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Preface
This volume offers an historical survey, spanning exactly a hundred
years, of the origins of the Raj's bequest to independent India of its
northernmost borders in Ladakh. A significant aspect of the
bequest is that even by 1947, at the time of the transfer of power,
some of the issues and concerns that had dictated the shape of the
border still remained unresolved.
Moreover, as the Bibliographic Note indicates, the subject has
not received the attention it deserves from students of the period or
of the area. Archival sources have not been adequately utilized, nor
have they been juxtaposed with first-hand survey reports to achieve
a clearer understanding of these issues.
Apart from the first chapter, which provides a backdrop to the
study, the narrative begins with the birth of the state of Jammu and
Kashmir in 1846, when the East India Company recognized the
Dogra ruler of Jammu, Gulab Singh, as Maharaja of Jammu and
Kashmir, with Ladakh (conquered in the 1830s by the Dogras)
forming part of his kingdom. Soon thereafter, attempting to define
and obtain for themselves a defensible northern border, the British
attempted to persuade the Chinese to delimit the borders of Tibet
and Chinese Turkestan with those of Ladakh and the territories of
the Maharaja. A host of problems surfaced in the course of the
negotiations that followed, which had the primary objective of
pushing the Chinese into the no man's land that was found to exist
between them and the Maharaja's domain, and which it was feared
that the Russians might occupy. The greater part of this study
focuses on the complex issues underlying these problems.
Among the more important were Hunza's claims to the transHimalayan regions of the valley of the upper Yarkand (Raskam)
and the Taghdumbash pamir; Kashmir's to Shahidulla, beyond the
Karakoram pass; and Ladakh's to Aksai Chin. John Ardagh's
memorandum (1897) on the necessity of having a northern border
which included certain areas within the British sphere of influence,
was designed to take care of some of the strategic issues. So was the
Macdonald Line, drawn up barely a year later, by which the
Chinese were presented with Aksai Chin as a package deal in return
for their ceding their claims to Hunza. To this, as is well known, the
Chinese did not react.
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However, they did not react even when, in succeeding decades,
the Line underwent three major modifications in response to changing British perceptions of strategic or political needs. Those who are
critical of such one-sided tampering by the British tend to forget
that the Macdonald Line was in any case the fruit of the Raj's unilateral exercise at boundary-making, one to which the Chinese never
deigned to be a party.
In essence complementary to an earlier study on the north-eastern
frontier, this essay has been a long time in the pipeline. Over these
years I have incurred obligations which it is very pleasant now to
acknowledge. My principal debt is to the National Archives at New
Delhi where I have been engaged over a decade or so for numerous
brief and a few long spells. All through, nearly everyone without
exception who has manned its research room, reprographic services, and library holdings, has been accommodating and understanding, despite my endless demands-not all of them reasonable
o n e s - o n the staff's patience and forbearance. It is a pleasure to
record my special debt to Mr P. R. Malik, Mrs Meena Kapur, Mr
J. B. Balani and Mr Khushali Ram in the research room; Mr Rajinder
Singh and his associate, Mr B. C. Majumdar, in the reprographic
services cell; and Mr R. C. Puri and his colleagues, Mrs Raj Srivastava
and Mrs Santosh Tyagi in the library.
Above all a special word of thanks is due to Dr R. K. Perti, Director
General of Archives, a good personal friend and guide. His knowledge and understanding of the system of records is unrivalled and
he helped me overcome endless hurdles: answering any number of
queries, expediting the supply of records, using his good offices
to obtain xeroxes from the India Office Library and Records in
London; scrutinizing my Bibliographic Note and helping improve
it. It is hard to think what he did not do to be useful. This study owes
a lot to him and I am deeply indebted.
The Ministry of External Affairs was good enough to permit
scrutiny of some records of the 1920s and early 1930s and I am
greatly appreciative of the gesture.
Of the libraries, my chief haunt has been the library of the
Archaeological Survey of India, now happily housed better than
when I last used it. Its rich, almost priceless collection of old journals, especially the Proceedings of the Royal Geographical Society
and the Geographical Journal, was of invaluable use.
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My other major source has been the Nehru Memorial Museum
and Library at Teen Murti House. The Librarian, Mrs Kanwal
Verma and her colleagues, and also Mr A . K. Avasthy who heads
the reprographic section and his assistants have met my innumerable requests with a smiling face. Without that cheerful willingness
to bail me out, I would have been lost.
Mr Francis Herbert, who heads the Map Room at the Royal
Geographical Society in London, has been very gracious in helping
me to identify the Atlas which George Macartney presented to the
Taotai at Kashgar almost a hundred years ago, in 1894. The brief
appendix on the Johnston Atlas owes a lot to him; he was so kind as
to scrutinize an earlier draft and help improve it. Miss Margaret
Wilkes, Head of the Map Library in the National Library of Scotland at Edinburgh, was good enough to let me have an electrostatic
print of the title page of the 1892 edition of the Royal Atlas of Modern
Geography.
A good friend, D r Nayana Goradia, and my son who happened to
be visiting London, helped me acquire some useful material from
the India Office Library and the Royal Geographical Society. I am
grateful to the India Office Library and Records for permission to
reproduce Huang Tachin's map from their Archives.
The late Mr T. S. Murthy who has first-hand knowledge of the
frontier scrutinised an earlier draft of this work, as did Professor S.
Gopal. I am grateful for their suggestions. I should also like to
record my warm appreciation of my publishers' contribution to the
shape this book has taken.
I owe a special word of thanks to my good friend and colleague of
many years' standing, Mr Mehr Singh, who teaches in the Panjab
University's Department of Geography. Not only did he help me
understand things better but also found two young men, Mr
Ashwini Kumar and Mr Jagan Nath, who between them drew the
sketches on which the present maps are based. They were both competent. and Mr Jagan Nath in particular, responsive to my repeated
requests for incorporating ever more information to ensure a satisfactory result.
My wife has been a source of great strength and sustained me all
the years this study was taking form, while my two grandchildren,
Arjun and Anuradha, while they have no direct link with this work,
are yet an inseparable part of it.
All through the years I have received enormous affection and
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warmth from my brothers, Mr S. D. Mehra and Mr P. L. Mehra and
my sister, the late Mrs P. R . Seth. A s a token of my love and
gratitude, this book is dedicated to them: a small return for a
great debt.
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Introduction
Even a slight acquaintance with Ladakh's topography brings home
the harsh truth that the region is poorly endowed: it is a vast, barren,
treeless waste where not a blade of grass grows. Its near-parallel
mountain ranges and deep valleys encompass bare crags and granite
dust. Like West Tibet, Ladakh is an empty land, largely uninhabitable.
Predominantly Buddhist, the country is dotted with innumerable
gompas, or monasteries, which are generally well-endowed. The
gompa in Ladakh, as in Tibet, is not exclusively a religious institution; it satisfies an impressive range of socio-economic as well as
cultural needs of the people. It is a community centre; a venue
for all kinds of fairs and festivals; a seminary where not only are
elementary reading and writing taught but such higher disciplines as
medicine or philosophy vigorously pursued. Interestingly, throughout, rival schools of lamaism have lived cheek by jowl in Ladakh in
peaceful co-existence without any known violent confrontations.
And the tradition holds even in regard to such faiths as Islam and
Christianity. Though a minority, Muslims constitute an important
segment of the population that centres largely around Kargil. As for
the Christians, they are a miniscule but influential elitist group
whose impact on life in Ladakh has been both deep and abiding.
All through its rich, chequered history, Ladakh's cultural
orientation towards Tibet has been pronounced, especially in the
sphere of religion. There has also been an active intercourse in
nade; this has also extended to the Kashmir valley, the Panjab
plains, Kashgar, Yarkand and indirectly lands as far away as Iran
and Turkey. Despite its close affinities with Tibet and China, at no
stage did Ladakh lose its political independence-until the Dogra
incursions in the 1830s. It is worth noting that the Dogras under
Zorawar Singh conquered Ladakh just about a decade before the
East India Company made the Dogra Raja of Jammu, Gulab Singh,
ruler of Jammu and Kashmir. This was in the aftermath of the First
Anglo-Sikh War (1845-6) following the death of Maharaja Ranjit
Singh in 1839. The British, allured by the seductive prospects of
trade in the vast stretches of Asia's heartland, approached Gulab

2

An 'Agreed' Frontier

Singh as well as the Chinese emperor to define with a modicum of
accuracy the lines that divided the British districts of Lahul and Spiti
from Ladakh, and marked the latter's boundary with Tibet (see
Map 1).
In the event, the Indian Governor-General wrote to the Dogra
ruler as well as the 'Vizir of Lhasa-Gartope' and, as a mark of his
bona fides, despatched British boundary commissioners to the area
to help sort out matters with their counterparts. Sadly, for all their
exertions, no headway could be made. Gulab Singh, deeply distrustful
of the firingis, dragged his feet, protestations to the contrary notwithstanding. The Chinese, too, badly mauled in the First Opium
War (183e42), proved steadfastly unresponsive to herculean efforts
by the British, including the appointment of a second boundary
commission after the first had failed, and the active intercession of
their commissioner in Hong Kong. To repeated British pleas for
determining the 'exact limits' of the Tibetan frontier so as to prevent
'any encroachments', Peking categorically asserted that the borders
of the territories in question had been 'sufficiently and distinctly'
fixed. More, it exhorted the Raj to observe this 'ancient arrangement'
and refrain from any 'additional measure' to realign frontiers.
Not long after the Chinese had sufcessfully stonewalled all British
initiative in the late 1840s' the Great Trigonometrical Survey of
India, then engaged in the gigantic task of mapping out the frontiers
of the Raj, despatched its surveyors to Ladakh and the lands on its
periphery. Early and distinguished pioneers in this field were Johnson
and Godwin-Austen. Initially directed in 1862 'to carry a series of
triangles' from Leh to the Chinese frontier, Johnson was lucky, a
couple of years later, in having a unique opportunity to cross western
Aksai Chin and, on an invitation from the ruler of Khotan, to survey
a number of routes from Ladakh to the Khan's dominion, as well as
to Yarkand.
Johnson described Aksai Chin as 'high extensive tablelands which
might be called plains' when contrasted with the ragged ranges of
the Himalaya. The view to the north, Johnson wrote, was mostly of
plains; to the south, there were mountains and deep valleys. (The
singular nature of this terrain would largely explain the relative ease
with which Peking, a hundred years later, could first build a highway
across Indian Aksai Chin and later criss-cross it with a sizeable network of roads linking southern Sinkiang with western Tibet .)
For the Raj, then as for long afterwards, trade was the major
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preoccupation and cheap governance a primary objective. T h e
revolt of Yakub Beg in Kashgaria (1867) presented it with a rare
opportunity to make inroads into this area. The feverish activity
that both preceded and followed the missions of Douglas Forsyth
(1870 and 1873) to the Beg's kingdom, was a measure of the Raj's
deep commitment to making a major commercial breakthrough in
central Asia. Nor were the British alone; Tsarist Russia too was
involved, having signed a commercial treaty with the rebel Kokandi
adventurer in 1872. Unfortunately for Forsyth and his political
masters, and no doubt for the Russians, Yakub Beg did not survive
long enough. With his death in 1877, the Chinese unexpectedly
staged a vigorous comeback. In sum, independent Kashgaria proved
elusive, a dream that vanished all too soon.
An indirect result of Forsyth's two missions was an extensive survey
of Lingzi Tang and Aksai Chin, as well as a clearer understanding of
where the Maharaja's dominion touched the Beg's. A host of staging posts on the Karakoram route-Nischu, Lak Tsung, Thaldat,
Brangsa and Shahidulla-sprang
into prominence, while an
enterprising Dr Cayley charted a new passage to the Khan's dominion.
Meanwhile in Kokand, Bokhara and Khiva, Russian expansion
began t o pose serious challenges t o what had hitherto been an
exclusive British preserve. In the event there was intense rivalry
between the two great powers for control over the trade routes and
outlets in central Asia, with its varied ramifications over a vast
Euro-Asian stage. This war of nerves, often referred to as the Great
Game, throws into bold relief the work of two British explorers, Ney
Elias and his near contemporary, Francis Edward Younghusband.
They were overpowering, dominating figures, who left their mark
on the events in these regions during the last two decades of the
nineteenth century. Thanks to their travels in the northern regions
of Kashmir, both Elias and Younghusband acquired expert knowledge on what came to be known as the 'no man's land' that stretched
to Ladakh's north. Since the Tsar's empire was steadily extending
southwards over large chunks of central Asia, the British feared
Russian occupation and domination of areas bordering their northern
frontier. British expansion in these regions was ruled out. For with
the formidable bamer of the Himalaya intervening, neither politically
nor con~merciallywas it a viable proposition. There was thus little
choice but to activate the Chinese.
I n this great venture of making Peking conscious of what was at
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stake for itself, both Elias and Younghusband played significant
roles and, with solid official backing, made a great success of their
endeavours. As early as 1878 Elias, who had travelled over the
Karakoram to Yarkand, underlined the importance of a 'definite
determination' of Ladakh's borders with Eastern Turkestan. While
recognizing that Shahidulla was a Kashmir post to which the Maharaja
had a very valid claim, Elias advocated that it be abandoned on
account of the great passes which cut it off from Ladakh for several
months in the year.
Elias also argued that a demarcation of Ladakh's boundary with
Eastern Turkestan on the ground was 'neither practicable nor
necessary'; all that was needed was to identify half a dozen points
marked by distinct physical features, an exercise that would not be
protracted or arduous. The border could thus be demarcated, Elias
was confident, 'in one season [and] without expense'. Sadly, he was
not taken seriously. His immediate superiors ruled that since the
~
a
region between the head of the Nubra valley and Shahidu"I I was
vast, waterless desert peopled only by the skeletons of men and
horses, there was no need to define a boundary. Nature itself had
done the job. The situation however would change if there were 'a
tendency to encroach' from the other side; the clear, unstated,
assumption being that if Kashmir were ever threatened it would be
from the north-west.
A second visit to Turkestan, seven years later (18854), served
only to reinforce Elias's earlier conclusions. Shahidulla as a Kashrniri
post, he reiterated, was untenable and must be abandoned; for
Kashmir's northern boundary the Indus watershed was idealstretching all the way from the eastern frontier of Ladakh with Tibet,
to Gilgit and Nagar in the west.
The ostensible objective of Younghusband's visits to Chinese
Turkestan (1889) and the Pamirs (1890) was to fill in gaps in knowledge. To start with, he was to explore practicable routes across the
Muztagh and the Karakoram that might enable Russia to mount
offensive operations from the north. Additionally, he was to help
disentangle an increasingly complex situation in the Pamirs where,
apart from the Chinese and Russians, the Afghans too were embroiled. Younghusband's remarkably successful travels and his
astute observations added to the growing acerbity of relations between
the British and Tsarist empires.
On the chief question of a possible Russian onslaught from the

Introduction

5

north, Younghusband's views were conclusive. While the main
Muztagh-Karakoram range was easy to cross, the country on the
southern side was so difficult that an invading force would find it
almost impossible to force its way through, if it were opposed. In the
event, Younghusband argued, if Gilgit in the west and Leh in the
east were properly guarded, there was almost no possibility of a
large, viable force penetrating from the north. In response to a specific
request to pinpoint measures to check Russian encroachments, he
indicated that the southern frontiers of Russian Turkestan should
come into contact with Chinese possessions, a power which, though
weak, was tenacious of its territory and would forcefully resist any
incursions from the north.
The situation in the Pamirs however was more disquieting: the
strip of no man's land between Afghan and Chinese territories
inhabited by the Kirghiz, who owed a very nominal allegiance to no
one in particular, presented problems. So did opposing Chinese and
Afghan claims to the Pamirs, which invested the western end of
Raskam with mounting political significance. If closing the Afghan
and Chinese boundaries on the Pamirs should prove impossible, the
British might as well advance their frontiers up to the Kunlun so as
to include Raskam. Alternatively, the British should induce the
Chinese-or else 'provoke them as at Shahidu1la'--to ensure efficient
control over the country. So long as Russia stayed her hand over
Chinese Turkestan, the British should use China as a buffer against
the Russians in the north and at the same time make the Chinese
boundaries meet with those of 'our other buffer state-Afghanistan'.
Younghusband's reasoning touched a responsive chord at the
highest levels of government. Thus, in July 1890, Lansdowne stated
that the Chinese should be encouraged to assert their authority over
the hitherto unclaimed no man's land to Kashmir's north and up to
the limits of Afghan territory. He pointed out how important it was
to make the Chinese view British interests as being identical with
their own and as liable to danger from the same source!
The broad parameters of policy having been thus delineated, the
actual pushing was left to Younghusband. His travels in Yarkand
and the Pamirs in 1890 revealed his remarkable political skill, for,
with the finesse of a seasoned diplomat, the British explorer led the
Chinese down the garden path. In the six months that elapsed between
May 1890, when Walsham, British minister in Peking, pointed out
that he knew of no Chinese expression for the Great Pamirs and so
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felt unjustified in asserting that any district belonged to them, and
Younghusband's unambiguous pointers, which literally pushed the
Chinese to filling up those empty spaces, the pace of events is
breathtaking. Inter alia, Younghusband impressed upon the Chinese
the need to assert their authority over no man's land and to feel
assured of the Indian government's friendly intentions and striking
similarity of interests.
Younghusband was soon satisfied that the tract of territory between
the Karakoram and Shahidulla had been claimed by China. This
pronouncement was made even before the Chinese actually moved
in! The British explorer's interview with the Amban at Yarkand is
also revealing, the latter being virtually bulldozed into owning that
Peking had always considered the Karakorarn range as the boundary
between Kashmir and Yarkand. Moreover, that his country would be
prepared to protect the Leh-Kashgar trade route as far as that range!
Nor was that all. Younghusband persuaded the Amban to claim
that his administrative control on the Pamirs extended as far west as
Somatash and that the local Kirghiz paid taxes to the Chinese
magistrate at Sarikol. Both claims were specious but, Younghusband
maintained, rested on strong grounds: the remnants of a stone tablet
said to commemorate the Chinese conquest of the region some 150
years earlier, and the despatch of an armed party, not far ahead of
his own visit, to establish a frontier post at Somatash! Later, with
the Taotai of Kashgar providing him an escort and the requisite
guides for his visit to the Pamirs, the British explorer was able to
verify for himself the Chinese claims. The Taotai obliged further,
providing Younghusband with a statement to the effect that the
Alichur pamir belonged to China, which made the British explorer
exclaim exuberantly that there was no gap between Afghan and
Chinese temtory. Here Younghusband was clearly deceived--but
happily for him, this was discovered long after he had celebrated his
success. At that point he noted, to the apparent satisfaction of his
equally ill-informed political masters, that the Chinese had claimed
all the temtory up to the country actually occupied by the Afghans.
It followed that the two curtains, Afghan and Chinese, were drawn
closely across the Hindu Kush, while the Russians would be 'unable
to poke their ugly form' between them.
Developments in Hunza are so inextricably mixed up with the
question of Ladakh's frontiers that a slight diversion becomes

