to ask
the Soviet leaders: What are you? Munition merchants?
If so, what you say is quite right. This is called cash on
delivery, and you can do business with anybody. But if
you still consider yourselves Communists and leaders
of a socialist country to boot, then your words are silly
as well as quite wrong. How can a Communist mention
socialist China in the same breath with an India ruled
by big bourgeoisie and landlords? How can he put aid



to his own class brothers on a par with aid to reac­
tionaries?

The Soviet leaders assert that by giving aid to India
the Soviet Union can help her to maintain a neutral
position and prevent her from moving closer to U.S. im­
perialism and other Western countries.

This is a hypocritical lie. The facts are the exact op­
posite. The greater the Soviet aid, the farther the Indian
reactionaries depart from a neutral stand and the
closer they move to U.S. imperialism.

Let us look at the events of the past year. The Indian
Government has concluded agreements for military aid
and "air defence" with U.S. imperialism, both of which
are in the nature of military treaties. Large numbers of
U.S. military personnel and large quantities of U.S. weap­
ons and military equipment have poured into India.
The Indian Government has undertaken to provide the
United States with more military intelligence and has
agreed to the holding of air exercises by the U.S. and
British imperialists in India. Radhakrishnan, the Presi­
dent of India, issued a joint communique with U.S.
President Kennedy on June 4, 1963, openly declaring
that the United States and India agreed that "their two
countries share a mutual defensive concern to thwart
the designs of Chinese aggression against the sub-con­
tinent". Thus, it is clear to any unbiased person that the
Nehru government has virtually formed a military al­
liance with the United States, that India's "non-align­
ment" policy has very little practical significance left
and that India has long ceased to be one of the countries
"taking an anti-imperialist stand and forming, together
with the socialist countries, a broad peace zone", as
described by the 1957 Moscow Declaration. It is only



because of the Soviet leaders' support and assistance that
the Nehru government can still make demagogic use of
its tattered flag of "non-alignment" before the world.
Such support and assistance make it possible for the
Nehru government brazenly to become a retainer of U.S.
imperialism in disregard of the Indian people's opposition.

In fact, in supporting the Indian reaction, the Soviet
leaders are not only competing with the U.S. imperialists
but also running a joint-stock company with them. After
the Pravda Editorial Board published its article of Sep­
tember 19, the Indian Express exulted that "in addition
to the U.S.A., this brings to India another powerful ally
vis-ii-vis Ch:'na" and that "the noose is already round
Peking's neck. Along with our two powerful allies, we
have only to pull it". Although this is utterly reactionary
drivel, it does bring to light the corporate aims of the
U.S.-Soviet Company in aiding India and opposing China.

With. the increase in Soviet aid, the Indian reaction­
aries have become more and more frantic in their ex­
ploitation and suppression of the Indian people. The
Nehru government has striven to stir up war hysteria
and stepped up its arms expansion and war preparations.
It has openly deprived the Indian people of their basic
rights, throwing thousands of Indian Communists and
other progressives into prison. By extorting taxes and
levies under all sorts of names, it has plunged the Indian
people into an abyss of misery. The Indian weekly Blitz
of June 22, 1963 admitted that the overwhelming major­
ity of the teeming millions of the Indian people have
remained on the verge of the starvation level, that anger
rises in their temples, and that "a slow, burning class
hatred is accumulating today". It cried out in alarm,
"Thel'e is thunder in the air, as clouds of crisis and



demoralisation darken our land." The Nehru govern­
ment has completely discarded its counterfeit democratic·
and progressive signboards. It is pursuing an out-and­
out anti-Communist and anti-popular policy, which has
aroused stronger and strongEr opposition on the part of
the Indian people. By supporting and aiding the Nehru
government, the Soviet leaders have covered up its reac­
tionary nature, strengthened its hand in suppressing the
people and enabled it to push ahead more actively with
its counter-revolutionary policy.

The 1960 Moscow Statement says that the national
bourgeoisie in the newly independent countries has a
dual character and that, as social contradictions grow,
it inclines more and more to compromise with domestic
reaction and imperialism. Communists in newly inde­
pendent countries should expose the attempts of the reac­
tionary section of the bourgeoisie to represent its selfish,
narrow class interests as those of the entire nation. But
so far from exposing the Nehru government's reactionary
policy, the renegade Dange clique of the Indian Com­
munist Party has completely betrayed the proletariat and
the people of India and has degenerated into a shameful
tool of the Indian big bourgeoisie and big landlords. In­
stead of exposing the Dange clique of renegades, the
Soviet leaders encourage them to help the Indian reac­
tionaries persecute the true Communists and progressives
in an attempt to strangle the revolutionary movement of
the Indian people.

The Nehru government is hiring itself out to imperial­
ism abroad and suppressing the Indian people at home.
And the Soviet leaders are actively supporting the Nehru
government and defending and whitewashing its reac-
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