necessary. The ruler of this tiny principality in the Gilgit Agency of
north-west Kashmir owed a vague allegiance to the Maharaj:~of
Kashmir and was at the same time a tributary of sorts of the Chinese.
Despite this ambiguity, the relationship might have continued but
for two significant events in the early 1890s. To start with. there had
been the activities of Russian exploring parties to Hunza which, in a
decade that saw the Great Game become increasingly explosive,
fuelled suspicion and tension. The Hunza ruler, it appeared. had
softened in his attitude towards Russia; in any case, the British found
him politically inconvenient. A small armed expedition, in December
1891, helped dislodge the incumbent Mir who fled and found refuge
in Chinese territory. In the absence of a suitable heir, the masnud
remained temporarily unoccupied.
Peking, which had made no effort whatever to help the Mir face
the British onslaught, nonetheless made loud verbal protests and
succeeded in obtaining Whitehall's assurance that it would be invited
to the installation ceremonies of the new ruler. The result wa5
acceptance of a Chinese stake in the future of the state, even though
India made it abundantly clear that Hunza lay on its side of the
mountain divide and had long been a 'subordinate state' in Kashmir.
This would explain the exercise of its prerogative of dislodging a
recalcitrant ruler in favour of one amenable to the Maharaja's dictates.
The Mir gave China a nominal annual tribute. in return for rich
presents, and in Raskam claimed rights of cultivation. Besides there
was pasturage for his cattle, as well as levying of dues on the Kirghiz
who grazed on the Taghdumbash pamir. A recurrent theme in the
Hunza-India-China parleys till the 1930s. when the state finally
severed its ties with China, related to the eventual fate of these claims
as and when Russia marched into Chinese Turkestan. Throughout.
India had insisted that should the Russians move into Turkestan,
with or without China's acquiescence, Peking should accept Hunza's
claims as a preliminary. The matter assumed urgency after the Pamir
boundary settlement in 1895, when it was feared that Russia might
encroach into the expanse of the Taghdumbash pamir.
Both Elias (1879-80) and Younghusband (1889) had in the coursc
of their travels in these regions clearly indicated that the Chinese
exercised no jurisdiction in the Raskam valley, having had little to do
with all that lay beyond the Kunlun. In the early 1890s. however.
with the active contrivance of Younghusband and his political bosses
in India, Peking had been virtually pushed into these areas. and
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Hunza claims pitchforked into importance owing to the Kanjutis'
growing dependence o n agriculture, especially in the post-1892
years. Earlier, highway robbery of caravans or small parties crossing
the Shimshal o r travelling far into Yarkand temtory, had provided
its tiny population with an assured livelihood. Towards the last decade
of the nineteenth century, under British pressure, this had to be
abandoned. The Raj, while accepting Hunza's claims in Raskam
and on the Taghdumbash, was at the same time most reluctant to
enforce them, largely owing t o the Russian presence in Kashgar
where their Consul-General Petrovsky was a dominating figure.
Any overt intervention, Whitehall argued, would prove counterproductive; hence, all that the British did was exhort the Mir to
obtain the best terms he could from the Chinese.
Curzon's attempt t o make a package deal with China in 1905,
persuading the latter to waive its suzerain claims over Hunza in
return for the Mir surrendering his rights in Taghdumbash and the
Raskam valley, did not find favour with the British minister in Peking
who felt this would be 'very distasteful' t o Peking who would at once
procrastinate and evade. The question then remained in abeyance.
Later, in the wake of the October 1911 revolution in China, Russia
appreciably increased her consular guards in Kashgar while a British
consular officer suggested in 1912 trading Hunza's claims on the
Taghdumbash and in Raskam for Peking's to the Hpimaw tract on
the Burma-Yunnan border. After 1914, the Mir had his men
cultivate in Raskam and even though the Chinese did not formally
acknowledge his right, they did in practice acquiesce in it.
In the early 1930s, overt threats to the Mir's grazing his flocks in
Sarikol appear to have been inspired by the anxiety of the Kuomintang
regime in China to obtain 'a definite admission' from the British that
Raskam was Chinese temtory. Informally, the British let it be known
that they would be willing to oblige if, in return, the Chinese confirmed the Mir's proprietary rights in Raskam and the Taghdumbash.
T h e matter was not pursued; both sides, it would appear, were
playing a waiting game. New Delhi, at any rate, was averse to precipitating matters and would have preferred the Mir t o patch up
with the Chinese.
In the mid-19305, however, matters came to a head. To start with,
in 1935, the Kuomintang functionaries in Kashgar had informed the
British in n o uncertain terms that Hunza belonged to the Chinese
republic and that the British had best keep their hands off. A year
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earlier, some head of cattle belonging to the Mir did not return from
their annual grazing on the Taghdumbash; his desperate efforts to
trace them proved futile. Nor was the British Agent in Gilgit of any
help; the Chinese told him plainly that this was an internal affair of
their government.
Meantime, owing to a sporadic rebellion in Sinkiang, the Mir
had, for a couple of years or more, been unable to remit his yearly
tribute to the Taotai in Kashgar; in 1936, he specifically asked the
British agent if he should resume payment. This occasioned considerable debate in New Delhi; after due deliberation, India advised
the Mir to call it a day. In return, he was to be recompensed with a
stipend, a sizeable jagir, while conferment of a much-sought-after
title was to be sympathetically considered. The final breach with
China was effected at the beginning of 1937. Though the Mir was
a willing party to the decision, his later reactions were of regret;
his nostalgia for the 'good old days' he had known only increased
as time elapsed.
In the context of Younghusband's explorations and the singular
exercise to delineate the contours of India's northern boundary, Sir
John Ardagh's memorandum of 1897 is of importance. Sir John was
experienced in Indian affairs and an expert in strategic geography.
The memorandum was born of his anxiety to definitely settle that
part of India's northern frontier which stretched from the Pamirs to
Tibet and was contiguous with the Chinese provinces of Kashgar,
Yarkand and Khotan.
It was then widely feared that Russian annexation of Sinkiang
would push the frontiers of the Tsarist empire further south. This
would compel India sooner or later to conclude a definite agreement
regarding her frontier with China. Ardagh's argument was that for
security reasons it was necessary to keep the enemy from establishing
himself on the northern slopes of the mountain ranges that constitute
India's natural frontier, to the north of Chitral, Hunza and Nagar.
Further, to ensure that a hostile invader from the north did not
surprise the passes, the Kilik, Mintaka, Khunjerab and Karakoram
were to be retained within British tenitory. And although he admitted
that the present value of this sparsely inhabited country was insigmficant, its value 'as a security for the Indian frontier' was considerable.
Ardagh's memorandum was strongly criticized on the grounds
that there was little possibility of an enemy forcing the passes except
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with a few small raiding parties; that India could scarcely muster
resources to dominate the longitudinal valleys to the north; that
Russian occupation of the area would, at worst, be a source of
annoyance, not a threat. Further, neither from the direction of the
Pamirs nor the Karakoram was military threat a likelihood, while
any attempt to move into the country beyond might provoke St
Petersburg into occupying Kashgaria the sooner.
In all fairness, Ardagh's approach was far from being rigid: he
had suggested three alternative tines for a boundary, and had clearly
indicated that the Raj take steps-short of delimitation or international agreement-to consolidate limits that were essential to its
interests as a prerequisite to entering into any worthwhile negotiations
with China. In 1897 few paid serious attention to these aspects; a
decade and a half later when his memorandum was resurrected,
many of its merits were recognized and broadly accepted.
In the early 1860s, when the first edition of the Surveyor-General's
map of Turkestan appeared, the question of Aksai Chin surfaced,
the map showing it, as well as Lingzi Tang to its south, as part of
Kashmir. The second edition-which was repudiated by the foreign
department-xcluded
both from Kashmir's boundaries. The third
edition, in 1868, reverted to the earlier, 1862contours. Oddly, even
though the correct position was shown in 1862, the name itself did
not appear on maps until Henry Trotter's small sketch in 1873
mentioned Lingzi Tang 'or Aksai Chin'.
In 1898, Whitehall's persistent demand rhat India spell out the
precise limits of its northern boundary with China and confirm
'effective assertion of influence' up to the line claimed, resulted in a
detailed review. On a transfrontier map, Younghusband drew the
tine along the crest of the Karakoram up to 76 degrees East longitude,
refusing to place Raskam within the boundary or even include the
Taghdumbash .
East of the Karakoram pass, the Surveyor-General fell back on
Trotter's small sketch which the Foreign Secretary, Cunningham,
had dug up from his old papers. Trotter had based his contours on
the recent discovery of the much-disputed Lak Tsung range, said to
divide Aksai Chin on the north from the Lingzi Tang plains in the
south. (New Delhi has consistently maintained that the Lak Tsung
is not a regular or even identifiable range; that towards the east the
Karakoram is a tangled mass of mountains providing no dependable
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or convenient feature to mark a natural bouildary.) The 1898 boundary makers, it would appear, were singularly ignorant, or perhaps
indifferent, to this easternmost extremity; their major preoccupation
was the Hunza-Taghdumbash section.
Macartney's encounters with the Taotai of Kashgar (18954) led
to the Chinese alleging that there were errors in the Keith Johnston
Atlas which Macartney had supplied on the Taotai's request. The
correct factual position was that Aksai Chin was a loose name for an
ill-defined, elevated tableland, part of which lay in Indian and part in
Chinese territory. The 1898 outrage of placing western (Indian)
Aksai Chin squarely in China-which was later incorporated in the
March 1899 MacDonald Line note to Peking-was loudly repudiated a
decade later by Dane, one of Cunningham's successors. A few more
years were however to elapse before India produced its revised version
of the MacDonald line. But in the process incalculable harm had
been done, for Peking, as well as its numerous apologists, have
sharply attacked India's ostensible double-dealing in altering the
contours of its 1899 boundary.
MacDonald's March 1899 note to the Tsungli Yamen underscored
the bait India held out if its boundary line found acceptance: a large
area of the country north of the great dividing range shown on Huang
Tachin's map would be recognized as Chinese territory! The vital
issue related to Hunza's proprietary rights in Raskam which Peking
should respect in return for India's acceptance of Chinese sovereignty
there. The two issues, though linked, were separate ones, and
Calcutta's Foreign Department complained that MacDonald and
his ilk did not quite see the distinction. As India then viewed it, the
MacDonald note concerned not so much the boundary in its easternmost extremity, as the status and rights of the ruler of Hunza.
The surrender of Aksai Chin, it is plain to see, was not even debated;
Calcutta does not appear to have weighed the pros and cons (nor
Peking for that matter). Ironic as it may appear, what had started as
an attempt to define the Hunza ruler's claims to Raskam and the
Taghdumbash, ended up as a definitive pronouncement on Kashrnir's
northern frontier with Sinkiang.
To read more into the MacDonald note is to invest it with a meaning
it will not bear. Even in November 1903, Satow, the British minister
in Peking, was arguing that the only reason China did not respond to
the March 1899 proposals was Britain's refusal t o allow Peking
suzerain rights over Hunza-linked as the issue was with Chinese
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acknowledgement of the Mir's rights over parts of the Taghdumbash
and Raskam. It was also apparent that Peking was making 'use of
Russian objections as an excuse' for inaction. Thinking in Calcutta's
Foreign Department (February 1904) also revolved around the
give-and-take nature of the offer made.
As early as December 1904, Curzon was willing, in return for
China recognizing Macartney as British consul at Kashgar and
agreeing to sever all connections with Hunza, to 'waive our claim to
the MacDonald boundary and agree to the surrender of Hunza rights.'
Whitehall 'did not press for immediate action' as negotiations were
pending for Peking's adherence to the Lhasa Convention of
September 1904. Nor was Jordan, the British envoy, enthusiastic
about Curzon's 'exceedingly handsome terms', pointing out that the
Chinese would not easily renounce the Hunza connection and were
most unlikely 'to agree to any rectifications of the frontiers in remote
districts' of the empire about which they had 'very imperfect geographical knowledge.' It should be obvious that the MacDonald
note, as viewed by two successive British ministers in Peking, had
elicited no response because of its linkage with Hunza and its extraterritorial rights. Would the Chinese have behaved differently if the
proposal had been more happily worded and the boundary alignment
de-linked from the Hunza matter?' No one can tell, though Peking's
record in such cases has not been exactly inspiring.
Not long after Curzon left, it was noted in the foreign department
(June 1907)' that as China had not accepted the 1899 boundary,
India could not be held committed to its contours. Dane's suggestion
of showing Aksai Chin in Tibet and thereby making the latter claim
the Kunlun boundary, found favour in Calcutta and may have in
London. Unfortunately, Whitehall peremptorily ruled (August
1907) that the 1899 line was to be adhered to on the map.
In the aftermath of the October 1911 revolution in China, India had
felt increasingly concerned that the collapse of Chinese authority in
Kashgar presaged Russia's long-feared march into Sinkiang. India's
principal concern seemed to be safeguarding Hunza's rights: Russian
occupation would bring the Tsar's empire within 330 km of Srinagar
and 500 of Simla. India's trade with Kashgar and Tibet itself would dry
up while the transfer of China's somewhat ambiguous ties with Hunza
would spell disaster for the little state. Accordingly, India must
John Lall, A h a i Chin and the Sino-Indian Conflict, New Delhi, 1989, p. 195.
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claim the Taghdumbash and Raskam for Hunza-and Shahidulla
for Kashmir. McMahon, Foreign Secretary in 1912, went a step
further and demanded that India go back to the 1897 ~ r d a g h
boundary which, he noted, 'exactly suits our political interests.'
Hardinge, the Governor-General, fully endorsed this view, as did
the Army top brass.
This opinion was strongly reiterated three years later, in October
1915, and re-affirmed with added emphasis in April 1917. Denys
Bray, then Foreign Secretary, stated that the MacDonald line was
notional for it 'existed only on paper.' It was not 'the result of any
treaty or engagement with China' nor did it form a 'scientific or
strategic border' but was partly the result of the 'need to assign some
limit to China's indefinite political relations in that neighbourhood.'
The line could not, Bray continued, in any way be regarded 'as a
fixed and final international boundary' nor was Delhi bound by a
border it had laid down 'without the concurrence of any other party
concerned'. What was more, India had on at least three occasions in
the past altered the line without reference to this party and was even
then advocating a substantial move forward should it be rendered
desirable.
Actually, the rectifications in question had been almost finalized
by 1915 as part of an impending package deal with Russia: in return
for Constantin~pleand the Dardanelles, St Petersburg was to accept
British demands in Chinese Turkestan and Tibet. The disastrous
dCbicle of the Dardanelles campaign in March 1915, followed by
the Bolshevik revolution of October 1917, put paid to these plans.
Eventually, by the end of World War I, India broadly reverted to
the Ardagh alignment as defined by Hardinge's letter of 1912. This
found endorsement in the maps put out in the London Times and
Oxford atlases. By the late 1920s, however, many of the Hunza
claims to a boundary north of the Karakoram had been abandoned.
Shahidulla was no longer part of Kashmir territory, but Aksai Chin
certainly was of Ladakh while Shimshal was barred from the Mir of
Hunza's domain. By then the MacDonald note and the boundary it
had spelt out were already a hazy memory. The view that independent India 'inherited' it from the Raj or that there were 'sufficient
grounds' for holding that the Chinese 'tacitly committed themselves
to it' must remain speculative in the absence of any concrete evidence
to support it.
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The pages that follow spell out at some length the events described
above. Starting with a brief account of Ladakh and its people, and,a
sketch of the history of Ladakh leading up to the period under study,
the following chapters discuss in detail the conditions under which
the first explorations and surveys of this frontier area took place,
and the political and pragmatic considerations under which the Raj
drew its boundaries with its Chinese and Afghan neighbours.

Ladakh: The Land and the People
Ladakh, in Tibetan 'la-tags', is the large eastern district of the state
of Jammu and Kashmir embracing the valley of the upper Indus.
With a mean elevation of 4,000 metres, it is termed both 'mar-yul'
or lowland (in comparison with western Tibet) and 'khachumpa' o r
snowland. Popularly known as India's 'Little Tibet', Ladakh though
a closely integrated part of Tibet's religious and cultural life has
never been subject to her politically. With an area of 96,000 square
kilometres (including Kargil), Ladakh occupies over forty per cent
of the total area of Jammu and Kashmir. Yet, with a population of
less than 150,000, it is one of the most sparsely populated regions of
the world and has been graphically described as 'a desert of bare
crags and granite dust with vast and arid tablelands of high elevation'. Its mountains and valleys form what may broadly be viewed as
a system of parallels; this 'parallelism', as the well-known traveller
and surveyor Alexander Cunningham phrased it,' stretches southeast to north-west.
Ladakh's northern boundary is formed by the Karakoram (Literally,
'black gravel') range, one of the biggest mountain massifs in the
world, which has passes at heights of 5,2000-5 3 7 5 metres above sea
level. Stretching all the way from the source of the Gilgit river t o the
main branch of the Qara Qash, the Karakoram range runs parallel
to the Kailash range and the Outer Himalayas in a north-west southeast direction. Its highest peaks, K2 (Mt Godwin-Austen) and
Gasherbrum, lie to the north near the Muztagh pass (5,800 metres).
T o the south of the Karakoram stretches the Ladakh range which,
with its two major passes--the Chang La and the Khardung La
(both over 5,000 metres)-forms
the northern boundary of the
lndus valley, which constitutes Ladakh's heartland. South of the
Ladakh range and cut off from its main chain by the Indus, lies the
Zaskar range.
These three mountain chains embrace two river valleys, those of
the Indus and the Shyok. The Indus, known as the Sengge-khabab

'

Alexander Cunningham, Ladakh: Physical, Staristicaland Historical with notices of
the surrounding countries, London, 1854; reprint, New Delhi. 1977, p. 42.
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o r 'lion river' in Ladakh, runs the entire length of the region.
The Chang Chenmo ('great northern') range separates the far
north-eastern part of Ladakh from the rest. North of the range, the
Chang Chenmo river flows westwards in an asymmetrical flat-floored
valley dotted, at higher altitudes, with hot springs and mountain
lakes; farther north is a basin containing a number of salt lakes.
Extending south to north are the Lingzi Tang plains, the Aksai Chin
plateau and the Soda plains which are all dry and bare, marked by
evidence of past glacial action, and covered with immense gravel
deposits. The place is a graveyard of wild donkeys, antelopes, and
wild yak.2
To the north-west of Ladakh, adjoining Hunza, is the valley of
the Raskam o r upper Yarkand river which runs west-east to the
Karakoram pass. It is bounded on the north by the Kunlun range
and o n the south by the Muztagh and Aghil mountains, which have
summits covered with perpetual snow while their sides are barren of
all vegetation.
Ladakh itself falls into six distinct regions: the far north-eastern
part, north of the Chang Chenmo; to its west, the valley of the river
Nubra; central Ladakh, dotted with villages along the Indus or at
the mouths of rivers and streams flowing into it; Zaskar, to Leh's
south-west, a wild, glaciated region; Rupshu, an upland plateau
with great lakes in south-east Ladakh; and Dras, Purig (Purik) and
Suru, to the west of Zaskar. Central Ladakh, with the town of Leh at
its heart, has the highest population of the region, and is the hub of
its political, social and cultural life. Zaskar, a tangle of ridge and
ravine, is largely barren and inhospitable. Rupshu's cattle, sheep,
large goats, and yak, are used as draught animals while its more
numerous shawl goat is an important source of pashm. The Nubra
valley with its villages set on low platforms of alluvial soil. is relatively fertile, and fruit as well as grain and vegetables are grown
here. A series of upland plateaus in Dras are relatively green, and
produce apart from barley some wheat and buckwheat. In the valleys
of central Ladakh, as well as Nubra, the rarity of the air makes the
climate one of extremes: the sun is very hot even during the winter
months while nights, even during the summer, are freezing cold.
Sowing and harvesting has t o be compressed between May and
September.
Emil Trinkler, 'Explorations in the Eastern Karakoram and in the Western Kunlun',
Geographical Journal, LXX I , March 1930, pp. 505-17, p. 510.
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Its mounta~nterrain, as well as extreme aridity, makes cultivationdifficult in Ladakh. Irrigation is possible only in areas within reach
of natural springs o r streams: the construction of canals o r storage
of water is extremely difficult. Apart from two or three varieties of
barley, Ladakh produces some wheat and a little buckwheat. For
animal fodder, lucerne (known locally as ole) is widely grown.
From time immemorial Leh has been an important entrepat and
thus a region of interaction between people coming from distant
areas: India, central Asia, Tibet and China. The Ladakhi monopoly
of wool and tea coming from and through Tibet, made it an important
trade centre. However, it was the pashmina trade which was of
supreme importance, and it involved a large number of people,
from the nomads of Changtang whose animals produced it to the
Ladakhi merchants who carried it to Leh and the Kashmiri dealers
who brought it to the valley. The pashmina goat is indigenous to
Ladakh, western Tibet and parts of the Tien Shan mountains where
a harsh but snowless winter and availability of grass for fodder
throughout the year produces the finest pashm.
Till the mid-nineteenth century a major commodity was opium
which was exchanged for Yarkand's tobacco, charas, hashish, tea,
pashmina and sugar candy. Other items included saffron, brocades,
textiles and leather, sheepskins, namdas and horses.
The Ladakhi ruler's principal source of revenue before the Dogra
conquest in 1834 was the duties levied on trade as well as the monopoly
of his people in arranging carriage for goods. In addition, the Ladakhi
ruler himself was a trader.
Three caravan routes leading from Leh t o Yarkand and
Kashgar formed, until the Chinese occupation of Tibet, major
arteries of trade. Of these, the winter o r zamistan route, nearly
710 km long, led across frozen river beds; the summer o r tabistan
route was about the same length; they both crossed the Karakoram
pass. Among the most desolate routes the world knows of, both
entailed negotiating two other very high passes, the Khardung La
and the Saser La. Of the two, the winter route, along frozen and
thus negotiable river valleys, was preferred. The 1890 Kashmir
Gazetteer under-scored the point that most traders preferred the
Karakoram routes to the Chang Chenmo detour which was longer
by another 220 km; not only were they shorter, they did not
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require pack animals to carry their own fodder.3
Mention may be made here of the two principal caravan or trade
missions between Leh and the Tibetan capital. The cha-pa (chapba,
'tea-man') caravan or mission was organized by the Tibetan government and principally carried brick tea for consumption in Ladakh.
The Tibetans returned with saffron, sugar and dried apricots. The
head of the mission, the cha-pa, was an important Tibetan monk or
lay official who held office for a three-year term and visited Gartok
every year but Leh only once in the third and last year of his tenure.
The lo-pchak (lapchak, 'salutation of the new year') was a triennial
mission ostensibly religious in character which camed presents for
the Dalai Lama and other Tibetan dignitaries from the rulers of
Ladakh. The mission was fed and suitably housed while in Tibetan
territory, and permitted to bring back 200 loads of goods and twenty
riding horses. En route to Lhasa, the Ladakhis halted a few weeks at
Gartok, Kardum and Shigatse buying musk, turquoise and brick tea
in exchange for saffron and other items. Nominally headed by a
Lama, the lo-pchak was in reality managed by Ladakhi Muslim
merchants. The cha-pa as well as the lo-pchak rested on reciprocal
obligations and were the most important of a number of similar
exchanges between the two countries.
Caravan routes apart, there were several traders' or pilgrims'
trails leading to znd from Leh. From Lhasa, the traditional route
was via Lake Manasarowar and Gartok along the Indus. By the
mid-1970s an excellent all-weather highway, kept open for nearly
half the year (April-October), connected Srinagar with Leh. The
road which broadly follows the old pashrnina route takes one through
the heart land of Ladakh.
The great majority of Ladakhis are Tibetan-speaking Buddhists
though there are Muslims in Leh and Kargil. There is also a small
but influential community of Christians.
The Buddhism most Ladakhis practise is that of the Mahayana or
Vijrayana school, and chortens, mani walls, prayer flags and prayer
wheels form a striking feature of the region. The chortens, like the
stupas of ancient India, are symbolic grave mounds over which
erection of a structure was deemed a work of piety. Mani walls, of
various lengths and heights and faced with stones bearing inscriptions, are found at all kinds of places. The inscriptions are mostly

' Gazeneer of Karhrnir and Ladakh, compiled by Quarter-Master General Branch.
Calcutta, 1890; reprint, New Delhi, 1974, pp. 504-6.
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prayers repeating the universal Buddhist mantram, 'Om Mani
Padme Hum', 'Hail the Jewel in the Lotus'.
Prayer flags inscribed with religious texts and invocations to the
gods, and prayer wheels are to be found everywhere in Ladakh: the
flags on hill-tops, homes, and road crossings; the wheel, sometimes
an enormous cylinder, embedded in the walls of a monastery or
placed in runtring water, with smaller versions used by individuals.
Keeping it in constant motion earns merit.
At the time of one of its greatest rulers Sengge Namgyal (c.161W2),
Ladakh's eastern frontiers had exten ed right up to the boundaries
of the Tibetan province of Tsang while its territory included some
Himalayan states which later became part of British India or Nepal.
Sengge's most conspicuous military success was the conquest of
Guge (1630) which brought Ladakh into direct contact with central
Tibet; later Zaskar, upper Lahul and Purig were added to his
dominion. The Mughal ruler Shah Jahan (r. 1627-58), however,
had an army march against him; and Sengge accepted Mughal
overlordship.
It was in the post-Sengge era that the Ladakh-Tibet-Mughal war
(1679-84) was to prove a major disaster for the kingdom. To meet
Lhasa's onslaught, the Ladakhi ruler, Deldan Namgayal, had
sought Mughal help. This resulted in the Treaty of Tingmosgang
(1684) which fixed the Ladakh-Tibet boundary at the Lahri stream,
seven kilometres south-east of Demchok. Furthermore the Treaty
specified that while Ladakhi merchants would enjoy exclusive rights of
the wool trade--both shawl wool (pushm) as well as the coarse variety
of west Tibet-the Dalai Lama's private treasury would have a
monopoly of the brick tea trade with Ladakh. The Treaty was to
mark the end of Ladakh's political independence; its later history,
in Petech's words, 'offers merely a local interesV4.In the aftermath,
its position between an estranged Buddhist Tibet and a powerful, if
not hostile, Muslim Kashmir was, at best, precarious.
In the eighteenth century, some significant developments occurred
in Ladakh and its principal neighbouring states. With the decline of
Mughal authority in India, a number of new power centres had
emerged, one such being in the north-west where Ahmad Shah Abdali
(c. 1722-73) became an important force. With Kabul as his base,
Ahmad Shah extended his sway over the Panjab and ventured as far as
Delhi and the Doab. In 1751, he conquered Kashmir.

6
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In Tibet the death of the Great Fifth Dalai Lama in 1680 had
created a political vacuum where Mongol factions vied for supremacy. In 1705, the Oleot (Qosot) Mongol chief, Lhabzang Khan,
marched into Lhasa, defeated the regent and assumed full powers.
Twelve years later it was the western, or Dzungar, Mongols who
sprang a major surprise by attacking Tibet from the west, in the
heart of winter 1717, from across the Kunlun range. Lhabzang was
taken prisoner and later executed.
However the Ch'ing dynasty, securely established at Peking,
responded eagerly to Tibet's cries of distress. While the first Manchu
army was routed in battle, the second expedition in 1719 succeeded,
with the help of some Tibetan factions, in repelling the Mongol
invaders in 1720. A Ladakhi mission that visited Peking in 1724 now
supplicated the Ch'ing emperor for aid. Nor were the Chinese disinterested, for in so far as the Dzungars held sway in Turkestan, they
controlled access to Ladakh in the west which could, therefore,
serve as a base for another advance into Tibet. This apart, Leh was
both an important entrep8t and a centre for news and intelligencegathering.
Ladakh needed an ally not only against the continuous threats
from the Dzungar Mongols on the one hand, but from the Afghan
rulers of Kashmir on the other. While the Ladakhi ruler held a
watching brief of sorts over the movement of the Dzungars in the
area contiguous to his frontier, the Manchus could lend him powerful political support against his hostile neighbours. Leh's strategic
position however was short-lived; it vanished with the Manchu conquest of Turkestan in 1757-9.
In the aftermath, while Ladakh continued to maintain a somewhat
precarious independence between its two powerful neighbours, a
succession of weak rulers in the Namgyal dynasty and the wrangling
between rival factions in the 1750s led to the Dalai Lama sending a
personal envoy to adjudicate.
Two Jesuit missionaries, Emanuel Freyre and Ippolito Desideri,
had visited Ladakh in 1715, leaving detailed accounts of the land
and its people.= Later, in 1781-2, a Russian traveller, Efremov,
came to Leh, stayed there briefly and moved on to Kashmir and
F. De Filippi, A n Account of Tibet, London, 1937, pp. 79-82, 353-5; F. Hosten,
'Letters and Other Papers of Fr lppolito Desideri, S J , a missionary in Tibet', Journal
of Asiatic Sociery of Bengal, Letters, 4 (1938), pp. 625-38.
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Calcutta whence he returned to Russia by sea.6
In the nineteenth century, the hold of the Afghan governors of
Kashmir over Ladakh weakened considerably under Ahmad Shah
Abdali's inept successors. At about the same time, the Panjab saw
the emergence of the vigorous Sikh ruler, Maharaja Ranjit Singh
(r. 1798-1839) whose annexation of Kashmir in 1819 had posed an
immediate threat to Ladakhi independence. The Lahore darbar, in
sharp contrast to the easy-going Afghans, made a peremptory demand
for tribute and customary presents. This was complied with promptly
and payment made not only for 1820 but also, it would appear, for
the next fifteen years without a break.
William Moorcroft, a veterinary surgeon in the East India
Company, and an intrepid adventurer, stayed in Leh in 1820-2.
On his own initiative he persuaded the Ladakhi ruler, Tsehpal
Namgyal, to beseech the Indian Governor-General to accept his
allegiance and, in return, afford him protection. Ranjit Singh, who
had apprehended trouble from that quarter, protested strongly to
the British about Moorcroft's activities. The British obliged, turned
down the Ladakhi offer and disowned Moorcroft .'
Ranjit Singh for his part was not keen on annexing Ladakh-it
would have been a severe drain on his meagre resources. With the
Dogras of Jammu and the shrewd Gulab Singh, however, it was a
different matter; the latter anticipated trouble from Kangra as
well as Gurkha incursions which the British-Gurkha war of 1814-16
had harely checked.
For Ranjit Singh, Moorcroft's visit to and prolonged residence at
Leh provided a handy stick to beat the British with, while for the
Dogras of Jammu who had emerged as a strong, well-knit faction at
Ranjit Singh's court, Ladakh was a legitimate sphere for expansion.
Not only would it afford them independent access to the vale of
Kashmir but also help carve out a dominion that was isolated from
the rest of the Panjab. Moreover, Ladakh's important strategic
position, not to mention its monopoly of the pashmina trade, made
this a most attractive proposition.
The wily Gulab Singh equipped a force under his general, Zorawar
"ven Hedin, Sourhem Tibet, Vol. VIl , Leipzig, 1922, pp. 107-9.
For a detailed account of Moorcroft see Gary Alder, Beyond Bokhara: the Life of William Moorcrofr, Asian Explorer and Pioneer Veterinary Surgeon 1767-1825,
London. 1985.
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Singh, to march towards the half-forgotten and virtually defenceless
dominion of the Ladakh ruler. In 1834, with an army of nearly 4,000
men, the Dogra general embarked on his venture along the traditional route-Kishtwar, Purig and Kargil. The Ladakhis were no
match for Zorawar Singh and his men, and Tshepal Namgyal was
forced to accept a humiliating peace, accepting vassalage, and paying a crippling war indemnity of 50,000 rupees besides an annual tribute of 20,000 rupees. Nor was that all. Before long Tshepal was
deposed; he was replaced by his grandson, Jigmet Namgyal, who
was hardly ten years of age!
The Ladakhis made a number of desperate efforts, through the
British Agent at Subathu, a cantonment in the Simla hills, as well as
through their commander-in-chief, then temporarily stationed at
Simla, to seek British protection and intercession against the Dogras.
The Company stonewalled every initiative; it was unwilling to
offend Ranjit Singh, much less his vassal. Nor was Zorawar Singh
inactive. In 1839 the Dogra commander had marched again into
Ladakh to prevent an alliance between its raja and the Balti ruler,
Ahmad Shah. Leh was pacified successfully and the recalcitrant
Balti chief replaced by his more amenable son, Mohammad Shah.
Every new success whetted Zorawar Singh's as well as Gulab
Singh's ambitions further. One of the Dogra ruler's major objectives
was to stake his claim on Kashmir after Ranjit Singh's death.
Besides, he wanted to gain unimpeded access to the lucrative pashmina trade of Changtang. With Ladakh as a tributary state all that
was needed was to annex those areas of west Tibet from which the
wool came. This would present no problem if the ancient Ladakhi
claim to the kingdom of Guge as well as to all territory west of Lake
Manasarowar could be enforced. Petech dubs this western Tibet
venture of the Dogras to be 'daring to the point of being foolhardy'
for it led to the invasion of Chinese territory and conflicted with
British interests.
But by 1841, circumstances seemed propitious enough. In the
aftermath of Ranjit Singh's death in 1839, the Panjab, riven by
numerous warring factions, was unable to intercede in or prevent
Gulab Singh's military exploits in the hills. The British too were
deeply entangled in Afghan affairs; in the popular Afghan upsurge
against the British protCgC Shah Shuja, some British officers and
men had been butchered in the streets of Kabul (1841) while their
retreating army faced disaster and disgrace. China was confronting
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problems at the end of the First Opium War (183942). Nepal was in
the throes of civil strife, while Lhasa was locked in the not unfamiliar
power struggle between the regent and his numerous rivals.
The moment was well-chosen: in the summer of 1841, Zorawar
Singh marched into Tibet with nearly 4,000 men. The hard core of
his army was Dogra with some Baltis, Ladakhis and men of Kishtwar.
Zorawar Singh, who initially pretended to be going on pilgrimage t o
Manasarowar, now announced that his objective was the occupation
of west Tibet, and reached Taklakot on the Nepal-Tibet border.
The Dogra commander was now virtually in control of Manasarowar
and Rakas Tal as well as the legendary Mount Kailash, while the
Tibetan commander, unable to hold Taklakot, fell back beyond the
Mayum pass (Map 1, endpapers). For the time being, the Dogra
objective seemed well within grasp.
At this point, the British, who had never taken kindly t o the
Dogra venture in the hills, came out openly against it. For even as
Zorawar Singh's men crossed the Ladakh border, the flow of shawl
wool into British-ruled Bashahr registered a steep fall.8 Besides, the
Dogra onslaught on Taklakot presaged, the British feared, a possible Dogra-Gurkha political tie-up that would pose a serious threat
to their own rule. The Indian Governor-General, deeply upset,
conveyed strong displeasure to the Lahore darbar with a clear warning that Gulab Singh should retrace his steps and withdraw Zorawar
Singh from Tibet. A time limit was set: 10 December 1841.
In retrospect, it appears that the intrepid Dogra general had
miscalculated grievously. His men numbered less than half of the
Tibetan army; he was cut off from supplies and reinforcements; his
worst enemy, as Napoleon's in the retreat from Moscow, was 'General
Winter'. With the Mayum snow-bound, the Tibetans, instead of
hibernating for the cold months, effecting a detour, advanced on
Taklakot; in November 1841, they recaptured it. Zorawar Singh,
facing the heaviest of odds, decided to stake all on dislodging his
adversaries. Desultory fighting continued for some weeks until the
"The ruler of Bashahr, a small hill state now part of Himachal Pradesh, was a British
tributary; its capital. Rampur, a busy mart where traders from Ladakh, West Tibet,
Kumaon and the Indian plains, came to exchange commodities. In the first half of the
19th century, under the oppressive sway of the Afghans and later the Sikhs, a number
of Kashrniri refugees had sought shelter in Bashahr and were responsible for establishing a modest shawl wool industry.
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Dogra general and his men were ambushed and Zorawar Singh himself killed; the Dogra army was routed, most of its men killed, and a
large number taken prisoner. The remainder perished in the snow
as the victorious Tibetan commander pursued a dispirited, and now
leaderless, host to the borders of Ladakh itself.
,~
Among the prisoners taken by the Tibetans was G ~ n p osteward
of the Hemis monastery, not far from Leh. Gonpo sent home a
secret report relating the disaster that had befallen Zorawar Singh
and his men, and asking his people to revolt against the Dogra ruler,
and solicit British help. Meanwhile Lhasa's ministers forwarded to
the Manchu emperor a petition from the Ladakhi 'aborigines' as
well as the Balti chief, pledging anew their allegiance to the Tibetan
regent. It was broadly hinted that this would lead to better trade
relations and ensure greater security. The Ch'ing e i ~ ~ p e rsignalled
or
his approval, while an additional levy of 5,000 troops appears to
have left Lhasa almost simultaneously.
Just about this time, the Ladakhi ruler informed the British, as he
did Maharaja Sher Singh, the Sikh chief at Lahore, of his acceptance
of Chinese overlordship and asked the Ch'ing emperor to arrange
for the withdrawal of Dogra troops. This was an impossible position-for how was the Ch'ing emperor to ensure the withdrawal of
Jammu levies?
Before Gulab Singh or the Lahore darbar could react, the Ladakhis,
aided by the Tibetans and the Balti levies of the deposed Ahmed
Shah, laid siege to the Dogra garrison at Leh. Presently news
arrived that well-equipped reinforcements, raised by Raja Dhian
Singh, the all-powerful Dogra minister of the Lahore darbar, and
led by the redoubtable Dewan Hari Chand and Wazir Ratanu, were
on their way to Ladakh. l o No sooner did they arrive than the Balti
levies melted away and the Tibetans beat a hasty retreat along the
course of the Indus. On the way to rejoin their men waiting beyond
the Chang La, the Tibetan army set up camp in the Pangong lake
area where, before long, the pursuing Dogras too entrenched
themselves.
As remarked earlier, the Ladakhi commander's request to
Cunningham, the British Political Agent, for help against the
Dogras was refused as the Company was dependent on the Lahore
darbar and the aid of its protCgC, Gulab Singh, to retrieve its position
lo

Gumbo in British records.
For biographical details see Notes, under Hari Chand, Dewan, and Ratanu. Wazir.
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in Afghanistan. l1 After the Tibetan reinforcements arrived, the rival
forces met at Chushul, near Tankse, on the western bank of the
Pangong lake. The Tibetans were badly beaten, and, after their
camp was flooded, surrendered. T h e Dogras took the Tibetan
general, his ministers and some fifty odd officers and men prisoner
and carried them to Leh. l2
A treaty, resulting in a formal exchange of documents, was finally
effected in September 1842. Its terms laid down inter alia that
Ladakh's previous boundaries-'as fixed in ancient times' (barring
its claim to western Tibet)-were to be respected. Its ruler, Jigmet
Namgyal, was given the option of residing peacefully in Ladakh
provided he refrained from all intrigue against his new Dogra
masters. Later, the Namgyals were given a jagir at Stok, near Leh.
The ruler was permitted to resume the triennial mission of tribute
to Lhasa on the explicit understanding that this had n o political
connotations. T h e Tibetans on their part undertook to permit 'the
annual export of wool, shawls and tea by way of Ladakh according to
old-established custom'. Ladakhi merchants were allowed to travel
wherever they pleased in Tibet; in return, Tibetan merchants were
free to move in and around Leh. Both parties were entitled to the
traditional free porterage-begar or ula-as well as adequate residential accommodation en route. This compact was later
ratified by the Chinese ambans at Lhasa on behalf of the Ch'ing
emperor, and the Sikh governor of Kashmir on behalf of the
Lahore darbar. l 3
Thus, while politically Tibet accepted the legitimacy of Dogra
authority in Ladakh, Gulab Singh surrendered all previous Ladakhi
claims to west Tibet. From now onwards Ladakh was to be an integral
part of the Dogra dominion; administratively, Leh, Kargil and
Baltistan became tehsils of the Ladakh district or wazarat as it came
to be called. When, after the First Anglo-Sikh War (18454), the
princely state of Jammu and Kashmir came into being, Ladakh was
a part of it. The same position held when, a hundred years later, in
' I Gumbo to Cunningham, 18 April 1842, and Cunningham to Gumbo, 3 May 1842,
in Foreign Department Secret Consrrltations (FDSC), No. 42,6 July 1842.
l2 For a detailed account resting on British archival sources see C. L. Datta, Lodakh
and Western Himalayan Politics, 181&1848, New Delhi, 1973, pp. 12&51; for relevant
Chinese documents, Fisher et.al., Himalayan Banleground, pp. 155-76; for an
account based on Tibetan sources, Luciano Petech, Aristocracy and Government in
Tibet, Rome, 1973, pp. 1468,167.
l 3 For the text see Appendix 1.
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the wake of the transfer of power from the British, the Maharaja of
Jammu and Kashmir acceded to the Indian Union.

An 'Agreed' Frontier
The territorial limits of Maharaja Gulab Singh's new state of Jammu
and Kashmir-which became a separate political entity following
Tibet as well as
the First Anglo-Sikh War (1845-6)-touched
China's far-flung dominions in Kashgar and Yarkand. The British
were deeply interested in this, a major temptation being the prospects
of opening up the heart of Asia to their commerce, for which i t was
first necessary to define the limits of the Maharaja's territory and
open it to trade. Later, as the new tasks turned out t o be more
complex than had initially appeared, there was a marked lack of
enthusiasm to barter away any territorial claims.
Hardly had the ink on their treaty with Gulab Singh dried, than
the British resolved to lay down the exact limits of his territory. T o
this end, two officials, Alexander Cunningham and P. A . Vans
Agnew were appointed boundary commissioners, with the task of
demarcating a clear line between the British districts of Lahul and
Spiti in the south and Gulab Singh's Ladakh to their north, as well as
the boundary between Ladakh and Tibet.
In a letter to the 'Vizir of Lhasa-Gartope'' as early as 4 August
1846, the Indian Governor-General specified three aims. Inter alia,
he told the Wazir of the appointment of two confidential agents
who, together with the confidential agents of the Maharaja, were to
'lay down the boundary' between British territories and those of
Gulab Singh, and since territories 'belonging to the great Empire of
China and which are under Your Excellency's Government' adjoined
those of the British and the Maharaja, the Indian GovernorGeneral thought it necessary to inform him of the deputation of his
officers. In conclusion he expressed the hope that the Wazir would
depute confidential agents to point out the 'exact limits' of Chinese
frontiers so that there would be no interference within their territories. The British did not desire 'to intrude into the Chinese
territory or to ask for admittance except to such marts as are open to

'

As the British understood it, the 'Vizir of Lhasa-Gartope' was the Indian GovernorGeneral's counterpart, broadly corresponding to the Viceroy of Tibet.
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general traders of other countries or to secure exclusive privileges
for its subject^.'^
The Governor-General also wrote to Sir John Davis, British
Imperial Commissioner in Hong Kong, who under the terms of the
Treaty of Nanking (1842), was authorized to communicate on matters
of state with his Chinese counterpart stationed at Canton, that as
Tibet was 'immediately under the authority of the Imperial court' at
Peking, 'the contents of the present correspondence' be conveyed
to the appropriate quarters there. Davis was also to 'take such measures as . . . may appear best calculated' to secure Chinese co-operation where they affected countries subject to Chinese juri~diction.~
In his own letter to the Chinese Imperial Commissioner, ' H E
K e ~ i n g 'Davis
, ~ pointed out that although he could have 'communicated directly' with the minister of Peking as provided for in the
Treaty of Nanking, if the Commissioner could 'manage the negotiations, it will prove more convenient.' As to the substance, since
British temtory and Kashmir adjoined China, it was highly desirable
to cultivate 'a friendly and beneficial intercourse'; for this it was
necessary to determine the exact boundaries of Tibet as well as of
British and Gulab Singh's dominions. The Indian Governor-General.
'desirous to preserve eternal peace and amity' had sent commissioners
to Tibet requesting that a suitable official be appointed to settle the
boundaries of Chinese territory bordering on British possessions.
Additionally, the Governor-General was keen that the trade and
commerce formerly carried on between Kashmir and Tibet continue
within British territory, expressly stating that 'no dues whatever'
would be levied on Chinese imports."
In a separate despatch to the Indian Governor-General, Davis
dilated upon his strategy vis-a-vis the Chinese. '1 deemed it necessary', he emphasized, 'carefully to avoid awakening the Chinese
jealousy of encroachment at the same time that 1 appealed to its prevailing desire for security and peace. The hint to the contingency
necessary of communicating directly with Peking is calculated to
For the text see Foreign Department Secret Proceedings (FDSP), No. 1336. 25
December 1846. The letter was delivered to the Garpon of Gartok by Anant
(Anand) Ram of Bashahr; it was never transmitted to Lhasa. What happened to it is
spelt out in H . S. Strachey to Frederic Currie, 25 January 1847, in No. 73. FDSC.
Nos. 71-3,27 May 1848.
Hardinge to Davis, 29 August 1846, FDSC, Nos. 1 3 3 1 4 3 , K W , 26 December I H4H.
For biographical sketches of Keying, Davis et al., see Notes.
Davis to Keying, 18 November 1846, FDSP, No. 140.28 August 1847.
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promote exertions of the Chinese Minister at Canton.' Davis noted
that the two-fold objective of the Indian Governor-General was
'the exact ascertainment and settlement of the mutual frontiers' as
well as 'establishment of commercial intercourse' with adjoining
Chinese territory . 6
Keying vouchsafed a reply two months later, on 13 January 1847,
that was contentious, even argumentative in tone. Citing the 1842
Treaty of Maritime Commerce, the Chinese Commissioner underlined that there was in fact n o provision for trade between India and
Tibet. As t o the borders, these had been 'sufficiently and distinctly
fixed'; 'it will be best t o adhere to this ancient arrangement and it
will prove far more convenient t o abstain from any additional
measures for fixing these .''
Davis wrote back without much loss of time stating clearly that
the chief aim was 'not to fix any new boundaries but merely t o ascertain' the old ones; what was sought was the 'exact limits of the
Thibetian [sic] frontier' so as to prevent 'any e n c r ~ a c h m e n t ' . ~
In his reply the Chinese Commissioner perceptibly shifted his
ground. H e was placed, Keying pleaded, a little too far away from
Lhasa. Nor did he know 'what was the state of the former commerce
and what the conditions of these regions.' It was for the local Commissioner 'to deliberate and manage this affair' and then report t o
the emperor; as for himself, he had transmitted to Peking 'the whole
tenor' of Davis's despatch . 9
As these exchanges proceeded, the Indian Governor-General,
irked by delays he had not anticipated, as well as the glaring failure
of his first two-man commission , I 0 constituted another. Accordingly
Davis wrote to inform his opposite number that three commissioners
had been designated 'to proceed to the frontier and determine the
old boundaries . . .' requesting that commissioners be appointed 'by
the Sovereign of your Honourable nation' for a 'mutual good understanding'.
Keying's rejoinder was to wash his hands of the entire affair,

''

"avis to Hardinge, 18 November 1846, FDSP.Nos. 1 3 9 4 0 . 2 8 August 1847.
Keying to Davis, 13 January 1847. ibid.
Davis to Keying, 21 January 1847, ibid.
Keying to Davis, 26 January 1847, ibid.
I" The two commissioners 'did not actually reach the Chinese frontier' nor were they
able to establish 'contact with any of the Chinese authorities.' Lawrence to Governor
General, 20 May 1847, FDSP, No. 153,28 August 1847.
I ' Davis to Keying, 1 August 1847, No. 26, in FDSC,Nos. 2 6 9 , 3 0 October 1847.
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intimating that he had forwarded 'a proper statement of these
matters' and been told that the resident minister in Tibet 'had been
commanded to examine into this affair and manage everything.'
T h e latter would also take care of the commissioners appointed by
the Indian Governor-General. l 2 The harsh truth was that there was
in fact n o one to 'satisfactorily and properly' manage anything. On 3
January 1848 Davis wrote to his ~ h i n e s ecounterpart about the
urgency of the matter. 'Everything', he stated, 'has been done on
the part of the Right Hon'ble the Governor-General to prevent
troubles' on the border and it was desirable that Chinese commissioners 'be immediately deputed.'13
In an almost immediate reply, Keying strongly repudiated any
insinuation of prevarication o r delay, and stated that recently he
had 'perused a memorial from our Minister in Thibet [sic] in which
he stated that a t the commencement of the summer, he was not yet
aware of arrival of the Commissioners of your Hon'ble Country.'14
Maharaja Gulab Singh too had been dragging his feet. Writing
from Leh on 20 October 1847, Cunningham confessed t o feeling
considerable disappointment and noted that both the Maharaja's
agents had failed to meet the two British commissioners at Hanle on
'the date specified'. Their absence-coupled with the 'non-attendance
of any duly appointed agent last season' led him t o believe that this
was not 'the result of accident but of a designed plan to delay, as
long as possible, if not absolutely to thwart altogether, the final settlement of the boundary.' Furthermore, Cunningham was convinced, the Maharaja was unwilling to have his eastern boundary
finally determined while the Governor of Ladakh was 'designedly
absent in defiance' of orders, confident 'that his absence might be
secretly approved' by the Maharaja even though 'openly disavowed
by him.'I5
To the British, the studied non-cooperation of the Son of Heaven
n o less than that of Gulab Singh was an object lesson. The Chinese,
thanks to mounting pressure by western nations on their coastal
provinces, and the humiliations to which they were frequently subjected, refused to have any truck with the British on their far-flung
Keying to Davis, 8 August 1847, No. 28, ibid.
Davis to Keying. 3 January 1848, FDSC, Nos. 3 4 7 . 3 1 March 184R.
l 4 Keying to Davis. 7 January 1848, ibid.
Is Excerpts from Cunningham to Lawrence, 20 October 1847, No. 133 in FDSC,
Nos. 129-36,31 December 1847.
l2
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land frontiers. Gulab Singh too had his own reasons to be wary of
British designs. Yet despite well-nigh crippling constraints, the two
boundary commissions succeeded in doing an excellent job. The
first commission submitted its report in May 1847, which was
accompanied by an explanatory memorandum and a sketch map
showing the boundary between the territories of Maharaja Gulab
Singh and British India as determined by the commissioners. As
for the Ladakh-Tibet boundary, the commissioners could not,
owing to Governor Imam-ud-din's rebellion in Kashmir, reach
the Tibet border. However, Vans Agnew, one of the two Commissioners, wrote a memorandum in which he pointed out that
the line was already sufficiently defined by custom, with the exception of its two extremities.
In laying down a permanent boundary through mountainous
terrain, the commissioners evolved the principle of adopting as a
boundary such mountain ranges as formed the watersheds for different rivers. They noted that in the case of the Lahul-Ladakh boundary, all the country to the east which was drained by the Bhaga, the
Chandrabhaga and their tributaries, belonged to the British district of
Lahul. Additionally, they claimed that the boundary between Lahul
and the Zaskar district was the snowy range called Paralassa by
Gerard,I6dividing the drainage of the Bhaga and the Chandrabhaga
from that of the Zaskar river.
East of the Baralacha pass, the commissioners found an old, wellknown boundary stone, called Phalangdanda, which marked the
traditional limit between Lahul and Ladakh. As it appeared that the
country east of the Phalangdanda belonged to Piti (Spiti), the
commissioners concluded that the boundary between Piti and
Ladakh on the west should be the Yunam river.
The 1892 edition of Aitchison's Treaties noted that the northern
as well as the eastern boundary of the Kashmir state was still undefined; that on the north-west, from Hunza northwards along the
frontiers of Yasin, Davel, Talicha and Chilas to Kaghan, 'no boundary appears to be officially recognised'; that on the south, only that
part of the British-Kashmir boundary had been regularly demarcated which lay between the rivers Jhelum and Ravi from a point
'"Alexander
Gerard (1792-1839), a member of the Bengal Native Infantry who
undertook extensive survey work; ascended great heights in the Himalaya; penetrated far into Tibet and Chinese Tartary; and wrote an account of his attempt to
reach Lake Manasarowar.
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above Dulial to Madhopur. This settlement was made by Captain
Abbot1' with the aid of commissioners of the Lahore and Kashmir
darbars. In 1847, the Government of India took over from Gulab
Singh the district of Sujanpur, part of Pathankot and certain lands
between the Chaki and Beas. O n the Lahul side the southward
course of the Ravi was designated the boundary for most of the
border between Madhopur and a point about twenty kilometres
west-north-west of the town of Chamba.I8
Their learned official reports apart, the commissioners also wrote
books on the region which contained invaluable information for
the geographer, the anthropologist, the historian, as well as the
layman. These were t o form the basis of that corpus of first-hand
knowledge of the Ladakh frontier which proved useful in all subsequent exploration and boundary-making on this part of the frontier. Thus Strachey's map of Nari Khorsum (Map 2) showed Ladakh's
frontiers reasonably accurately with Demchok, western Pangong
and the valleys of the Chang Chenmo and Changlung Lungpa,
including the Khurnak fort, lying squarely within India. D r Thomson,
who travelled up to the Karakoram pass, refers only indirectly to
the Aksai Chin boundary as the 'unfrequented path' farther east,
possibly meaning the traditional caravan route between Kudok and
Khotan via Polu and Keriya, across the east of the barren waste now
claimed by India.I9 A major limitation in the commissioners' work
lay in their inability to say anything authoritative about the area
north of the eastern end of the Chang Chenmo valley. This was a
gap which, as we will notice presently, the early surveyors sought
bravely to fill.

l7 Saunders Alexis Abbot (1811-94) joined the Bengal Native Infantry in 1828 and
was later in charge of revenue surveys.
C. U . Aitchison (compiler), A Collection of Treaties, Engagements and Sanads
Relating to India and Neighbouring Countries, 9 vols., Calcutta, 1892, Vol. IX, pp.
342-3.
IP Four studies may be listed: Cunningham, 'Ladakh', as well as 'Memorandum on
Boundaries of Cashmir', Journal of the Asiatic Society of Bengal, Vol. XVII, part 1 .
1848; Captain Henry Strachey, The Physical Geography of Western Tibet, London,
1853; Thomas Thomson, Western Himalayas and Tibet: a ~ r r a t i v eon Ladakh and
mountains of northern India, London, 1852; reprint, New Delhi, 1978.
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Strachey's 'Map of Nari Khorsum including the Easternmost parts
of Ladak with the contiguous Districts of Mon Yul'

Early Surveys
Johnson and Forsyth
Detailed surveying of the frontier regions may be said to have begun
with Henry Strachey, who visited the southern and eastern frontiers
of Ladakh as a member of the three-man boundary commission of
1847-8. As noticed earlier, his Map of Nari Khorsum including the
Easternmost Parts of Lodokh with the Contiguous districts of Monyul
(Map 3) which was constructed in 1851 gives a reasonably accurate
outline of the Indian frontier. As Strachey did not visit the northern
Ladakh region, his map of Ladakh with the adjoining parts of Balti
and Monyul-on which J. T. Walker of the Great Trigonometrical
Survey of India (GTSI) later drew for his map of 1851--shows no
details of this north-eastern region.
The first to visit the Aksai Chin area in Ladakh were the three
Schlagintweit brothers-Adolphe, Hermann and Robert. Adolphe,
who crossed the desolate plains of Lingzi Tang and Aksai Chin on
his way to the Qara Qash and Yarkand, was murdered in August
1857 in these bleak parts; later, the two surviving brothers produced
a four-volume report on their missionB2
In 1862, W. H. Johnson and H. H. Godwin-Austen conducted a
systematic survey of the frontier regions; thereafter, a number of
exploration and survey parties were sent to the northern regions,
and their findings were summed up in the official report of the GTSI,
published in 1879. The latter reveals that in 1862 Johnson was
directed 'to carry a series of triangles from Leh to the Chinese frontiers' and accordingly, towards the end of May 1862, started the
Chang Chenmo series which was extended eastwards for roughly
1,600 km. Johnson discovered that the Chang Chenmo valley,
formed by a tributary of the Shyok, had at its head 'a range of snowy
mountains, that define the eastern boundary of the Maharaja's

' The original is reproduced as plate 12 (section 11) in A n Atlas of the Northern
Frontier of India, New Delhi, 1960.

Hermann A. Schlagintweit and Robert Schlagintweit, Resulrs of a Scuntific Mirsion to India and High Asia, Leipzig, 1861-6,4 volumes.

Early Surveys
territory.' Another explorer, E. C. Ryall, went up in 1862 to
examine the upper reaches of the Shyok river, and in the following
year the Lingzi Tang plains up to the Lak Tsung3ridge.
In 1863, Captain Godwin-Austen was active too; he took up the
sketching of the very elevated and rugged tract of territory that lies
along the north of the Pangong lake. Though hindered by cloudy
weather, Godwin-Austen managed to complete the topography 'of
that very difficult piece of country' up to and beyond the Maharaja's
territory on the east and sketched the most easterly portion of the
Pangong lake.4
A year later, Johnson again crossed the Lingzi Tang plains from
the Chang Chenmo valley by way of the Chunglang pass and produced
a rough outline sketch of the district. Later he crossed the Chip
Chap and Depsang (Dipsang) plains which he also sketched. The
following year (1865)' Johnson made another journey to the Lingzi
Tang plains, crossed western Aksai Chin and reached the Qara Qash.
From there, he received an invitation from the ruler of Khotan5
affording him 'a very favourable opportunity' to cross the frontier
and traverse the province beyond. Without awaiting government's
formal permission-for which he was severely reprimandedJohnson took the plunge and travelled north. His account of this
great adventure provides some fascinating information about the
Khotan revolt against Chinese rule as well as detailed descriptions
of the routes between Ladakh, and Khotan and Yarkand. In addition, Johnson mapped out what he described as 'an easy though
circuitous route' to Ilchi and the eastern provinces which avoided
the Kunlun range (Map 3).
While forwarding Johnson's report, Walker indicated, perhaps
unwittingly, the Indian boundary alignment. Johnson, he stated,
had been deputed to survey the northern portion of Kashmir in the
hope that he would obtain a view of some of the towns of Khotan
from the trigonometrical stations on the summits of the Kunlun
range which formed the boundary between Kashmir and Khotan.
While this did not occur, a 'very favourable opportunity' came his
way 'to cross the frontier and traverse the province beyond7.6
Also known as Lokzang, Lokhzung.
Oficial Report of the Great Trignornehical Survey of India, Calcutta. 1879, X v i .

Chinese, Hotien.
W a l k e r to Under Senetary, India, 23 May 1866 in FD, Political A , Consultations,
June 1W,
Nos. 135-39. Enclosed were two wpies of Johnson's Report.
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Early Surveys
Johnson confirmed that while at Brangsa (Brinjga), the first
camp beyond Ladakh, the Khan's Wazir had arrived to escort the
British surveyor. This confkned, he wrote, that Kashmir's northern
boundary lay along the Kunlun range.
Johnson's description of Aksai Chin as 'high extensive tablelands
which might be called plains in comparison with the ragged ranges
of the Himalayas' is most apt. There was no doubt, he added, that
there was 'a greater extent of level than hilly ground' but the hills
were low, with such easy slopes that 'a horse may be galloped over
them everywhere.' The first plain was about 5,000 metres above sea
level while a second sloped down for a distance of 50 km in a northeasterly direction. The 'very striking' contrast between the views to
the north and the south impressed Johnson: 'On the one side there
was little but plain; on the other, mountains and deep valleys.'
Again, as he crossed the northern ridge of the Chang Chenmo
valley, Johnson had noticed immense plains 'perfectly uninhabited
and devoid of all vegetation'; fresh water was scarce and that from
the numerous lakes brackish and almost undrinkable, as the entire
country was covered with a deposit of saltpetre and soda over six
inches deep.
In order for trade to flourish, Johnson maintained, it was necessary
that the several routes beyond the Karakoram should be defended
by armed guards. In the preceding year, he pointed out, the guard
of twenty-five men at Shahidulla had been too weak to protect
caravans from being plundered by robbers.
If, apart from the guards, the Maharaja erected post or rest houses
on the road from Leh to Yarkand, the inconvenience of travelling
would be 'considerably lessened'. Nor, as Johnson saw it, was the
Shahidulla route unattractive. In fact, its last portion was 'particularly pleasant': being the whole way up the Qara Qash valley which
was 'wide and even and [had] numerous extensive plateaus near the
rivers covered with wood and long grass.' The establishment of
villages and habitation along the river would help in keeping the
route safe from the attacks of the Kirgniz robbers.'
From the above it should be clear that the entire Qara Qash valley
was then a part of the territory of Kashmir and that on his way to
Khotan, Johnson had followed the same route which the ill-fated
Johnson to Walker, 22 April 1866, in ibid. Johnson's report covers ten pages (59
paragraphs) in close print. For a brief summary see General Report, GTSI, Dehra
Dun, 1866.
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Adolphe Schlagintweit had taken. He had gone via the Lingzi
Tang plains, crossed western Aksai Chin, reached the Qara Qash,
and climbed three peaks of the Kunlun. Johnson returned from
Khotan through country hitherto unknown to the West, crossed
the Karakoram pass from the north, and reached Leh in the middle
of December.
Thanks to Johnson's pioneering work for the Great Trigonometrical Survey of India, detailed maps of the region soon came to be prepared, and that of Jammu, Kashmir and its adjoining areas was
completed in 1861. Later, in 1868, three sheets of the Ladakh map,
delineating the eastern and north-eastem boundaries, were published
at Dehra Dun on an eight-inch to the mile scale, to be included
subsequently in the quarter-inch sheets. As may be evident, the
Aksai Chin, Lingzi Tang and Chang Chenmo valleys are all shown
here as part of Ladakh. Johnson's integrity and professional competence were highly regarded. The official report of the Great Trigonometrical Survey of India is full of encomiums: his explorations were
viewed as 'most valuable and important'.
But Johnson has not lacked detractors; a recent stud? takes him
on with singular zeal. Described as 'a colourful', 'impetuous'
character, the surveyor was said to be 'as opportunistic as he was
energetic'. It has been suggested that while at Leh on the eve of his
historic journey to Khotan he colluded with the Maharaja's Ladakh
Wazir on whom he was dependent for transport, supplies and safe
conduct for his adventure.
On his return from Khotan, Johnson was censured for undertaking
his journey without prior administrative sanction. Later, Government had second thoughts, for his suspension was revoked and he
was reappointed in 1869 on a higher salary. It was only in 1872 that
he left to join the Maharaja's service as Wazir of Ladakh and successor
to Frederic Drew. The Maharaja's 'ready welcome' to his new
employee, Lall contends, had 'all the appearance of a reward for
services rendered', insinuating that in his earlier surveys-which
found concrete shape in the Survey of India's Kashmir Atlas of
1868-Johnson had shown 'more than the usual zeal' in supporting
the Maharaja's territorial claims.
This apart, we are told, Johnson's was an intelligence mission in
which the Survey of India, 'with the encouragement' of the intelligence wing of the Quarter Master General's branch was directly
John Lall, Aksai Chin and the Sino-Indian Conflict. pp. 14S7.
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involved. For it was improbable that Johnson would have undertaken
the mission entirely on his own. If both these assumptions are taken
at their face value, Johnson emerges as a double-dealer engaged at
once on 'a major intelligence mission' on behalf of his then employers
and at the same time showing 'more than the usual zeal' in the cause
of his future master, the Maharaja of Kashmir.
Much has been made of allegations of Johnson's questionable
financial dealings while at Ilchi and his contradictory statements
later about what took him there. And yet a great deal could simply
be explained by the very nature of his alleged mission, where a major
preoccupation would have been to cover his tracks. Whatever the
truth, the fact remains that among his contemporaries, Johnson's
personal integrity as well as professional competence were rated
high. Thus the official report of the Great Trigonometrical Survey
of India lauded him highly: his explorations were viewed as 'most
valuable and important'; he had displayed 'great energy and perseverance' in all that he did, and was hailed as being the first to give an
account of these hitherto unknown regions. In 1875, the Royal Geographical Society in London presented him with a gold watch for his
survey of 1865 and the aid he rendered, as Wazir of Ladakh, to
Forsyth during the latter's 1873 mission to Yakub Beg.9The oft-cited
Frederic Drew, no mean surveyor himself, whom Johnson was to
succeed at Leh, while bemoaning that 'the same degree of detail' as
characterized other Survey of India maps was missing in Johnson's
work, conceded that Johnson's survey was 'made on a hurried
journey over ground where to halt was to starve.' Yet 'it includes a
large amount of information' and provided the foundation of all
later maps of the region.1° Kenneth Mason, a distinguished geographer and Superintendent, Survey of India in the 1920s' has
described Johnson as 'the most indefatigable of observers' and 'a
brilliant triangulator impervious to hardship and danger'. l1
Interestingly, in condemning Johnson, Lall merely echoes Lamb
who dubbed him 'in a very real sense . . .a political surveyor' whose
boundary alignment was 'incredibly inaccurate' and 'patently
Report of the GTSI, Synoptical Volume VII, Dehra Dun, 1879, p. xiii. Sadly, this
finds no mention in Lell's pages.
lo Frederic Drew, Jummoo and Karhmir Territories: A Geographical Account,
London, 1875, p. 332.
' I Kenneth Mason, Abode of Snow, London, 1955, pp. 79-80.
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absurd'.12 Maxwell refers to Johnson's alignment as reflecting the
'expansionist hankerings' of the Kashmir ruler;I3 Lall to the
Maharaja's 'paranoiac ambition'. Nonetheless the latter concedes
that there was no evidence that the Dogras cast 'covetous eyes' on
Drew's Kunlun Plains-the more familiar Aksai Chin.I4 Whose
cause then was Johnson supposed to be pleading?
In the final count, the charge against Johnson appears to be that
he claimed as Kashmir's boundary the watershed of the Kunlun,
and clearly indicated that the extensive plateaus in the Qara Qash
valley were 'within the territory of the Maharaja'. And yet in all
this, Lall concedes, he was but 'representing the situation in 1865'
when Turkestan was in revolt and the Shahidulla chauki was occupied
by the Maharaja's men: 'the fact remains that the actual northeastern boundary was not known at the time.'I5 It should also bear
mention-as Drew was to discover for himself-that there was no
habitation for a hundred miles to the north, east, south or west of
the country from the Karakoram pass eastward to past the meridian
of 80 degrees east.I6 A proposition later heavily underlined by
Younghusband was that the entire Aksai Chin plateau lacked
jurisdictional boundaries. l7
On closer scrutiny it would thus appear that Lall's, as no doubt
Lamb's, real problem was not so much why Johnson showed his
boundary where he did but 'why the Johnson boundary continued
to be shown in one transfrontier survey map after the other.'I8 The
narrative that follows essays a detailed reply; the brief answer is that,
barring some modifications and a short interlude (189P-1912), the
Raj as well as its successors broadly accepted his contours as valid.
Sign~ficantly,Johnson's associate, Godwin-Austen, who surveyed
the area north of Pangong, considered the valley of the Chonglung
(Changlung) Lungpa, including Khurnak fort, as belonging to
Kashmir. As to Johnson's sketch map of 1865, it showed the then
l2 Alastair Lamb, The China-India Border: the Origins of the Disputed Boundaries,
London. 1964. pp. 43 and 83-4.
l 3 Neville Maxwell, India's China War, Bombay, 1970, p. 27.
l4 Lall, Aksai Chin and the Sino-Indian Conflict, p. 148.
l 5 Ibid.. p. 163.
l6 Drew, Terrilories, p. 4%.
Younghusband to Clarke, D.O., 31 May 1907, in F D , Secret F, February 1908,
Nos.&51.
I n Lall, Aksai Chin and the Sino-Indian Conflict, p. 165.
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northern boundary of Ladakh correctly, while the eastern boundary,
not surveyed by him, is imperfectly indicated. l9
While later shifts in British policy led to a radical revision of
the northern boundary of Kashmir in the Shahidulla section, in
the Aksai Chin area the boundary marked by Johnson along the
Kunlun remained unchallenged. Forsyth, in his report on the 1873
mission, indicated that the boundary lay at Yangi Dawan on the
Kunlun; this, in some respects, being farther ahead than Johnson's
alignment .20
It is of interest that R. B. Shaw, the celebrated nineteenth-century
explorer, while upholding the validity of the Kunlun as marking
Sinkiang's southern limits, had questioned Kashmir's claims to
S h a h i d ~ l l a . ~So
' did another contemporary traveller, George
Hayward, who was sponsored by the Royal Geographical Society.
His assertion that the 'natural boundary' of Eastern Turkestan to
the south was the main chain of the Karakorarn should be juxtaposed
with his description of the Kunlun as the actual southern boundary of
that province. Again, Hayward's exhortation that the line extending
from the Muztagh to the Karakoram, and from the Karakoram to
the Chang Chenmo passes 'may be definitely fixed in its geographical
and political bearing as constituting the limit of the Maharajah of
Kashmir's dominion to the north' needs q ~ a l i f i c a t i o n . ~ ~
To start with, it should be apparent that with his description of the
Karakoram as the 'natural boundary' and the Kunlun as the 'actual
boundary' of Eastern Turkestan, Hayward excludes the entire region
between the Karakoram and the Kunlun ranges from the jurisdiction of either the Sinkiang or the Kashrnir government. Again, as to
Kashmir's northern boundary, he was merely making a suggestion,
not describing the ground reality. It may be added that Hayward
had strongly supported the claims of the Mir Wali, the Yasin chief,
IP For his map, see Johnson, 'Report on the Journey to Ilchi, the Capital of Khotan,
in Chinese Tartary', JRGS, XXXVIII (1867). Alastair Lamb, The Sino-Indian
Border in Ladakh, Canberra, 1973, pp. 112-13, shows a 'slightly modified' version of
the original and makes some interesting observations.
20 T. D. Forsyth, Report of a Mission to Yarkund in 1873, Calcutta, 1875, p. 283.
2' R . B . Shaw, Visitsto High Tartary, Yarkand, Kashgar, London, 1871, p. 107. Also
Proceedings of the Royal Geographical Society, Vol. XIV, pp. 125-6. Shaw had
visited Eastern Turkestan in a private capacity in 1868-9 and later as an official
member of the first Forsyth mission (1870).
22 G . W. Hayward, 'Journey from Leh to Yarkand and Kashgar and Exploration of
the sources of the Yarkand River', JRGS, XL, pp. 4 9 , 3 W .
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against the Maharaja; he was far from being an objective observer,
his animus against the ruler of Kashmir being a patent reality.
More, he had surveyed only the western extremity of Aksai Chin
not its eastern end, and had recommended the alignment for its
'geographical and political bearing'. H e does not affirm it to be the
traditional or customary line, of which he may well have been completely ignorant.
In 1869, Frederic Drew, then Wazir of Ladakh, travelled extensively in the Chang Chenmo valley as well as Lingzi Tang and Aksai
Chin. H e also visited Chonglung, Nischu, Burtse, Lak Tsung,
Thaldat and Patsalung-right up to Haji Langar. A detailed account
of his tours is to be found in his invaluable Jummoo and Kashmir
Territories, published in 1875, where his description of the southern
boundary of Chinese Turkestan does not materially differ from
john son'^.^^ Apart from supplementing the general map of the
Maharaja's territories which he compiled with 'all the accuracy' he
could muster. Drew also furnished a detailed statement on the
boundary line. With Yasin and Hunza he had carefully depicted the
line as it actually was in 1870; from Nagar and the upper part of the
Hunza valley, the separation was effected 'by a great and almost
impossible' ridge of mountains. As to the line from the Muztagh to
the Karakoram pass, it was clear that a great watershed range
divided the two territories. But from the Karakoram pass to 80
degrees east longitude, the boundary was not defined, and the
country was quite uninhabited for more than a hundred miles in
each direction. Despite these limitations-lacking demarcation and
being uninhabited-his line represented what in Drew's opinion
'would be defined were the powers interested to attempt to agree' to
a settlement. And needless to add, Drew's map showed Lingzi Tang
as well as Aksai Chin as part of K a ~ h m i r . ~ ~
The two Forsyth missions which visited Yarkand in 1870 and 1873
for negotiations regarding trade between British India and the
dominion of Yakub Beg, travelled across the Lingzi Tang and Aksai
Chin through Nischu, Lak Tsung, Thaldat and Brangsa. One member
o f the 1870 mission. Dr Cayley. took another route. slightly westward-from
Gogra in the Chang Chenmo valley along Shamal
Lungpa. Sumzungling, Sumdo, Qizil (Kizil) Jilga, and Qaratagh
lake to Malikshah On their return journey. the main party followed

'' D r e w . Terriroriu.~.pp. 33 1-54.

'' Ihid.. pp. 49.17.
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the same route, now known as Cayley's route.25
A special survey party under Captain Henry Trotter, which
accompanied the second Forsyth mission in 1873, undertook a more
detailed survey of the Lingzi Tang plains (Map 4). Trotter was
accompanied by Captain John Biddulph and Dr Ferdinand Stolinka
of the Geological Survey. They noted that the first point where they
touched the Khan's dominion was Shahidulla. This was further
confirmed by Forsyth who recorded that his mission had been
received there by a welcoming party. Forsyth also noted the limits
of Yarkand along its southern frontier: 'Sanju to Shahidulla, Kilyan
to Yangi Dawan, Kokyar to Culanuldi and Cosharab to the Muztagh
to K ~ n j u t . ' ~ ~
Dr Stoliczka, the geologist who had travelled with the main party
from Leh via Chang Chenmo, Lingzi Tang,Qaratagh and Aktagh to
Shahidulla, noted that the system of mountains between the Indus
and the borders of Turkestan was bounded on the north and south
by syneitic rocks including between them the silurian, carboniferous
and triassic formations.27 An ambitious and extensive survey of
these regions was conducted in 1875-82 by Richard Lydekker who
covered the upper reaches of the river Shyok (Chip Chap), the
Spanggur area, western Chang Chenmo and Lingzi Tang. A full
account of his travels was later published by the Geological Survey
of India .2"
To bring the story to date. In 1871, Captain Basevi set up a pendulum station near the Lanak La; later in 1908 a detailed survey of
the northern Aksai Chin area was conducted by a regular party
attached to the explorer, Sir Aurel Stein. In 1913-14, the Depsang
plains, of which a preliminary survey had been made in 1864-5,
were mapped out in greater detail by an official survey party attached
to Dr Filippi's expedition which had surveyed the Karakoram area;
its report was published in 1922.29Leading a geological expedition
in 1927-8, Dr Emil Trinkler, who twice crossed the high mountains
separating the upper Indus valley from the Tarim basin, strongly
endorsed Drew's description of what he called the 'westernmost
Henry Cayley was posted at Leh as British Joint Commissioner for Ladakh in
1867. The route he followed was later traversed by Drew and is detailed in his
Territories, pp. 54 1-3.
2Vorsyth, Mission to Yarkund, n . 19, pp. 285-6,3.
27 Ibid.. p. 509.
a Memoirs of the Geological Survey of lndia, Vol. XXXI, Calcutta, 1883.
D e Filippi Himcllaia, Caracorume Turchestan Cinese, Bologna, 1923.
25
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Early Surveys
plateaux of Tibet', for 'geographically the Lingzi-tang and Aksaichin are Tibetan, though politically they are situated in Ladakh.' Of
the Lak Tsung range he remarked: 'I must confess that I have rarely
seen such utterly barren and desolate mountain^.'^
During the period covered by Forsyth's missions, two dangers
appeared on the horizon. At the outset there was the threat, real or
perceived, from czarist Russia. The struggle between the British
and Russians for mastery over central Asia, often termed the 'Great
Game', posed both strategic and, even more dangerous, psychological
problems. In the highly charged atmosphere doubts began to be
raised about the bonafidcs of Kashmir's rulers.
In his report on the 1873 mission, Forsyth states that on the question as to whether Russia would ever send a force down by Kokand,
or Kashgar and the Pamirs, directly to the Indus, he would not
hazard an opinion. Yet he noted that the road was 'far easier than
was supposed' and presented no impassable obstacles. He was
convinced that the conquest of Khiva and the 'rapid steady approach'
of Russia to the Oxus was a cause of considerable anxiety to the
people of Afghanistan as well as Panjab. The 'general idea' was that
Russia was the rising power, destined to advance still further while
England would do nothing to oppose Russian advance or aid resistance to it.
As for Kashmir, Forsyth insinuated it threw 'every obstacle' in
the way of the British acquainting themselves with the people
between Gilgit and the Hindu Kush. In addition, its exertions in
these parts were against British interests. Forsyth was convinced
that Sher Ali, the Afghan Amir, received money from the Maharaja
as did the rulers of Chitral and Yasin. He urged that the British
make their influence paramount in the direction of Badakshan and
Balkh, and establish an agent at Gilgit who would gather information
about countries that 'at present were a sealed book.' These measures would strengthen the hands of the British Agent at Kashgar
and indicate to people that Her Majesty's government were both
energetic and aware of the situation. At the same time, Forsyth
warned that if the British were indifferent to Russia's advance there
would be an upsurge of 'internal trouble' which might jeopardize
the Raj's security.
His political masters did not take Forsyth's observations too seriously. They commented upon 'the recklessness with which rumour
Y' Emil Trinkler, 'Notes on the Westernmost Plateaux of Tibet', Himalayan Journal,
3-4, April 1931, pp. 42-50. Also see his 'The Ice-Age on the Tibetan Plateau and the
Adjacent Regions'. Geological Journal. Vol. LXXV, March 1930.
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had been quoted as facts' and the resultant 'worthlessness of what is
put forth in the report', showing 'much caution and reservation' in
accepting his conclusions. 31
In an independent Kashgaria under Yakub Beg, Britain had
hoped for a vast, unexplored market for Indian tea and other manufactures while the Muscovites were convinced that the Karakoram
and Kunlun ranges would present virtually insurmountable barriers
to any worthwhile British commerce, thereby leaving them an
unrivalled monopoly. The prospect of trade, no less than territorial
rivalry, dominated British as well as Russian thinking. The mutual
distrust gained momentum and a series of crises ensued in the last
quarter of the nineteenth century.
The total collapse of Yakub Beg's kingdom in 1877 marked a
turning point. For Kashgaria's return to the Chinese fold with the
high-sounding name 'Sinkiang' (new dominion) dashed all hopes of
a great commercial El Dorado for the two countries. The Pamir
boundary settlement in 1895 providing for a tongue of land-the
Wakhan strip-to act as a buffer between Russian and British
interests, was another benchmark. Whitehall had contrived that
this tiny bit of Afghan territory should meet the western boundary
of China, which had been encouraged to fill out the empty spaces of
no man's land. And thereby serve, in Lytton's words, 'as an obstacle
to Russian advance'.

3' 'Confidential Report' by Sir T. D. Forsyth, Proc.69 in FD, Secret F, August 1875,
Nos. 68-81.

Later Surveys
Ney Elias and Ramsay

Ney Elias. a contemporary of Forsyth and well-known as an explorer.
was a single-minded man-a bachelor of strong convictions and
robust independence. In 1868, he had led an expedition to survey
the course of the mighty and turbulent Hwang-ho in China, and four
years later travelled for nearly 8,000 km in the Gobi desert. Six
years were to elapse before Elias joined the Indian government
(1874) as an extra attache in the foreign department. He was briefly
posted in Mandalay, and later attached to an overland mission to
China that never took off. In 1875 he was seconded to R. B. Shaw's
mission to Kashgar which fell through on the death of Yakub Beg
two years later. Elias, who had preceded the others well in advance
to Leh, was now appointed British Joint Commissioner there and in
his new assignment travelled in September 1879 over the Karakoram
to Yarkand and suggested 'the definite determination of Ladakh's
borders with Eastern Turkestan'. He expressed the view that it
might be as well if the Maharaja of Kashmir wound up his post at
Shahidulla. Elias conceded nonetheless that prior to the retreat of
the Chinese from Eastern Turkestan in 1864, the place was held by
a small body of Kashmir troops and that the border on the main line 01
the road to Yarkand 'was considered to be marked' by the fort itself.
Even though he had not been to Shahidulla, Elias understood
that it had never been a stronghold. and was so dilapidated as to be
considered 'entirely useless' from the point of view of defence.
Moreover, Shahidulla was situated much further from the inhabited
portions of the Maharaja's territory than from some towns in China;
in addition it was much more accessible to the Chinese as it lay on
their side of the great passes and ranges which separated Ladakh
from Eastern Turkestan. It was often cut off from Ladakh for several
months at a time on account of snow. Elias concluded: 'Under these
circumstances, I see no advantage in the Maharaja re-occupying
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Shahidulla either as a defensive post or as a demarcation of the
border.''
Hayward, who visited Shahidulla in 1868-9, noted that it comprised
'a stone fort and several ruined huts' originally built by the Ladakhi
Wazir of the Maharaja. (The fort was defended by a detachment of
Kashmir troops till 1866 when Yakub Beg invaded Khotan. Shaw
noted in 1868 that his men had occupied Shahidulla). Hayward
affirmed that even though the Maharaja considered his domain
extended north of Shahidulla to the Kilian range, the last habitation
in his temtory was at the head of the Nubra valley in Ladakh. He was
emphatic that the Kilian as well as thelyarkand and Qara Qashvalleys
were frequented by the Kirghiz, 'who paid tribute' to Turkestan.*
Whatever the merits of the sell-away of Shahidulla Elias had
advocated, he made an interesting point regarding the demarcation
of Ladakh's boundary with Eastern Turkestan. In a region of high
mountains and glaciers such as this, he maintained, it would not be
either possible o r necessary to survey the whole boundary line for
demarcation; it would suffice if marks were set up at a few points
such as those where it crossed the heads of valleys that were inhabited.
Elias pinpointed some features of his proposed boundary: the crest
of the Muztagh or Baltoro pass as the first point in the west; the
summit of a glacier at the head of the Nubra valley; the summit of
the glacier at the head of the Shyok; the crest of the Karakoram,
which the main road to Yarkand crossed; then the crests of the two
Chunglang passes at the crossing point of the alternative routes via
Chang Chenmo. And finally 'some points on the then ChineseTibetan boundary to be decided on.' An important advantage was
that such a boundary Line 'could be demarcated in one season without
expenses.'
Elias also stated the extreme urgency of establishing regular
communications between Ladakh and Kashmir. Since the road
across the Zoji La was often closed in winter while the passes from
the side of Turkestan, the side of danger, were 'frequently open',
Elias stressed heavily the importance of improving the road from
Kashmir to Ladakh so that 'in all but the depth of winter' it should
not be entirely closed to t r a f f i ~ . ~
F. Henvey, then Officer on Special Duty in Kashmir, did not look

'

Ney Elias. excerpts from Memorandum. 23 November 1878. in FD. Secret F.
February 1880. Nos. 2-3.
Hayward, 'Journey from Leh to Yarkand', p. 49.
Ney Elias, excerpts from Memorandum.
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upon the matter as 'one of moment'. H e also expressed the view
that the region between the head of the Nubra valley and Shahidulla
was a sort of n o man's land crossed by an occasional trader and
'peopled by the skeletons of men and horses.' This, Henvey thought,
would provide a boundary as effective between the Indian empire
and its northern neighbours as 'a vast and waterless desert'. Henvey
therefore saw n o reason to demarcate the line 'by pillars or miles of
stones'. There would be 'time enough to d o so', he ruled, 'when the
first symptom of a tendency to encroach' became apparent. Lytton,
then Governor-General, endorsed without qualification his Foreign
Secretary's view that 'the matter may stand over-[for] if Kashmir is
threatened at all, it will be from the north-west.'4
In succeeding years, Shahidulla was the subject of loud debate.
Ever since their conquest of Ladakh, it had formed part of the
Dogra dominion. By 1865, however, the Kashmiris had abandoned
Shahidulla, for when Shaw and Hayward visited the area in 1868,
the Khokandi or Andijani troops of Amir Yakub Beg held it. During
his second visit to Kashgar (1873), Sir Douglas Forsyth recognized
the Amir's occupation and recommended that the boundary of
Kashmir be drawn north of the Qara Qash valley-a proposition
that the Dogra ruler would not accept.
In May 1885, Elias was appointed leader of a two-man mission to
Kashgar with the objectives of negotiating a trade agreement with
the Chinese; surveying the Pamirs, the upper Oxus and states across
the river; and finally of linking up with the Afghan Boundary
Commission. Included in Elias's small party were an Indian medical
assistant, a Turki interpreter and a Chinese writer.
Elias reached Leh in mid-July. His Chinese passport described
him as a traveller 'for pleasure and instruction' and omitted the vital
point that he was an official of the government of India. This, Elias
rightly apprehended, would hamper him later in his mission-as it
did. Interestingly however, O'Conor, the British ChargC d'Affaires
in Peking pending the arrival of the minister, reiterated the Chinese
position that there was no Indian trade with Chinese Turkestan.
Nor was the latter a treaty port within the meaning and purview of
the Treaty of Tientsin (1858). If followed, the Chinese argued, that
there was nothing for Elias to negotiate.
F . Henvey to A . C . Lyall, D . 0 . .in FD, Secret F, February 1880, Nos. 2-3.
Annotation by A . C. Lyall, 3 December 1879, was endorsed by the Governor-General
on 18 December 1879.
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Additionally, O'Conor pointed to the fact that there had been a
sea change in the political climate in Peking: when the Chinese had
initially made their overtures, a little over three yean earlier, they
were smarting under the terms of the Treaty of St Petersburg (1881)
and had desired British representation at Kashgar to offset the
relentless Russian pressure to which they haid been exposed. A
Russian consul had already been appointed at Kashgar, and Petrovsky
had indicated that from the beginning Russia was against the
acceptance of a British agent there. Even though the Chinese disliked
Petrovsky they were afraid that if Russia 'was opposed too strongly'
she would occupy Chinese Turkestan-an occupation 'they were
too weak to resist.15
Elias's detailed official instructions, which arrived at Leh in July,
elaborated on the objectives of his mission, to which were added
improving relations with the Chinese provincial government by
establishing a political agency in Kashgar; removal of restrictions on
trade or arranging for a low tariff; and mounting a close watch on
Russian movements. Not the least important of his objectives was
to explore the Afghan districts of the upper Oxus.
Despite his own anxiety to get started, Elias was not able to leave
Leh until 15 August. Difficult weather conditions, illness and a
long wait for Tseng Laisun, his Chinese writer, had delayed him
for over a month. For the next ten, his mission was shrouded in
the utmost secrecy.
At Yarkand, the lack of discipline and poor equipment of the
Chinese soldiers was a great shock; Elias remarked in his journal in
September 1885: 'These are the people we are asked to ally ourselves
with against the Russians! Ye Gods!'Vn an official report, he stated
that the Chinese army in Turkestan suffered from low morale, was
badly led, poorly equipped and would be pretty ineffective against
Russian troops. He found Consul Petrovsky officious, inquisitive,
and meddlesome. Was it any wonder then that the Chinese did not
want. another foreigner on their hands?
The views Elias had expressed four years earlier were now further
reinforced. The British, he argued, were entitled to demand that
they be treated on a par with Russia. This was as much in China's
interest as in Britain's for Britain would provide a counterpoise to
Russia's growing power and influence in Central Asia. Elias's
"erald

Morgan. Ney Elias, London. 1971. pp. 149-50.

Ibid.. p. 152.
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conclusion was that Whitehall had been much too weak and inept in
its handling of Peking.
After barely a week at Yarkand, it was clear to Elias that the
Chinese had no intention of negotiating a trade agreement, much
less recognizing a British Agent at Kashgar. In the meantime, he had
found his Chinese companion 'utterly useless', and despatched him
to Kashgar to deputise for him; later, in the absence of any breakthrough whatever he was to order him back to India. Elias himself
left Yarkand for the Pamirs in September 1885, and in the course of
a journey of 900 kilometres from the Chinese frontier to Ishkashim,
determined points and altitudes on the Pamirs, and visited the
confluence of the Murgh A b and Panja rivers, thereby resolving the
controversy about the upper course of the Oxus. Later, crossing
Badakshan and Balkh, Elias joined the Afghan boundary commission
near Herat, and travelled back to India by way of Balkh and Chitral.'
As for Shahidulla, Elias had pointed out that it was 500 km from
Leh, and over 300 from the farthest outlying village of Ladakh, but
barely 100 km from the Chinese 'karawal' or outpost on the other
side, with only a single pass to cross. Five high passes intervened
between it and Kashmir and it was cut off in winter. Again, even
though the Chne5e 'had never occupied the fort' during their present
term of rule in Turkestan, they had now assumed government of the
Kirghiz who lived in the valley and had levied taxes on them since
1881. There were no inhabitants at Shahidulla, Elias pointed out,
but the Kirghiz 'nomadise' up and down.
And finally Elias revealed what he held to be the cause of the
Ladakh Wazir's wish to reclaim the place; it was the discovery in the
Qara Qash valley, near Shahidulla, of a lapis lazuli mine. Lapis
lazuli, Elias argued, 'was almost valueless' and a mine at the distance
of Shahidulla 'would never pay.' H e recommended therefore that
the Kashmir ruler 'might be told to restrain the Wazir from taking
any steps towards occupying Shahidulla.'
As for Kashmir's northern boundary, Elias strongly urged this
should be the watershed of the Indus; it would be sufficient for all
practical purposes and no demarcation was necessary. He harked
Five years later, in 1890. George Macartney was sent to Kashgar with the highsounding title of 'Special Assistant for Chinese Affairs to the British Resident in
Kashrnir'. His position however remained singularly anomalous; Macartney was
neither accepted as Agent nor recognized by the Chinesc as Consul for another eighteen
years-not until 1908!
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back to the 'Indus system' boundary-all the way from the eastern
(Tibet an) frontier of Ladakh to Gilgit and Nagar-and emphasized
that the question need not be raised with Peking for 'it might be
difficult to induce the Chinese to forego any rights' that they had
resumed. *
Not long after Elias had ruled out retention of Shahidulla for
Kashmir, Captain H. Ramsay, then British Joint Commissioner at
Leh, pleaded to the contrary (September 1886). Ramsay insisted
that the frontier be demarcated-while Kashgaria remained in China's
undisputed possession-and should be placed 'as far north' as
Shahidulla. Ramsay's plea notwithstanding, Calcutta ruled that the
boundary between Ladakh and Kashgaria was not a point to be
taken up at that m ~ m e n t . ~
Not that the rebuff dampened Ramsay. A couple of years later, in
December 1888, he reverted to the subject and, to buttress his case,
dug up two earlier recommendations of the Forsyth mission: one
that the boundary of Kashmir in the direction of the Karakoram
'must be put as near the Karakash river as possible'; two, that it
might prove 'hereafter very inconvenient' to put the Kashmir
boundary on the Karakoram and thus it would 'exclude us altogether
from any benefit' that might arise 'from having the high plateau
under our control.' Ramsay concluded that Forsyth must have
followed the course of the Qara Qash not further south than
Shahidulla and not further north than the foot of the Sanju pass
where the Qara Qash turns east and flows in the direction of Khotan.
More explicitly, Ramsay emphasized Forsyth's recommendation
that 'advantage should be taken of any existing doubt to now fix our
frontier as far north as possible.' As to Ney Elias, Ramsay argued
that he was not looking at the question 'from an imperial point of
view' but from that of the Kashmir darbar. This applied equally to
Elias's advocacy of the Indus system.
Ramsay reinforced his arguments by referring to Andrew
Dalgleish, an influential British trader who had travelled widely in
Chinese Turkestan and was murdered in 1888 near the Karakoram
pass by a Kakar Pathan. Dalgleish, Ramsay maintained, had clearly
Excerpts from a D. 0.
letter from Ney Elias, 26 July 1885, Proc. 12 in FD, Secret F,
November 1885, Nos. 2-14.
Ramsay. 'Memorandum on the Northern Frontier of Kashmir State', Proc. 116 in
FD. Secret F. Nos. 115-16. Calcutta's refusal to entertain Ramsay's plea was dated 9
April 1887, ibid.
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laid down that the Chinese were unwilling to extend their boundary
south-westwards and it was only on Dalgleish's 'urgent recommendations' that they had sent troops to occupy the fort at Sarikol. Besides,
their action in regard to Dalgleish's death showed that they did not
regard the Karakoram pass as a frontier. More, 'the truth of the
matter probably is that the Chinese do not know where their frontier
is. Indeed how should they for it requires two parties to demarcate a
frontier.'
As to the alignment of the frontier, Ramsay was quite clear that
the Hindu Kush and the Muztagh Karakoram 'form a natural barrier
on our north and north-west frontier'; their value depending upon
'impassability and the absence of all roads and bridges'. H e stressed
that it would be in the British interest to include 'as much as possible
of these inhospitable regions' within their borders.
Weighing the pros and cons of the Muztagh range vis-a-vis the
Karakoram pass, Ramsay noted that the former was 'so terribly
difficult to cross' that it did not matter whether the frontier was at
the Indus system or at the northern base of the mountains. H e was
also emphatic that the border to the east of the Shahidulla-Karakoram
road should be settled and noted that here the watershed of the
Indus formed the frontier. H e thought it advisable that 'this large
and peculiarly worthless' tract of Lingzi Tang and Soda plains be
demarcated and defined.
The threat from Russia was an important factor in this reasoning:
Ramsay argued that the Chinese-in the absence of a demarcated
frontier-would disavow all claims to this no man's land, whereas if
the frontier were 'formally demarcated', the Chinese 'could not without a loss of dignity to which they would not submit' allow the Russians
to enter. The latter too would be less likely to take such a step.I0
Commending Ramsay's well-argued memorandum, the Resident in
Kashmir urged his political superiors that the problem of demarcating
the whole north-western frontier of Kashmir should not be postponed.
The Resident's advocacy notwithstanding, Ramsay's proposal was
once again allowed to drop. Durand inscribed the epitaph: 'No present
orders' and undertook to speak to the then Resident in Kashmir,
Colonel Nisbet. l 1
Ibid.
Nisbet to Durand, 8 January 1889, Proc. 115 in FD, Secret F, March 1889, Nos.
115-16. Office note by E. H . S. Clarke, dated 18 January 1889 and Durand's,
1 February 1889.
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Several western travellers confirm the view that Lanak La, at the
head of the Chang Chenmo valley, and the Kunlun have always
been the traditional landmarks along India's north-eastern frontier.
A. D. Carey while travelling in this area in 1885 noted: 'August 21,
1885. Gentle ascent to the head of the Lanak La pass. From top of
this pass slight descent into valley with wood, and a little grass. At
5th mile a grassy swamp crossed. . . . Route now lies in independent
Tibet.'12 Captain Hamilton Bower, six years later, noted in his diary
(3 July 1891): 'Crossed the frontier at Lanak La, and after marching
24 miles, which took us nine hours, camped. The pass is easy and
there is no snow on it.'13 Towards the close of the nineteenth century,
M. C. Welby described Lanak La as the frontier pass;14 so did
H. H. P. Deasy in 1896.l5 However, Captain C. G. Rawling in June
1902 had this to say: '[Our] tents were pitched that night but a few
feet below the summit of the [Lanak La] pass and about seven miles
beyond the boundary pillar between Ladakh and Tibet', suggesting
that the boundary lay before the pass.I6

Supplementary Papers of the Royal Geographical Society. 1890, p . 18.
H. Bower, 'A Journey across Tibet', Geographical Journal. Vol. 1 , No. 5. May
1893. pp. 385408. The way to the pass was shown by a Ladakhi; a non-Ladakhi who

l2
I'

had 'offered to guide us there turned out to be totally ignorant of its position.'
l 4 M. C. Wellby, Through Unknown Tibet, London, 1898, p. 73.
Is Journal of the Royal Geographicaf Society, July-December 1900, p. 142.
l6 C. G. Rawling, The Great Plateau, London, 1905, p. 9.

Captain Younghusband
and Chinese Turkestan
Determining Kashmir's Northern Frontier

In 1889, as the war of nerves with the Russians intensified, Francis
Younghusband, who two years earlier had distinguished himself in
the Peking-India overland journey, was pressed into service to
explore the routes which might lead across the main Karakoram or
Muztagh range. Additionally, he was asked to report on the strategic
aspect of this region with a view to possible enemy invasion from the
north.
At the end of the y e a r - o n 30 December 1889-Younghusband
submitted his report after arduous travels for the best part of 1889 in
a singularly inhospitable, difficult terrain. H e reported that from
the Karakoram pass to the Shingsal pass, there was a huge glacier
region; though, earlier on, routes had led across the range, these
were now 'quite impracticable for all military purposes', save for
three from the Hunza river valley that could be considered passable
between mid-May and end-November. While the main range was
easier to cross, the country on the southern side was so difficult that
an invading force would find it practically impossible to advance if it
were opposed.
As to a hostile Russian demonstration towards Ladakh, Younghusband pointed out that it was 'easier than had been thought' to
bring a small force down to the Karakoram pass, for a route led
from the Russian frontier to the valley of the Yarkand river where a
road came straight to the Karakoram pass; and from there Leh 'may
be reached in 12 marches.' Younghusband concluded that the two
points to be guarded were Gilgit and Leh; of these, the former was
definitely the more important, and with the two adequately defended
there was no possibility of a force penetrating from the north. The
re-establishment in 1889 of the earlier Agency at Gilgit , I coupled

&m

I n a 'more or less' confidential arrangement with t h e w ,
hkdbti~hd
a British Agency at Gilgit in 1877. Later it fell into disuse but was revived in 1889
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with other political as well as military measures, would no doubt
help shore up the British position. Leh, nonetheless, presented
problems and here Shahidulla assumed a certain importance.
The Kirghu at Shahidulla, Younghusband underlined, were 'very
ready and willing' to help the Raj: they wished the area to be taken
under British control and to have a British representative stationed
at Shahidulla. If this were accepted and the Kirghiz supplied with
1,000 snider rifles, 'this would constitute a check to the Russians, a
protection to our trade and considerable gain to our pre~tige.'~
Commending Younghusband's report and his recommendations
for favourable consideration, Colonel Nisbet, then British Resident
in Kashmir, pointed out the obvious: if the Afghans and the Chinese
could be made to define their respective boundaries on the then
debatable ground of the Pamirs below the Tuyuk-su pass, any
likelihood of Russian aggression would receive 'a most important
check'. Again, the Kirghiz of these parts would clearly understand
to whom they owed allegiance: 'whether to the Afghans or Chinese'.'
A few months later, Younghusband was asked to specify measures
to check Russian encroachment towards India's northern frontiers.
He pointed out that on the east, the southern frontiers of Russian
Turkestan touched Chinese possessions, a power which was 'sufficiently respected' by the Russians 'to prevent them making any serious
encroachments'. But between the Chinese and Afghan territories
there was, on the Pamirs of the upper Oxus region and to the north
of the Hindu Kush, a strip of land inhabited by the Kirghiz who
owed nominal allegiance to no one in particular.
Younghusband concluded that it was 'not at all clear' where Afghan
authority ended and the Chinese began. It was this that provided scope
for Russian encroachments which would be the more likely in that there
was a route by which a demonstration on the northern frontier could
be made by a small force. Acquisition of this temtory by the Russians
would bring them into contact with thc northern frontiers of Kashmir.
owing to a persistent fear of Russian aggression; in 1893 an outpost was established at
Chitral. For details see A . S. Chohan, The Gilgit Agency 1877-1935. Ncw Delhi.
1985, and John Keay. The Gilgit Game: The Explorers o,'the Western Himalayas,
1865-1895. London, 1979.
'Final Report by Captain Younghusband on his recent explorations of the main
Karakarom or Mustagh mountain range beyond the Kashmir frontier', in Y n ~ n g hn:b?nc! to Nisbet. 30 D e c e m h ~ :I%$,
Sroc. 79 in FD. Secret F, February 1890.
Nos.5 M . The snider was an early version of a breech-loading rifle.
Nisbet to Cunningham, 30 December 1889, Proc. 78, ibid.
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,~
recalled it was
In his detailed m e m ~ r a n d u m Younghushand
always accepted that the frontier extended up to the Muztagh
mountains and the Karakoram pass, the only unsettled question
being as to whether it should include Shahidulla. The southern frontier
of Chinese Turkestan was similarly undefined. While the Chinese
'considered the Kuen-lun mountains (i.e. the branch of them over
which are the Kilian and Sanju passes) as their frontier', Shahidulla
was occupied by the Dogras almost from the time they conquered
Ladakh.s Later, in 1877 when the Chinese reconquered Turkestan,
it was not occupied by the darbar. At the same time the Chinese had
always had their karawals or frontier posts on the north side of the
Kilian and Sanju passes, and the range these passes cross 'has always
practically been considered' the frontier. Younghusband added
that the Kirghiz who occupied Shahidulla and the valley of the Qara
Qash had paid taxes to the Chinese.
In 1882, when the Kanjutis from Hunza raided Shahidulla and the
Kirghiz asked the Chinese for assistance, the latter refused on the
plea that 'so long as they lived beyond the frontier posts, they must
not expect protection.' The Kirghiz accordingly approached the
British for aid, and off his own bat, he had given them some money
to repair the small fort, a proceeding to which the Chinese 'at first
appeared to raise no objection.' Later however the indefatigable
Russian traveller Gromchevsky (Grombtchevsky) appeared on the
scene and, 'presumably at Russian instigation', the Chinese then
occupied Shahidulla and made it a frontier post.
The crucial issue was 'whether we should assert what claims we
have to Shahidulla and force the Chinese to retire?' Here Younghusband felt that even though government had claims to Shahidulla,
there were other constraints, among them the probability of the
Russians eventually occupying Chinese Turkestan-and invading
Kashmir. Nor was he oblivious of acute differences of opinion among
experts on the issue. Younghusband recalled that Captain Ramsay
had pointed out the advantage of 'keeping the Russians as far as
possible'; that Colonel Bell who had passed through Shahidulla on
'Memorandum on some measures proposed to be taken to check Russian encroachments towards our Northern Frontier', in KW No. 3, in FD, Secret F, July 1890, Nos.
225-45.
Raja Gulab Singh of Jammu formally annexed Ladakh in 1842; four years later the
British recognized him as the Maharaja of Jammu and Kashmir (with Ladakh now a
part of his dominion).
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his way from Yarkand in 1887, 'was of the same opinion.' Ney Elias
however had noted that Shahidulla was too far to be held effe~tively.~
Taking everything into consideration, Younghusband ruled that the
advantages and disadvantages of pressing British claims upon
Shahidulla seemed to be evenly balanced: in the event of a Russian
occupation of eastern Turkestan, the possession of Shahidulla would
keep them at a distance from Leh and protect the trade routes; on
the other hand, the British would not be able to hold the place against
a Russian invasion, and occupying Shahidulla would offend the
Chinese more than was justified by the advantages.
Two gains, Younghusband argued, had already been won. To
start with, the Russians had been prevented from staking a claim to
Shahidulla and thereby 'working a wedge' between British temtory
and Chinese Turkestan. He had also been able to obtain Kirghiz
guides to survey the country beyond the Muztagh mountains and
Hunza. In the event, Younghusband reasoned, the question of
Shahidulla was now between Britain and China and the Russians
could never lay claim to it without a war with China and occupation
of Kashgar and Yarkand.
Important though Shahidulla was, Younghusband emphasized,
much more so was the western end of Raskam, which lay very close
to Kashmir's northern frontier. It was imperative that this should be
kept out of Russian hands, by closing the Afghan and Chinese
boundaries on the Pamirs to 'shut out Russia'. Should the closing of
the Afghan-Chinese boundaries on the Pamirs prove impossible,
Younghusband suggested that the British frontier should be advanced
to include Raskam or alternatively the Chinese be made 'to assume
an efficient control' over that country.
There was a third possibility too: this was to encourage the Amir
of Afghanistan to extend his rule right down to Aktash and the line
of Aksu. In attempting this, however, there were two snags: first,
the agreement of 1873 making Lake Sarikol the eastern limit of
Afghan territory; secondly, the Russian objections in 1883 to the
"or Ramsay to Nisbet, 18 October 1889. as well as his 'Memorandum on Younghusband's letter of 20 August 1890, paragraph 9', see K W No. 2 in FD, Secret F,
February 1890, Nos. 59-84 and Proc. 160 in FD, Secret F, October 1890, Nos. 141-70.
For Colonel M . S. Bell who passed through Shahidulla on his way from Yarkand in
1887 see FD. Secret F. July 1887, Nos. 142-54. For Elias refer to chapter 5 above.
notes 8 and 1 as well as Elias to Cunningham, 9 February 1890, in KW No. 3, FD,
Secret F. July 1890. Procs. 225-45.
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Afghan territory; secondly, the Russian objections in 1883 to the
Amir occupying Shignan and Roshan-an eventuality that could
not be ruled out .'
Pushing Chinese claims therefore would be preferable. A Russian occupation of Chinese Turkestan. Younghusband felt confident, was not imminent. Meanwhile China should be made into a
buffer state and be persuaded to enlarge her frontiers 'to meet with
those of our other buffer state Afghanistan.' In effect, Younghusband argued that the British should leave the Chinese Shahidulla, provided some arrangement could be made for defending the trade
route. In return, the Chinese could be asked to point out to the
Amir of Afghanistan their farthest post towards Shignan and
Wakhan. Once that was done, 'we may trust io the tenacity of
their [Chinese] character' to resist encroachments.
Before long the Indian government began to formulate its policy
on the basis of Younghusband's recommendations and the GovernorGeneral wrote to the British envoy in Peking regarding Shahidulla
that India was 'quite ready to acquiesce' in the Chinese occupation
of Shahidulla for it did not desire to advance beyond the Karakoram;
at the same time, it was very reluctant to allow this strip to remain
unclaimed and therefore open to Russian incursions.
Lansdowne emphasized the importance of leading the Chinese to
regard the British as having interests 'identical with theirs' in central
Asia and as 'liable to danger' from the same s o u r ~ e . ~
The despatch to Whitehall three days earlier was on the same
lines. If the Chinese definitely asserted their authority in these regions,
the Governor-General and his council ruled. the Russians would be

' In January

1873 the British and Russian governments had concluded a broad
agreement in regard to the boundaries of Afghanistan, subject to a detailed survey
on the ground. As this took time, the Amir began to claim Shignan and Roshan and
to enforce this sent troops there in 1883. a proceeding to which both the Russians and
the British took strong exception. The matter was eventually sorted out by the Durantl
agreement (November 1893) whereby the Amir withdrew from the trans-Oxus Shignan
and Roshan, receiving instead the cis-Oxus Darwaza. For details, see D. P. Singhal.
India and Afghanistan, 18761907, St Lucia (Queensland, Australia), 1963. pp. 10.
107-9,144-5.
Lansdowne to Walsham. D. O . , 17 Junc 1890. KW No. 4. in FD. Secret F. Julv
1890. Nos. 2 2 5 4 5 .
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wary of 'complications with a neighbour at whose pertinacity in
upholding her territorial rights' they had already had experience in
the Kuldja d i ~ p u t e . ~

India to Viscount Cross, 14 July 1890, Proc. 243 in ibid. Kuldja-Ninguan (I-ning)
was one of the nine prefectures ('fu) of Ili in northern Sinkiang. The valley, agriculturally and minerally rich and strategically important, was much coveted by the
Russians who by the Treaty of Ili (1851) secured the right of establishing consulates
as well as duty-free trade. The trade grew rapidly and, taking advantage of Yakub
Beg's rebellion, the Russians occupied Ili in 1871. As soon as the rebellion was
crurhed (1877), the Chinese sought its return, and, by the Treaty of St Petershurg
(1881) obtained almost the whole of Ili back in return for a large indemnity
euphemistically called 'military compensation'. For a detailed analysis see Immanuel
C. Y. Hsu, The Ili Crisis: A Stkdy of Sino-Russian Diplomacy, 1871-1881, Oxford,
1965.

Pushing China into
No Man's Land
As Younghusband returned from his travels in Chinese Turkestan
towards the end of 1889, government at its highest level felt increasingly concerned about an accurate assessment of the situation on
the Pamirs where, as has been noticed, apart from the Chinese and
the Russians, the Afghans had also become a factor. Younghusband
was again pressed into service and, in July 1890, was preparing for a
journey to the roof of the world.
Chinese notions of their claims to the Pamirs are well brought out
in the letter of the British envoy, Walsharn, to India about the Peking
passport required for Younghusband's explorations. In May 1890,
Walsham pointed out that it was for the Chinese 'imperial authorities
on the spot'-not the mandarins in Peking-to determine where
their jurisdiction ended. H e had therefore avoided in his application
any allusion to the Pamir regions, as the general term 'Border regions
to the west and south-west of Kashgar and Yarkand' which he had
adopted in his note to the Chinese government would, he felt, be
adequate. *
Official instructions drawn up for Younghusband were for him to
proceed via Leh to Shahidulla and obtain information regarding the
reported Chinese occupation of that place. Later he was to go to the
Pamirs and closely survey, as far as possible with Chinese officials,
the entire country up to the Afghan and Russian frontiers with a
view to determining the exact limits of Chinese authority.
Younghushand was to urge the Chinese to strengthen their
occupation, so that no unclaimed strip intervened between Afghan
and Chinese territory. In addition, he was to explain to the Chinese
the shared interests and 'friendly intentions' of the British government
in India.2 Later, writing to the Resident in Kashmir under whom
Walsham to Governor-General.29 May 1890. Proc. 238 in FD, Secret F, July 1890,
Nos. 2 2 5 4 5 .
* Cunningham to Younghusband, 23 June 1890, Proc. 222 ('Deputation of Captain
Younghusband toChinese Turkestan in 1890'), in FD, Secret F,July 1890, Nos.21424.
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Younghusband was to function, the Foreign Secretary expressed his
satisfaction that the Chinese were reacting as desired on Kashmir's
borders. If the question were to come up, he told the Resident, the latter was to tell the Kashrnir ruler and the Joint Commissioners at Leh
that the Indus watershed was the b ~ u n d a r y . ~
In a communication from Shahidulla dated 20 August 1890, Younghusband explained that the place was situated between the Kunlun
and Karakoram ranges, close to the southern foot of the former.
'Neither a town, nor a village, nor even a hamlet', the British explorer
noted, Shahidulla was 'merely a patch of grass and jungle' near
which a few tents of the Karakash o r Sarakiya Kirghiz were seen,
and where caravans travelling between Yarkand and India usually
made a halt. Its only importance was its position in a stretch of
mountainous country where for over 200 kilometres, grass and fuel
were almost unknown.
T h e Kirghiz who inhabited Shahidulla numbered about 120 men,
besides women and children, in some forty tents. Younghusband
asserted that they had always paid taxes to the rulers of Yarkand
and had thus been in a broad sense their tributaries. And yet till the
previous year (1889), the Chinese had not shown 'any decided
authority over them or sent any official' beyond the Kunlun mountains. Even at that time, n o Chinese official was stationed at
Shahidulla nor was the fort occupied by Chinese soldiers. And yet it
is clear (the line of reasoning is somewhat hard to follow) that the
Chinese 'have now definitely asserted their authority' over the place
as well as the valley of the Qara Qash river. Furthermore, all the
territory upto the great watershed of the Karakoram mountains was
considered t o belong t o China and a site for a fort had been selected
at Sugat, the closest point to the Karakoram range where grass and
fuel were available. Concluding, Younghusband expressed his
personal satisfaction at seeing this tract 'claimed by a friendly power.'4
Forwarding Younghusband's despatch t o government, the
Resident in Kashmir counselled that there was no reason to anticipate
the Chinese abandoning this arrangement. Further: 'The option is
therefore left us of selecting, for the northern frontier of Kashmir, a
well-defined and easily recognized natural boundary which even in
the event of Chinese Turkestan falling into the hands of an unfriendly
Cunningham to Nisbet, 21 August 1890. KW No. 2, in FD, Secret F, October 1890,
Nos. 141-70.
Younghusband to India, 20 August 1890, Proc. 159, ibid.
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power' afforded an almost impregnable line of d e f e n ~ e . ~
As a corrective to Younghusband's views on the Chinese presence
jn Shahidulla, Lt. H. Bower, who was travelling in these parts about
the same time, wrote that his group was visited by the Aksakal (tribal
chief) Toordikul of the Kirghiz who was 'loud in his denunciations
of the inefficiency' of the Chinese and had now asked for British
protection. The Chinese had told Toordikul that if he wanted their
protection, he must live inside the line of their customs-houses. As
the nearest customs-house was a t Kilian where there was n o grazing, this was an absurdity, Bower c ~ n c l u d e d . ~
Later, while at Kashgar, Younghusband was given to understand
that Chinese troops had been withdrawn from Shahidulla for the
winter. It was unlikely, he noted, that they would return there for
they had found it a 'very disagreeable' place. Besides, the Chinese
were realizing that the British did not intend to invade their ~ o u n t r y . ~
It was only after 1890 that the Chinese, advancing south, pulled
down the Shahidulla fort and built another close to the Sugat pass,
some 12 km south of Shahidulla. In 1892, to be sure, the Earl of
Dunmore had come across a board warning that anyone crossing
the Chinese boundary without reporting himself at the post would
be imprisoned. That very year, the Kashmir ruler's agent, Arjun
Singh, had reported the appearance of a pillar 'sixty-four miles south
of Sugat' with a plate announcing that the place was under Chinese
jurisdiction. One can only deduce that it was in 1892 or thereaboutsnot in 1890 as younghusband states-that the southern boundary of
Sinkiang had been pushed to the Karakoram pass."
Reacting to a report of Younghusband, Captain Ramsay pointed
out that when one of his messengers, carryifig gifts to the Chinese
Amban at Yarkand, informed the latter that a serai was being erected
at Shahidulla, similar to the old Kashmiri serai there, the Chinese
official responded that 'he was glad' to hear the news and hoped the
Kirghiz 'would settle down' there. More significantly, Ramsay noted,
the Kirghiz had declined t o pay taxes t o the Beg of Sanju for the
Chinese had refused to d o anything for them when they were
Nisbet to India. 15 September 1890. Proc. 158, ibid.
Lt. (later Major General) Hamilton Bower, Repot-/of a Journey in Chinese Turkestan
in f88P90,Calcutta. 1891, p. 2.
Younghusband to Cunningham, 26 November 1890. para. 28, Proc. 133 in FD. Secret
F, March 1891, Nos. 123-48.
Dunrnore, The Earl of, The Pamirs. London, 1893, Vol. I , pp. 228-9. Also see
chapter 8 above.
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plundered the previous year. Ramsay expressed the hope that the
Chinese would allow the Kirghiz 'to pass quietly out of their hands'
instead of 'making a fuss and sending troops to make them pay.'
Should the Qara Qash Kirghlz move westwards to join those of their
kinsmen who lived on the Sarikol Pamir and were Russian subjects,
the position would be 'less satisfactory' than Younghusband had
represented. 'I merely point out the contingency', Ramsay wrote,
but 'shall be agreeably surprised if the Chinese help us to pull our
chestnuts out of the fire, for they will of course see that the reasons
which make us anxious to do away with the "no man's land" apply to
them to a very limited e ~ t e n t . ' ~
To revert to Younghusband. From Shahidulla he travelled to Yarkand
where he had a long and detailed exchange of views with the local
Chinese Amban. In his report, Younghusband stated he was more
than satisfied that he had got from the Amban 'a distinct statement'
of what the latter considered to be the southern frontier of his
province: 'This he said was the Indus watershed-the Karakoram
range.' It was clear that the Chinese would assert their authority in
that direction, for soldiers were passing through on their way to
Shahidulla with preparations under way for the construction of the
fort at Sugat .
Younghusband's interview with the Amban throws light on how
the Chinese were persuaded to push forward. The British explorer
had shown the Chinese officiala map of Kashrnir with the Karakoram
and the Kilian passes distinctly marked and affirmed the Indian
Governor-General's opinion that the most suitable boundary between
Kashmir and Yarkand was the watershed of the Karakoram range.
The previous year, Younghusband stated, the Governor-General
had been under the impression that the Chinese considered their
frontier to extend only up to the Kilian pass. And in so far as it was
an 'unsatisfactory' state of affairs, the British were considering
extending the Indian frontier to that pass as well as its watershed.
However the Governor-General had since learnt, Younghusband
added, that the Chinese were prepared to protect the trade route
and if this were 'really the case', he would not attempt to extend the
frontier beyond the Karakoram range.
Ramsay to Nisbet, 18 October 1889. in KW No. 2, in F D , Secret F, February 1890,
Nos. 5 W . Also his 'Memorandum on Captain Younghusband's letter of 20 August

1890, paragraph 9'. 5 September 1890. For the text, Proc. 160, in F D , Secret F.
October 1890. Nos. 141-70.
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P'an Ta-jen, to Younghusband's great satisfaction, now responded
that the Chinese had 'ever considered the watershed, which he defined
as a natural (literally, a heaven-made) boundary, to be the frontier
between Kashmir and Yarkand a n d . . . [that the Chinese] were
prepared to protect the trade route as far as that range.'1°
British anxiety over the protection of the Ladakh-Kashgar trade
route needs a word of explanation. It may be recalled that in terms
of the Sin-Kokandi accord of 1835, the Kokandi aksakals stationed
at Yarkand were appointed by their ruler. They had full jurisdiction
over their (Kokandi) subjects and were for all practical purposes
farmers of tax revenue. Apart from the Kokandi aksakals however,
the Ch'ing rulers installed two others, one to represent the ruler of
Badakshan and the other that of Kashmir. The Badakshani aksakal,
not unlike his Kokandi counterparts, held his post on tax-farming
terms from his ruler. Not so the Kashmir aksakal who represented
the Kashmir government-then under the control of the Sikh ruler
of the P a n j a h n l y in name, being actually an appointee of the
Ch'ing. Understandably, he levied no duties for the Kashmir or
Ladakh governments nor did he accept any responsibility for their
subjects. Nor did Kashmir hold the whip hand, for trade with Kashmir
wended its way by horse caravan to Leh and then on to the Panjab,
Baltistan and Kashmir.
Since the Ch'ing government had ceased to collect customs duty
from the Kokandi, Badakshani or Kashmiri merchants from 1832, it
saw no reason to accept responsibility for the safety of trade routes
within its territory. The Kokandi and Badakshani governments
responded by supplying protection to their caravans along the roads.
But neither the Sikhs in the Panjab, nor the ruler of Ladakh, much
less his Dogra masters in Jammu, would provide any security along
the Yarkand-Leh route. The British, who after the annexation of
the Panjab (1849) succeeded to the responsibilities of the Sikh state,
were even more reluctant to intervene. Hence their great anxiety
that the Chinese, who were to fill the empty spaces of no man's land,
l o Younghusband to Cunningham, 15 September 1890, KW N o . 3, in FD, Secret F,
October 1890, Nos. 141-70. Enclosed in his letter was the 'Report of an Interview
between Captain Younghusband and P'an Ta-jen, the Amban of Yarkand o n
September 5 . 1890'. The report was written by Macartney. Younghusband's tactics
with the Amhan were no different from those he was to employ later with theTibetan
authorities in negotiating the Lhasa convention (1904). For details see Parshotam
Mehra. The Younghusband Expedition: An Interpretation, London, 1968, especially
chapter 23, 'The Lhasa Convention: the Indemnity and the Agent', pp. 322-34.

66

An 'Agreed' Frontier

should also take on the responsibility of protecting trade caravans in
their own territory.ll
A t about this time (July 1890), India suggested to Whitehall that
it should not delay further in asking Peking for 'effectual establishment
of Chinese authority over the country u p to the limits of Afghan
territory' so that the frontiers of Chinese Turkestan were 'cotenninous
with those of Afghanistan and Kashmir and its dependencies'.l2
Earlier, the Governor-General had ruled that the country between
the Karakoram and the Kunlun being of n o value and inaccessible,
should be occupied by the Chinese. For, the stronger China was, the
more useful she would be to serve as an obstacle to Russian advance.
Ney Elias too had pointed out how difficult it would be for Kashmiri
outposts to be manned in this area; the troops would be cut off from
their base in Ladakh for nearly half the year and for the rest 'difficult to
support and supply'. Negotiating a frontier with China across a partly
uninhabited o r uninhabitable country would be an impossible
undertaking. T h e Chinese were, Elias underlined, 'the most
impracticable nation' t o negotiate with!I3
To get back to Younghusband's discussions with the Amban. The
latter now claimed that China's boundaries on the Pamirs extended
at least as far west as Somatash, in the middle of the Alichur pamir.
H e also stated that the Kirghiz of the region paid grazing taxes to the
Chinese magistrate at Sarikol. To be sure, a few months earlier, the
Taotai , the official directly concerned, had despatched an armed
party to establish a frontier post at Somatash where a stone commemorated the Chinese conquest of the region some 150years earlier.
Matters however became complicated for a strong force of Afghans
had turned the Chinese out and claimed Somatash as part of the
Afghan province of Badakshan. Nevertheless the stone was there
for Younghusband to see, and the Taotai was very willing to arrange
guides and an escort for the British explorer.I4
At Yarkand, Younghusband had another interesting encounter
I ' Joseph Fletcher. 'The Heyday of the Ch'ing Order in Mongolia, Sinkiang and
Tibet', pp. 379-84 in John K . Fairbank (ed.). The Cambridge History of China, Late
Ch'ing, 1800-191 1 , Vol. X. part I , Cambridge. 1978, pp. 351408.
I Z India to Secretary of State. 14 July 1890, Proc. 243 in F D . Secret F , July 1890,
Nos. 225-45.
Note by Lansdowne, FD, Secret F, October 1889, Nos. 182-97, p. 4. For Ney
Elias's remarks, see KW No. 2, ibid.
l4 Siang. Chinese Taotai at Kashgar, to Captain Younghusband, 18 November 1890,
Encl. 2 . Proc.134. in FD, Secret F. March 1891, Nos. 1 2 3 4 3 .
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with his Russian counterpart, Captain Gromchevsky. It was the
general impression that Petrovsky, the Russian Consul at Kashgar,
had induced the Chinese 'to take such strong measures' at Shahidulla.
And now Gromchevsky himself stated to Younghusband that the
Kirof the Pamirs 'considered themselves to be Chinese subjects.'15
In his 1889 explorations, Younghusband had visited all the passes
east of the Baroghil and found two easy routes from the Pamirs to
Hunza. H e had also discovered that the upper course of the Yarkand
river, where it flowed through the Raskam valley, was fertile enough
to support a small military force all year round. The significance of
this discovery was heightened when he encountered Gromchevsky
and a party of Cossacks returning from their visits to Hunza in the
previous year (1888). For two nights Younghusband and Gromchevsky camped together at a place called Khaian Aksai, not far
from Shimshal, exchanging their undoubtedly rich experiences in
broken French! John Keay gives a vivid description of the meeting
between the 'affable' Pole and the 'irrepressible' Englishman: 'a
most dignified and amicable affair', it combined the 'incongruous,
the momentous and the romantic in equal measure [and] is perhaps
the most representative and memorable vignette in the whole of the
Great Game. '
The two parted in a most friendly spirit-'the Gorkhas presented
arms and the Cossacks drew swords'+ven though later Younghusband deliberately misled Gromchevsky about his route from
Shahidulla which led 'from nowhere to nowhere' and the Russian
party lost 'all their ponies and all their belongings'.'"
Younghusband's discovery of easy passes from the Pamirs into
Hunza, added to fresh evidence of the Mir of Hunza's active hostility
to the British--presumably at Russian instigation-further convinced
the British government of the urgency of closing the Pamir gap, as
Ney Elias too had recommended.
In September 1890, Younghusband and Macartney, with an escort
of Chinese soldiers, arrived at Tashkurgan, headquarters of the
Chinese district of Sarikol. The district included the Taghdumbash
pamir, the only one of the eight occupied by the Chinese; Wakhan
Younghusband to Cunningham. 15 September 1890, KW No. 3, in F D , Secret F.
October 1890. Nos. 141-80.
l 6 Keay, The Gilgit Game, pp. 191-2. Also see F D , Secret F, February 1890.
Procq. 59-84,
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was in Afghan temtory while the rest of the six were disputed. It
was over this disputed temtory that Younghusband and Macartney
now travelled.
Younghusband's main concern was the area west of Sarikol which
the Afghans and Chinese both claimed. The place was uninhabited
but for a small dilapidated fort and a large stone in two f r a g m e n t s
possibly, Younghusband thought, the one referred to by the Amban,
which bore inscriptions in Chinese, 'Menchee' and Turki. On the
strength of this evidence, Younghusband decided that the Alichur
pamir belonged to China! His line of reasoning though does not
bear close scrutiny. l7
Later Younghusband proceeded to map out an approximate
boundary between China and Afghanistan which would close the
gap between the two countries and was satisfied that he had solved
the Pamir question. He now declared that there was no gap between
Afghan and Chinese territory and all that remained was to get this
fact publicly recognized. In fact, Younghusband's assessment of
'the curtains' drawn by the Chinese and Afghans on the Pamirs as
well as the non-existent gap between them proved to be erroneous
and it was not until 1895, almost five years later, that matters were
finally sorted out .la
Younghusband's comments on the Russian consul and the influence
he and his people wielded at Kashgar are of interest. The Russian
system, the British explorer noted, was essentially one of using force,
'riding the Chinese on the bit and using the spurs well'. The result
was that the Chinese disliked the Russians nor did the latter disguise
the fact that they returned the compliment 'with equal cordiality'. l9
Para 2 in Younghusband to Cunningham, 26 November 1890; also para 17 in
Younghusband to Cunningham, 23 November 1890, both in FD, Secret F, March

l7

1891, Procs. 12348.

Younghusband noted that at Tashkurgan it was a Chinese frontier official who
joined him and wasof the 'greatest assistance' in cupplying him all the information he
asked for and allowed him to go 'wherever he liked'. The same official conducted him
to the stone at Somatash which had an inscription on it. The stone which did not contain
any definite information about the frontier, indicated that the Chinese at one time
occupied the place and was generally looked upon as a boundary mark, Younghusband
reported.
The communication of 23 November is a formal official report; that of 26 November
is a D. 0. letter.
In Para 3 in Younghusband to Cunningham. 26 November 1890, ibid.
IP Para 7, ibid. In a letter to Lansdowne, then Governor-General, Younghusband
noted that the Russian intercourse with the Chinese was 'rude and undignified' and
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Younghusband also recorded the impressions of a Frenchman
who had travelled in Russian Turkestan: that the people were
contented 'firstly because with all the Russian troops in view they
have to be, and secondly, because they fully recognize the benefit of
the security to life and property which Russian rule confers, and
besides the Russians leave them pretty much to t h e r n ~ e l v e s . ' ~ ~
Such information apart, Younghusband furnished government
with a detailed description of the Pamirs. The region, he noted,
covered a total area of 59,000 square kilometres, forming the
watershed between the Oxus and the Tarim basins. Predominanly
mountainous, it was intersected by large valleys five or six kilometres
wide, with an elevation of 40 to 4,300 metres, which in places were
covered with good grass, even though the greater part was barren
and the climate very severe. In the western portion, on the Afghan
side, the mountains were lofty and rugged, rising well above the
snow line. But eastward, between the double chain of mountains
linking the Altai range with the Karakoram, ran the fertile Sarikol
valley and the Taghdumbash pamir, which were lower, and not
difficult to cross. Here, around Tashkurgan, was a tiny population
of small farmers and nomadic cattle breeders in a fertile corridor
through which the Russians gained access to the passes of Hunza
and Gilgit. Younghusband noticed that the Chinese, or their Kirghlz
subjects, in advancing westward had 'gradually absorbed' the easily
accessible parts of the country but stopped short of the lofty passes
and mountains which overhung Shignan and Wakhan.21
The Kirghiz were a hardy race whose chief characteristic was a
robust independence. The dependence of the Pamir Kirghiz upon
the Chinese was but slight; they paid no taxes and made a small
payment of grain, flour and rice to the headman who was appointed
by the Chinese.
Younghusband stressed that the country was 'sterile and unproductive* and its few inhabitants 'poor and unwarlike*. Real cause for
anxiety lay in that the Kirghiz who inhabited the Pamirs might, like
their fellow tribesmen in Shahidulla, 'on very little provocation'
seek to change their masters. And with Russian expeditions visiting
though the Chinese 'respect their force I don't think they have a very high general
opinion of them.' Younghushand to Lansdowne, 26 November 1890, ibid.
Para5 16,18-19 in Younghusband to Cunningham, 26 November 1890, in FD, Secret
F. March 1891, Nos. 123-48.
2' Paras 6 7 in Younghusband to Cunningham, 23 November 1890, ibid.
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the Pamirs every year, Younghusband stressed, events might go
against the British.
On the basis of the most accurate information he could glean,
Younghusband was able to determine the farthest limits of Chinese
authority in the direction of Afghanistan, his major object being to
have the general principle recognized that no gap existed between
Afghan and Chinese temtory so that no intrusion by an outside
power was possible. 22
Younghusband's most formidable critic was Ney Elias. Dealing
with the political question raised in Younghusband's report, Elias
underscored the main point, that the Chinese local authorities claimed
jurisdiction over all the Pamirs eastward of the tract claimed by the
Afghans. Thus, there was no longer any unclaimed or no man's land
between their respective territories. Again, the Afghanxhinese
dividing line was not greatly different from what was understood
before to be the Chinese boundary on the Little and Great Pamirs,
but on the Alichur pamir 'it bends much farther to the westward
under the new claim than under the old.' Elias also pointed out that
neither the old nor the present indication could be viewed as the
final frontier, but merely an expression of Chinese claims. Again,
the limit claimed by the Chinese local authorities, as against the
Chinese government, made a very suitable boundary from the point
of view of its geographical features. From the tribal point of view
however it had no significance for the only inhabitants of the Pamirs
were on both sides of the line!
ELias had observed that no part of the proposed boundary required
demarcation and that all that was needed was an assertion by China,
not an agreed frontier between China and Afghanistan. The less the
Government involved itself with any measures of delimitation, the less
likely would they be to arouse either Russian or Afghan jealousy.23
Lansdowne endorsed this view: 'We do not want accurate demarcation or a frontier agreement. We do want to encourage Chinese
occupation up to Afghan and Russian limits.'24In a formal despatch
to Whitehall the Governor-General and his Council emphasized
that they were fully aware of the disadvantages of the projecting
22

Paras 10 and 26, ibid.
For the text of Ney Elias's letter of 8 February 1891, see KW No. 3, ibid.
Note by Lansdowne, 20 February 1891, ibid.
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tongue of the Alichur pamir and favoured a rectification of it. But
since consolidation of the de facto limits on either side was 'of far
greater consequence than theoretical perfection', the Government
of India had rather adopt 'this irregular and devious' line than raise
any contentious issues.25
In a memorandum of 16 March 1892, the Maharaja of Kashmir
adduced convincing evidence and claims to Shahidulla. It was pointed
out that in 189CL1, a fort had been built at Shahidulla, financed by
the British through the Kirghiz chief, Toordikul. The Chinese had
later arrested him and knocked down the fort while themselves
erecting, roughly ten kilometres ('3 kos'] away, 'a small fort . . . as a
chauki (post or guard)'.
The Kashmir ruler provided irrefutable evidence to validate his
claim to Shahidulla: about thirty years earlier the state had 'erected
some buildings there as a cantonment'; during Douglas Forsyth's
mission to Yarkand, the Kashmir authorities had 'made arrangements
for the supply of provisions etc.' up to Shahidulla; and in 1890, when
a Russian officer had come to visit Kashmir 'a dastadar (viz. trooper)
of the state military department', armed with a letter from the British
Resident had been sent to Shahidulla 'to disallow' him entry. It
therefore followed that Shahidulla was rightly the state f r ~ n t i e r . ~ "
However well-argued Kashmir's brief, the British had already made
up their mind. The Resident peremptorily informed the state council
that he did not think the question of Shahidulla should be opened by
the Kashmir darbar since both Shahidulla and Sugat were situated in a
district inhabited by the Kirghiz 'who have for many years paid tribute
to China and the waters of which flow into Yarkand t e r r i t ~ r y . ' ~ '
Thus were erased the Dogras' long-standing claims to their frontier
post at Shahidulla, and the region gifted away to the Raj's Chinese
neighbours.

India to Viscoun: Cross. 1 1 March 1891. Proc. 147. ibid.
2 T r a n ~ l a t i o nof a memorandum (no. 176457) dated 5th Chet 1948 (corresponding
to 16 March 1892) by the Maharaja of Jammu and Kashmir. Proc. 3 in FD. Secret F.
September 1892, Nos. 1-5.
27 Resident in Kashmir to the Vice-President of the State Council. 21 July 1892. Proc.
5. ibid.
25

Hunza, Taghdumbash and
Aksai Chin
Hunza, though a frightfully small state, looms somewhat large in
the following pages. Also known as Kanjut and inextricably paired
with Nagar, it was a tributary state of the ruler of Kashrnir and, later,
part of British India's Gilgit Agency.
A tiny state north of Gilgit with an area of 10,000 square kilometres
and a population of roughly 16,000, Hunza's principal town, Baltit, is
situated in a green oval valley below towering snowy peaks including
Rakaposhi (7,788 m.). The state's importance lay in that it commanded the passes leading to the Pamirs and thus could, with
impunity, plunder caravans on the route to Chinese Turkestan. This
was of no particular significance to the Raj until about 1889, when
Russian expansion from the north gave Hunza a strategic importance.
That very year saw the British establish a separate Gilgit Agency.
Presently, the Hunza ruler's attitude of studied defiance of the British
Agent at Gilgit led to an armed expedition in 1891.
Hunza's somewhat ambivalent position vis-h-vis China and
Kashmir was no secret to the Russians who, as noticed earlier, had
been keeping a close watch on developments.' In October 1891 the
Russian consul at Kashgar had warned the Chinese that the British
had designs on Kanjut. Peking for its part regarded Hunza as a
dependency: the Raja sent an annual present of gold dust and other
gifts for which he was richly compensated, and the Chinese sent him
'orders' or 'directives' on matters of state as they would to a tributary
or vassal state.2
In September 1891, when Hunza sent its annual tribute to the
Taotai of Kashgar, it was accompanied by an urgent call for weapons
and ammunition to counter the Russians allegedly on their way to
Hunza. Additionally, the ruler reported that 'many foreigners [were]
going backwards and forwards.' The Taotai was further informed
that the English were contemplating an invasion. The Chinese
For details, see chapter 6 above.
Macartney to India, 24October 1891, FD, Secret F, April 1892, Proc. 1 , Nos. 1-92.
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~ificial'sresponse was singular: there was no reason for fear, he
reportedly admonished his interlocutor, promising at the same time
to send an officer who would reside permanently in the state and
prevent foreigners coming in indiscriminately. There was also some
indication that the new Taotai was 'enquiring systematically' into
Kashmir's boundary which was coterminous with Russian and Raj
territ01-y.~
Before the year closed, an English army contingent led by Colonel
Algernon Durand had marched into Hunza. All the Raja's pathetic
appeals, including one to the Russian consul, who was reminded of
his promise to put up a fort on the Taghdumbash pamir, were in
vain.4 T h e Kanjutis had also appealed t o the Chinese who, it
transpired, were unlikely to take any action except perhaps t o
despatch Chang Ta-jen, a Chinese official. On their part, the Russians
had informed the Taotai that 'unless the Chinese could keep Hunza,
they would invade Sarikol.' The Russian consul's objective, it
appeared, was 'to instigate by threat o r otherwise' the Chinese to
retain their hold on H u n ~ a . ~
In the meantime, the British were apprehensive lest their armed
action in Hunza should drive the Chinese to ally themselves with the
Russians; the only saving grace was that the Chinese officials had
been none too happy about Hunza's deposed, and now fugitive
ruler, Raja Safdar Ali Khan,who now 'practically a prisoner' had
been ordered to Yarkand.6
As was to be expected, the Taotai wrote to the Indian GovernorGeneral to lodge his protest. He started with a reminder that 'from
old times whatever affair there was between [the Empires] used to
be carried out properly according to rules.' It was a 'painful matter'
that as a result of British action, nearly 500 Kanjutis 'young and old,
men and women, along with their children' had become fugitives.
And in so far as Hunza's poor inhabitants had been put to flight, the
earlier agreement had been violated. The Taotai was sure the British
did not have 'the slightest intention' of seizing such a small place as
Kanjut, and, in conclusion, expressed the hope that 'the troops of
the illustrious Empire would be withdrawn at once within their limits.'7
Macartney to India, 23 November 1891, Proc. 36, ibid.
Macartney to India, 15 December 1891, Proc. 39, ibid.
Macartney to India. 19 December 1891, Proc. 42, ibid.
Wurand to Resident in Kashmir, 8 January 1892, Proc. 64, ibid.
For the full text of the letter from the Taotai 'To the Zoondai (Viceroy?)of the
great British Indian Empire', see Proc. 65, ibid. The letter is dated 13 January 1892.
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The Chinese legation in London too strongly remonstrated with
the Foreign Office that no change be made in the status of Hunza
'without any previous understanding' with China. While retailing
this information, the Secretary of State informed the Viceroy that
he proposed to assure Lord Salisbury, who*besides being Prime
Minister held the Foreign Office portfolio, that the Government of
India did not propose to annex Hunza or change its existing status,
and that a member of the ex-Chief s family would be put in his place8
Left with no choice, the Government of India made the requisite
assurances.
It was soon evident that the British Prime Minister had been pressed
hard. Convinced that it was a matter of great importance to have the
friendship and goodwill of China, and more especially in this case of
the Taotai of Kashgar, Salisbury gave the assurance that an officer
of the Chinese government would be invited to the formal installation
of the new Hunza ruler; noting at the same time that this concession
would not form a precedent for future occasions. Elaborating on
this, the Secretary of State in a communication t o the GovernorGeneral emphasized that China's friendship was necessary 'even at
the expense of some slight inconvenience or sacrifice of points of
demand'; that he would urge acceptance of what had been agreed
to. India Office also argued that in so far as the change in Hunza had
been effected by British troops 'who will return at any time, if
needed'-and with no chance of Chinese troops being sent there--the
presence of a Chinese official at the installation was not likely to be
productive of much harm. l o While presumably apprehensive about
this arrangement the Viceroy nevertheless deferred to the views of
India Office.
In the light of the above, India's reply to the Taotai clearly indicated
that the real responsibility for the recent troubles about which the
Chinese official had complained lay with the Kanjutis, whose raids
had emptied the Raskam valley and rendered the Kashmir-Yarkand
trade route unsafe. Safdar Ali had not only permitted and encouraged
such acts but had also defied the Kashmir darbar whose garrison he
was bound to support but had in fact threatened to attack. It was
therefore up to Kashmir 'to punish its rebellious dependent.' In
Secretary of State to Viceroy, telegram, 3 March 1892, Proc. 87, ibid.
Viceroy to Secretary of State, telegram, 6 March 1892. Proc. 79, ibid.
lo Secretary of State to Viceroy. telegram, 9 March 1892, Proc. 81. ibid.
Viceroy to Secretary of State, telegram. 11 March 1892, Proc. 82, ibid.
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fact, all that the British Agent had done was to 'aid such plans' while
Safdar Ali, 'cognisant of having done wrong and afraid of the
consequences of his misdeeds', had fled the country.
On essentials, however, there was n o yielding: Kanjut, the Indian
note pointed out, was o n the Indian side of the mountain range
separating India from China, and had long been subordinate to
Kashmir 'which is itself a subordinate state in India.' Nor was there
any intention on India's part 'of crossing into Chinese territory or of
causing either injury o r annoyance' to the Chinese who were friends
of the British government. In conclusion, the reply stressed that
Hunza's filgitive populace were welcome t o return and the Taota-i
himself could 'assist in bringing this about .' A s to the troops, they
were to stay put until the British Agent at Gilgit had been assured that
order had been restored and till the ruler acknowledged subjection
to Kashmir. l 2
While these ewhanges on Hunza were taking place, news arrived
thqt the Chinese had put up two boundary pillars on the Karakoram
pass; one had been placed on the crest and the other 'some fifty feet'
on the Indian side, on the slope leading towards Leh. T h e stone
pillar, two yards high and two wide, was supported by a black iron
board with the inscription: 'This board is under the sway of the
Emperor of China.'13
The Viceroy noted that in extending their boundary t o the
Karakoram, the Chinese were living up to claims they had made
earlier and in consonance with the position India had taken. The
official Indian view was that the pillar erected 'fifty feet' on the Indian
side of the crest was 'most likely' intended to mark the crest itself.
China's action did nonetheless place the Foreign Department in a
quandary. While 'not sorry' at this sign of Peking's activity it neverthe:
less expostulated that 'no boundary marks will be regarded as having
any international value' unless these had been erected 'with the
concurrence of both powers'. l 4
The official position, aptly stated by Lansdowne, was that while
Durand to Taotai, 17 March 1892, Proc. 83, ibid.
Durand, then Foreign Secretary, was writing on behalf of the Viceroy to whom the
Taotai's remonstrances had been addressed.
'"aja
Arnar Singh to the Resident in Kashmir, 2 November 1892, Proc. 501 in FD,
secret F, January 1893, Nos. 5 0 4 0 , KW.
l 4 Office notes in the Foreign Department by W. Hanrahan and E. H . S. Clarke.
both dated 21 December 1892, ibid.
l2
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India had always hoped that the Chinese would assert their claims
t o Shahidulla as well as to the tract between the Kunlun and the
Karakoram ranges, it would not go to the extent of giving the Chinese
the right to claim 'up to the very summit' of the Karakoram.
The Resident was therefore asked to inform the Kashmir authorities that while in principle government approved of 'no man's
land' being occupied by Peking 'subject to future determination of
boundaries', it was equally desirable that the Chinese government
'should know that the proceedings of their people are being watched,
and that. . . we cannot allow the ownership of them [these remote
places] to be disposed of without reference to us.'15
Chinese activity on the state's frontier upset the Kashmir darbar
not a little. While it had n o intention of encroaching into foreign
territory, the darbar wanted 'to maintain territory already acquired
and in its possession, and in that case the unlawful aggression of the
Khatais [Chinese] must be repelled, and the original boundary
restored.'16 In Peking, however, the British Minister O'Conor's
representation to the Tsungli Yamen confined itself to stating that
ownership of land in the Empire's remote areas could not be validated
'otherwise than by common consent'. H e indicated that the Indian
government deprecated the delimitation of a frontier that was 'so
vague and undefined without their acquiescence' and noted that the
Yamen 'seemed to recognize that this was a fair view of the question'
and had promised to make enquiries.
Peking's reply on close scrutiny amounted t o an unequivocal
assertion that the Karakoram was the southern limit of Yarkand
territory which, it maintained, had no connection with India. The
Yamen noted that in 1892 'the former Governor of the New Dominion, Wei had ordered the Taotai of Kashgar to erect a boundary
. . . for the purpose of marking clearly the frontier, and of continuing as
a lasting record.' Again, it pointed out that the Karakoram (Ka La
Hu Mu), had till the present been under the twin districts of So Che
and Khoten .
The tone of the Yamen's reply was not deemed 'quite satisfactory'.
In extenuation, however, the British minister noted that 'there
is so much soreness' in China over Russia's policy in the Pamirs, and
also of the French in Siam, that Peking was outraged at 'her outlying
territory being filched away by European powers.' He was therefore
l6

Note by Lansdowne,30 December 1892. ibid.
Note 13 above.
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disposed to condone the attitude of the Chinese government in this
matter, especially since the boundary marked 'suited the views and
interests of the Indian Government.'17
To turn to the Taghdumbash. In late 1895, in the course of negotiations between Russia and Great Britain over the Pamirs, the question
of Taghdumbash came to the fore. It was pointed out that the latter
was subject to China as well as to Hunza, which made it imperative
that care be taken .in this regard if Peking were ever coerced into
ceding Kashgar itself to Russia. l8 The Government of India insisted
that the ~ a ~ h d u m b a should
sh
then lapse to Hunza, whose claims to
levy dues and grazing rights in certaiiparts of it were recognized by
the Kirghiz and by the Chinese themselves. In addition, the Viceroy
felt that a settlement with the Chinese regarding their boundaries
with Kashmir, Hunza and Afghanistan was called for so that there
would be a limit to Russian expansion towards the Muztagh and
Karakoram mountains, were Russia to succeed the Chinese in these
tracts. Unless the Taghdumbash were protected, Russia might 'overlap the boundary' in the Pamirs which had just been demarcated.19
Interestingly, just then, O'Conor, the British Minister at Peking,
backed by Captain Godfrey, the Joint British Commissioner at Leh,
put forth the view that the Taghdumbash had superior merits as a
trade route between Sinkiang and Kashmir, and that India's efforts
should be directed towards opening up this route for caravans. The
Government of India's objections t o this line of thought were
formidable: China did not favour the new route; British officers
would not be able to travel by it because of likely Russian objections;
large caravans 'would eat up supplies' and thereby 'increase cost of
supplies as well as transport .'
The Indian army authorities were also arrayed against the
Taghdumbash as a trade route. The Quartermaster-Genera1 noted
that 'improving the road from Hunza over the northern passes' was
I' O'COnor to Kimberley, 3 April 1894, in FD, Secret F, August 1894, Nos. &33.
The note from the Tsungli Yamen, an encl. in O'Conor's letter, is dated 31 March
1894.
Secretary of State to Viceroy, telegram, 16 August 1895, Proc. 167 in FD, Secret F,
October 1895, Nos. 150-73.
l9 India to Secretary of State, 25 September 1895, Proc. 171, ibid. The Joint AngloRussian Pamir Boundary Commission had mapped out in September 1895 a boundary
settlement which defined the respective spheres of influence of the two empires while
leaving an autonomous strip of Afghan territory, the Wakhan corridor.
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undesirable strategically; that the Taghdumbash would be of little
use to Chinese traders 'unless they have a safe route to India better
than the Rurzil.' He further pointed out that the army did not want
to make roads over these passes which formed an excellent defence.
I n fact, India's aim should be to make these passages of the Hindu
Kush 'as difficult as possible' in addition to existing difficulties of
supply and forage. He could therefore see no advantages in the
proposal. Moreover, the military member in the Governor-General's
council, Sir Henry Brackenbury, emphasized that the Taghdurnbash
would soon, along with Kashgaria, pass into Russian hands, and
opening up this trade route would then be a disaster. In the final
count, the Army's categorically negative stance influenced the Foreign
Department's decision (26 August 1895) to keep the TaghdumbashHunza route closed.20
A related, no less vital question was that of the undefined boundaries between Afghanistan and China, and between British possessions and China south of the newly demarcated Russo-Afghan
frontier. The Army was keen that these should be demarcated in
such a way that Russia was prevented from later claiming the crest
of the Hindu Kush. It was noted that Chinese control over the
Taghdumbash was very effective, for both Macartney and Holdich
were hauled up by a patrol of Chinese lancers who later allowed
Macartney but turned Holdich back 'for want of a p a ~ s p o r t ' . ~ '
Interestingly the Governor-General, Elgin, ruled that he was not
sure whether it was really of importance to keep the boundary back
from the crest of the mountains. What was of importance, as with
the Pamirs, was 'to secure a line'.22
In September 1894 Macartney noted that in a map of south-west
Sinkiang, the boundary about Raskam was shown 'along the crest of
the Muztagh range and not as laid down in Huang-ta-chen's map'.23
2 W f f i c e note by E. H . S. Clarke, 14 February 1895, in FD, KW, Secret F, October
1895, Procs. 15(&73. The QMG's view was endorsed by the Commander-in-Chief,
General George Stuart White, on 14 August 1895 and by Sir Henry Brackenbury,
Military Member, on 23 August 1895, ibid.
2 ' Note by Brackenbury, and excerpt from D.O. from Major General M. G . Gerard
to Secretary, Foreign Department, both dated 12 September 1895, ibid. Thomas
(later Sir Thomas) Holdich was then (1892-8) Superintendent of Frontier Surveys,
India and Gerard. British Commissioner for delimitation of the Pamir boundary.
Note by Elgin. 14 September 1895, ibid.
23 Macartney to Resident in Kashmir, 26 September 1894, in FD, KW, Secret F,
January 1895, Procs. 277-310.
Huang Tachin (Huang-ta-chen) was a Chinese diplomat who had for a number of
years served in Russia. For wore details see chapters 1 1 and 12 below.
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He also took note of the Chinese view that in demarcating the Kashmir
boundary, the position of the frontier in relation to Kanjut would be
problematical. O r was the state t o b e considered 'outside the limits'
of bpth countries?
Whitehall's perceptions differed: when India Office, at the instance
of the Government of India, asked the Foreign Office (18 October
1895) to arrange with China for the settlement of the Chinese
boundary in relation to Kashmir, Hunza and Afghanistan and sent a
polite reminder (22 June 1896) 'to enquire whether Lord Salisbury
had arrived at any conclusion in the matter', it was told that His
Lordship mnsidered that the condition of the Chinese government
was such as 'to make it impolitic' for H M G to bring these questions
before them. 24
The name 'Aksai Chin' occurred on a map captioned 'Rough
sketch of caravan routes through the Pamir steppes and Yarkand,
from information collected' from Mahomed Ameen Y arkandi, 'late
guide' to the well-known Schlagintweit brothers. This was compiled
in the Quartermaster-General's office in 1862. The sketch, which
offered no details this side of the Kunlun, had 'Aksai Chin' written
right across the blank space south of the Kunlun range. Mahomed
Arneen had noted that 'beyond the pass (north of the Chang Chenmo)
lies the Aksai Chin. . . it extends to Chinese territory to the East.'
An important point he made was that two distinct localities bore the
name Aksai Chin, one which was situated in the Lingzi Tang plains,
and the other to its east.
The one to the east had never been included within Indian boundaries, but the other, near the Soda plains and north of the Lingzi
Tang plains, had appeared for the first time in the third edition of
the map of Turkestan. Again, while the Gazetteer of Kashmir and
Ladakh treated these two plains as one, the fact was that Lingzi
Tang and Aksai Chin to the north of it 'were two different plains.'25
A little more detailed notice will help put the record straight. The
two plateaus of Lingzi Tang and Aksai Chin stretch between the
ridge north of the Chang Chenmo and the Kunlun mountains and
are separated from each other by ridges of hills; they form the expanse
between the country which drains into the Shyok and that whose
l4 India Office to Foreign Office. 22 June 1896, and Foreign Office to India Office, 29
June 1896. both in FD. K W . Secret F. October 1896, Procs. 53341.
Office note, 7 January 1897 (by A . Stapleton) in the Foreign Department. FD,
Secret F. January 1898. Procs. 160-9.
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streams flow into the Qara Qash or other rivers of Chinese Turkestan.
It is an elevated mass of ground, plains surrounded and crossed by
rocky ridges whence water finds n o outlet but dries up on the plains
themselves. T h e northern division of this tableland, which Drew
called the 'Kunlun Plains', is the more familiar Aksai Chin, while
the southern is known a s Lingzi Tang and the hills between, the Lak
Tsung mountains o r range. A nearly but not quite complete barrier
of mountains girdles the two tablelands: the Karakoram t o the west;
the Chang Chenmo-a branch of the Karakoram-to the south; the
mighty Kunlun t o the north and a spur thereof t o the east. 'Our
knowledge of this tract', Drew wrote towards the last quarter of the
nineteenth century, 'is but scant and of a portion of it only conjectural.' T h e situation has not materially altered since.
The two plateaus and the in-between ridges embrace an area of
approximately 18,000 square kilometres-160 kilometres in length,
and 110 kilometres east-west. Towards the north, the ridges and
valleys lose height t o merge with the plains of Khotan; to the west,
the mountain ridge is succeeded by the main Qara Qash valley; on
the south is the mass of rounded hills gently sloping to the valleys
which are not deep and lead away northwards. Towards the east,
the ground has never been properly explored; it is here that the
conjectural aspect comes in. It appears that there is a bounding
ridge of mountains and of course the Keria (Yu-t'ien) and Polu valleys
corresponding to the Qara Qash on the west.
The southern tableland, Lingzi Tang, which stretches twenty-five
kilometres north to south and about 80 kilometres east-west, has an
elevation of about 5,270 metres. There is a gradual slope south-west
to north-east but the plain, on the whole, is 'wonderfully even'. The
Lak Tsung mountains which separate the southern plain of Lingzi
Tang from Aksai Chin run in a north-west south+ast direction
from the western to the eastern bounding ridges of the plateaus;
they are a ridge of rocky hills with flat dry stony valleys between
them. It is not one range with branching spurs but a tract occupied
by parallel hill ranges of various outlines according to the kind of
rock each is composed of.
Aksai Chin,26which lies to the east of the Karakoram watershed,
with an elevation of roughly 4,875 m . , about 300 lower than Lingzi
Tang, is a vast, confusing, irregularly shaped, windswept plain devoid
of all human o r plant life. The plateau which reaches to the very foot
Literally. 'white stone'.
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of the Kunlun is not one wide open plain but 'a good deal divided,
though not absolutely separated' into tracts by long ridges; the
variations in level are greater than in Lingzi Tang. The upper plateau is
covered in parts with fragments of a brown calcareous cake; at lower
levels, there are shallow, saline lakes. Drew found the going tough
'partly from these ups and downs and partly from the yielding
character of the dry, loamy earth.'27
In 1865, the celebrated surveyor Johnson who had taken the direct
route from the Chang Chenmo northwards to Khotan, had passed
over the western Aksai Chin though he made no mention of the
name. He refers to it 'as a second plain'-after Lingzi Tang-that
slopes for a distance of thirty miles 'in a north-easterly direction'
whence it rises again towards the watershed of the Kunlun. His
description of this large barren waste was vivid and may be repeated
here again, as 'high extensive tablelands which might be called plains
in comparison with the rugged ranges of the Himalayas, for they
had a greater extent of level than hilly grounds.' The hills were low
and had 'such easy slopes' that a horse could be galloped over them
everywhere. Johnson noted that the plain was covered with several
lakes, 'the water being extremely brackish and having a very offensive
smell'; that the ground was covered to a depth of nine inches with
saltpetre which was so white that the whole plain viewed from a
height 'has the appearance of being covered with snow.' Here indeed
was the 'Chinese white desert'.
As to China's Aksai Chin, Johnson had noticed other plains to
the east and south-east which 'are believed to merge' into the
Changtang plains of Rudok. Farther to the west however there were
no plains but a series of deep valleys which were the source of one of
effluentsof the Qara Qash river.28
Hayward, who marched via Chang Chenmo to Yarkand in 1868,
noticed that 'looking eastward (from Thaldat) stretched the wide
expanse of desert' known as Aksai Chin. There was a range of high
peaks beyond the Aksai Chin too, his impression being that the latter
extended well away to the east and that the Kunlun range sent spurs
into it. Hayward called them the 'Soda plains' owing to their being
covered with soda; below the soda, as Shaw was to notice about the
same time, there was 'a thin layer of impure salt or saltpetre' which
one could hear 'crack like thin ice under fresh snow' as one walked.

'' Drew. Territories, pp. 3 6 5 4 .
2R

For more details on Johnson's survey, see chapter 4 above.
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Curiously, while Hayward's m a p omits the name Aksai Chin
altogether, his description of it is obviously first-hand and hard to
better. Ascending a ridge t o the west of Thaldat with a frozen lake
and spring, he had a good view of the country around: northwards
was 'the sunny range' of the Kunlun with its highest peaks shining in
the morning sun, while eastwards stretched the wide expanse of
desert known as Aksai Chin. Hayward noted that the main chain of
the Kunlun terminated abruptly to the eastward and at about the
eighty-second meridian 'radiates in lower spurs' running down into
the high tableland of the Aksai Chin or white desert.29
Most travellers made a distinction between the two plains; others
used the names interchangeably. 'Soda plain' though confused by
Hayward as well as Shaw with the whole of Aksai Chin, was taken
by Drew t o be a small part thereof at the foot of the Kunlun where
he found a deep and extensive deposit of salt.
A s has been noticed, the lithographed Survey of India map of
Turkestan published in 1868 does show the Kashmir boundary
running eastwards along the Kunlun range u p to the margin of the
map in longitude 80"50'. The veteran cartographer, Colonel Thomas
Montgomerie of the Great Trignometrical Survey, in a map compiled
and published in 1872, drew on both Hayward and Johnson. Captain
Henry Trotter, a member of Forsyth's 1873 mission to Yarkand,
marched over the Chang Chenmo and skirted the Lingzi Tang plain
while Captain John Biddulph crossed the Aksai Chin plain on his
way t o Shahidulla. Trotter in his report talks of the Lingzi Tang
plains and in a note refers t o Lingzi Tang 'or Aksai Chin'. In a map
he drew, Aksai Chin was placed 'some fifty odd miles' farther north
than the Lingzi Tang plains, in fact much nearer to the Kunlun
range. This is said to be the first appearance on a map of the words
'Aksai Chin'.M
It may be pertinent to mention here that the customary trade
route between Eastern Turkestan (Sinkiang) and Tibet did not lie
through Aksai Chin but farther to the east in undisputed Chinese
territory through the Polu and Keria valleys. It was to explore this
Rudok or Changtang route to Khotan that Trotter had despatched
the well-known Indian explorer, Kishen Singh Pandit. Johnson
noted that the route from Rudok to Khotan, via Aksai Chin, was fit
for wheeled traffic but there is no evidence of British, Indian or
Hayward, 'Journey from Leh to Yarkand and Kashgar', pp. 40-1.
Y' For details see Forsyth. Mission to Yarkund.
29
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Kashmiri traders meeting any Tibetans o r Turkestanis in Lingzi
Tang o r the western extremity of Aksai Chin even when the Ch'ing
had completed their conquest of Kashgaria after Y a k u b Beg's
short-lived rule (1863-77). In the event, between the Chinese in
Eastern Turke\tan and what Trotter called their 'too independent
subordinates' in Tibet, the Aksai Chin route may have existed, but
as a seasonal one; there was n o evidence that it was ever a major
trade route maintained o r supervised by Chinese officials.
In sum, there was a plain south of the Kunlun 'somewhere east of
Thaldat and west of the dividing spur which runs south of the Kunlun
in about longitude 80'25'' which was called Aksai Chin. It would
also appear that there was n o certainty a s t o its extent a n d t h a t a
portion of it lay within the boundary claimed by Kashmnir. Oddly,
Calcutta noted. it was called the Chinese white desert. Although
Peking's claim t o Aksai Chin, the Foreign Department argued,
would raise the question of demarcating the Kashmir-Tibet boundary,
it might be just as well not to disturb the 'undefined state of things'
which for s o many years had not 'proved inconvenient'. A n d t o wait
until the Chinese government 'cry out for d e m a r ~ a t i o n . ' ~ '

"

Office notes by A . Stapleton and E . H S. Clarke, both dated 13 February 1897 in

F D . Secret F. January 1898. Procs. 160-9. Also note by Lt Col Gore of the Survey of
India. 8 February 1897, ibid.

Sir John Ardagh and
his Memorandum
O n 1 January 1897, Sir John Ardagh, then Director of Military
Intelligence in the British War Office, submitted t o the War Office
a memorandum entitled 'The Northern Frontier of India, from the
Pamirs to Tibet' which was to evoke a lot of controversy both then
and later.' It was especially relevant in that both Ney Elias and
Younghusband, among others, had expressed their views on the
subject. Sir John underlined the desirability of 'definitely settling'
that portion of the northern frontier which stretched from the Pamirs
to Tibet and was contiguous to the Chinese provinces of Kashgar,
Yarkand and Khotan. H e was keen to obtain the Government of
India's reactions t o what he had spelt cut.
The memorandum started by emphasizing 'the futility of trusting
the Chinese' who, badly worsted in their war with Japan (1894-5),
were now saddled with a crippling Muslim rebellion in Kansu which
had disrupted communications and made their hold over Kashgaria
a tenuous one. The eventual annexation of Kashgaria by Russia was
widely feared. Ardagh was persuaded that Russia would try to push
her boundary as far south as she could, thereby compelling India
sooner or later to conclude a definite agreement regarding its northern
frontier.
Emphasizing that it was customary to regard the great mountain
ranges to the north of Chitral, Hunza and Ladakh as the natural
frontier of India, the memorandum pointed out that the nature of
these mountains-their great extent, altitude, general inaccessibility
and sparse population-made it impossible to guard the watershed.
The measures required both for security and for information regarding
the new enemy's movements were equally difficult to carry out unless
it was possible to circulate freely at the foot of the glacis formed by
I Intelligence Division. War Office to Foreign Office, 1 January 1HW. Proc. 165 in FD.
Secret F, January 1898, Nos. 1&9. The memorandum itself forms Proc. 166, ibid. The
text is reproduced in Appendix 10.

Sir John Ardagh and his Memorandum

85

the northern slope. Here, comparatively close to the crest, Sir John
pointed out, there were longitudinal valleys.
Stressing that a military frontier along the highest watershed was
defective, Ardagh suggested that the objective was to keep the enemy
from gaining possession of the glacis or occupying the longitudinal
valleys as a base for attacking the passes. It followed that having the
valleys in British possession was important; to do so the Kilik,
Mintaka, Shimshal and Karakoram passes must be retained.
Interestingly enough Ardagh made out a convincing case for
Kashmir's claim to Shahidulla and stressed that the British were justified in claiming the tenitory up to the Kunlun range. The intelligence
chief noted that the basins of the Indus, Oxus and Yarkand rivers
encroached on Chinese territory. It followed, Ardagh argued, that
to a certain extent, it was necessary to obtain Peking's agreement
that any territory found to lie outside the frontier should not be ceded
to any country except Great Britian. Conscious that the present value
of this country was insignificant, he nonetheless emphasized that its
importance 'as a security for the Indian frontier' was considerable.
Ardagh's proposed frontier line included the basins of the Danga
Bash river and its effluents, of the Yarkand river above the point
where it cuts through the range of mountains marked by the Sargon
and Ilbis Birkar passes, and of the Qara Qash river above a point
between Shahidulla and the Sanju or Grim pass (map 5). These
three basins 'would afford a fully adequate sphere of influence'
beyond the main crest.
Ardagh recalled in his memorandum that even Younghusband in
1889 had concluded that the Yarkand would be an unsatisfactory
boundary as it was fordable and the road led across the river. If India
were to keep the valley, it followed that the northern slope of its
basin up to the crest of the Kunlun mountains should be included;
for it was unlikely that Chinese influence extended south of the
range. At the western extremity of this as well as the Kunlun line
there was the question of Chinese claims to the Taghdumbash pamir.
Here, Ardagh stressed, India could make some claims-n
behalf
of Hunza-to secure the basin of the Karachukur and the debouches
of the Khunjerab and Kurbu passes.*

* Lamb has expressed the view that at its eastern end, Ardagh's alignment was 'almost
precisely the same' as what Johnson had suggested in 1865 and rested on Kashmir's
claim to Shahidulla; at its western end, it took account of the Mir of Hunza'sclaims in
the Taghdumbash pamir and on Raskam (Lamb, The Sino-Indian Border in Ladakh.
PP 26-8).
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Should there be 'insuperable objections' to the Kunlun boundary,
Ardagh explained, an alternative could be worked out that would
bring the Muztagh basin from its junction with the Yarkand river
(or Raskam daria), the basin of the upper Yarkand river above the
ruins of Kugart Auza, and the basin of the Qara Qash (above latitude
36" north) into British temtory. This however would leave Shahidulla
on the Chinese side.
Anticipating some delay-as India had to be consulted and China
was to react-Ardagh suggested some steps 'short of actual delirnitation or international agreement'. These were that the GovernorGeneral's agents and officers adjacent to the frontier should obtain
recognition of British supremacy and protection by local chiefs. By
acts of sovereignty annually exercised within certain limits, India
could acquire 'a title by prescription'.
Despite the hubbub it created, Ardagh's proposal was no different
from what Younghusband himself had put forth in 1890. The latter's
suggestion had been that the boundary run along the spur of the
Kunlun range (crossed by the Sugat and Sokhbulak passes) and
continue along the crest to the western extremity. Thereafter, crossing
Yarkand below the confluence of the Ilisu, it would strike the Kurbu
range and run parallel to it until it met the Muztagh mountains and
the Khunjerab pass. As an alternative, Younghusband had suggested
a boundary marching along the Muztagh, the Karakoram and the
Kunlun. But this was on the clear assumption that the Indian
government was opposed to the Kunlun boundary on grounds of
policy as well as strategy.
As late as 1863, when an independent Kashgaria emerged,
Younghusband had pointed out that the Chinese 'considered the
Kunlun mountains-the branch of them over which are the Kilian
and Sanju passes as their frontier a n d . . . Shahidulla was occupied
by Kashmiris, nearly ever since they had conquered Ladakh.' Nor
was that all. Chinese karawals (frontier posts) had always been located
to the north of the Kilian and Sanju passes. For India to frustrate
Russian designs on the northern frontier, Younghusband had argued,
it was necessary to close up the Afghan and Chinese boundaries on
the Pamirs. But if this arrangement could not be effected, the frontier
should be advanced to the Kunlun mountains to include Raskam.'
A few conclusions are easily drawn. O n e , Chinese claims td a
Younghusband, 'Mission to the Northern Frontier of Kashmir', p. 100, and 'Russian
encroachments towards our Northern Frontier'. Also see chapter 6 above.
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frontier south of the Kunlun was a post-1876 development marking
the death of Yakub Beg and their reconquest of Sinkiang. Two,
Chinese occupation of Shahidulla as well as of Raskam and the
Taghdumbash was induced o r provoked by the British to serve their
own design-to
fill up no man's land and thereby ward off the muchfeared Russian threat from the north.
John Ardagh's memorandum provoked considerable comment
among senior Army officers as well as India's foreign department.
Captain J. A. Douglas of the Gilgit Agency argued that as for portions
north of the great ranges which formed the northern watershed of
the Indus, there would be little difficulty in getting the Chinese to
accept British sovereignty over the country between the summit of
the Karakoram pass and the Indus. But beyond that line the British
could establish no claim; it was only by concession from the Chinese
that it could be brought under British influence.
As to Ardagh's formulation, that, where a mountain range forms
the line of defence between two coterminous powers. it is an
undoubted advantage to be on the farther side of the passes and
thereby obtain advance information of any attempt to force them,
Douglas thought this to be unexceptionable. Yet, he argued, in the
case of a mass of mountains, the advantage was minimal. If the nature
of the roads-from the Kilik and Mintaka, through Hunza, to Gilgit;
from Khunjerab and Shimshal to Gilgit; from the Muztagh, through
Skardu and from the Karakoram through Leh to Kashmir-was
taken into account, it was difficult to conceive of any enemy attempting to d o more than send a small raiding party into the country. And
such an attempt could only be met in the defiles to the south of the
main range. As to circulating in the country to the north, it was
doubtful, Douglas argued, if India could muster the resources to do so.
It followed that even if the Russians occupied Kashgar, Yarkand
and Khotan, and established outposts in the Taghdumbash pamir,
the Yarkand river valley and the Yarkand-Leh road, they could at
the most send small reconnoitring groups towards the passes, at
favourable times of the year. If, as Ardagh's memorandum implied,
no trust could be reposed in China as a buffer, 'nothing short of our
occupation' of the country would keep the Russians out. Yet the
British occupation could only be a source of weakness for them,
while Russian occupation, though a cause of 'possible annoyance',
could hardly be a danger.4
Note by Captain J . A . Douglas, 12 March 1897, in FD, Secret F, January 1898,
Procs. l W 9 .
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Another forceful comment was that of Captain E. F. H. McSwiney
who conceded without demur that if India ever intended t o have a
boundary beyond the Muztagh range, the Kunlun would be the best
watershed. The British could perhaps establish rights to some transMuztagh temtory: to the Taghdumbash and Sarikol and to Shahidulla
to which Kashmir had a legitimate claim. But how was it to occupy a
post about 100 kilometres on the other side of the Karakoram pass?
Again, assuming Shahidulla was securely based, how could Sarikol
be occupied 'by levies who would be absolutely cut off by long and
difficult defiles leading over high mountain passes?'
It should follow, McSwiney argued, that occupying temtory across
the Muztagh range was 'not only unwise' but 'equally unsound'. A s
to the dreaded Russians, no large detachment would ever attempt
to march on India from the Pamirs, much less force the passage of
the Karakoram. India would only be courting disaster if it attempted
to hold the country at the foot of the northern slopes of the Muztagh
range. Besides, any action on India's part in the Sarikol or Taghdumbash pamir would, McSwiney concluded, provoke immediate Russian
occupation of Kashgar and the adjoining country right up t o the
Muztagh range.
A detailed and thorough analysis of the Ardagh memorandum
was attempted by Major Henry Bower, who a few years later made
history by an east-west crossing of the Tibetan plateau with the help
of British military intelligence. Bower pooh-poohed the idea of a
Russian onslaught from Chinese Turkestan on the assumption that
the Muscovites could march in whenever they wanted t o d o so. The
k l i k , Mintaka, Shimshal and Khunjerab passes could all be reached
very easily from the north via Tashkurgan, Bower pointed out; in
drawing the Indian frontier between these passes and Tashkurgan,
'we d o not keep any obstacles in our hands' in the contingency of a
Russian advance. Again, while the Mintaka and Kilik were not
absolutely impossible to cross, the Shimshal would require a long and
difficult detour to get there and the route beyond was impracticable
for baggage animals. Further, the Muztagh was not a pass at all: 'it is
only a place where an exceedingly good mountaineer at the right
time in a favourable year could with luck get over alive.'
There were other hurdles: the Shyok had to be crossed twice over
Note by Captain McSwiney, 12 March 1897, ibid. Captain McSwiney had accompanied the Pamir Boundary Commission in 1895 and earlier (18945) served in the
Waziristan Field Force. Since 1892 he had been Deputy Staff Officer in the Intelligence
Department headquarters.
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as well as the Qara Qash and Tograsu; there was hardly any grass for
a stretch of at least 250 km, with disastrous results for caravans that
ventured to LehIGilgit. An enemy force crossing those passes and
advancing on Gilgit would meet, Bower stated, 'almost certain
destruction'; Shahidulla was habitable but supplies would have to
be brought over the difficult Kilian pass; the most the Russians could
do was to send some troops via the Karakoram for a raid on Leh. To
meet the challenge, a couple of cotwpanies of Gurkhas and two
mountain guns were all that was needed and 'not a man or pony
would go back alive.' For no animal muld do the journey twice over.
In sum, Bower concluded, Ardagh's proposed frontier would not
help. If the Russians in time of war did cross the Karakoram and the
Depsang plains, there was no road by which an invasion could be
launched 'on any scale that could not with ease be met and crushed.'
It followed that occupying a bit of the glacis was of no importance.
Furthermore, if the British started negotiations with China, it would
only be a prelude to Russia's annexation of Turkestan; the Russians
would in any case do their best to prevent China agreeing to the
British proposals. Diplomatic negotiations with China on the
boundary could only be settled by occupying what was needed, and
unless the British were prepared to do that, 'it is more dignified and
in no way less profitable' to say nothing. In the final count, Bower
thought that the policy advocated in the memorandum might lead to
'interminable and probably~unsuccessful'negotiations with China,
and arouse Russian suspicionswith little advantage except 'to circulate
freely' in a desert far from habitable ~ o u n t r y . ~
The Assistant Quartermaster-General in the intelligence branch
stressed that Ardagh's memorandum appeared to be based on a
superficial acquaintance with the frontier region; that this section
was perhaps the most difficult and inaccessible, while the valleysArdagh's glacis--were a 'barren, rugged, inhospitable, sparsely
populated' tract. What had been suggested was an advance into a
difficult and impracticable region 'for the sake of some fanciful
military dogma'; no invader would ever approach India from this
side. It was unwise too for it would be tantamount to India incorporating a zone to which it had not even the 'shadow of a right' against the
claims of China, a country that was 'usually tenacious' of its rights.'
W o t e by Major Bower. 14 March 1897. ibid. Major Bower, who had traversed the
country beyond the Muztagh and Karakoram ranges, was then (189>8) acting as
Deputy Assistant in the Q M G branch in Calcutta.
Note by Assistant Q M G . 4 October 1897. ibid.
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The Quartermaster-General summed up the position by noting
his officers' opinions-briefly alluded to here-which
had been
'practically unanimous' in rejecting Ardagh's views.8 General White,
Commander-in-Chief, concurred9 while Sir Edwin Collen, Military
Member of the Governor-General's council, unreservedly endorsed
the conclusions reached by senior army officers.I0
The foreign department was also critical: it was noted that in essence
Ardagh's memorandum justified 'claiming [territory] up to the crests
of the Kunlun range', even though the second and third alternative
lines proposed left the British 'a good bit' of the Taghdumbash claimed
by Hunza, and the whole of the Qara Qash valley, including
Shahidulla. More, the third line excluded Raskam.
Another foreign department official pointed out that what Ardagh
had proposed was not that India should openly suggest demarcation
to China but that it take steps-'short of delimitation or international
agreement'-in the direction of 'consolidating' the boundaries of
British India. This was to be done along the frontiers that could be
considered within the range of British influence, or as vital to British
interests, before proceeding to negotiations. The only snag was the
anticipated Chinese resentment, for the latter had erected boundary
pillars on the Karakoram. Additionally, they disliked Aksai Chin
being shown within British territory and were tenacious about their
rights on the Taghdumbash up to the borders of Hunza.I2
The Foreign Secretary, W. J. Cunningham, picked holes in
Ardagh's argument too. H e noted that while the existing boundary
was being rejected 'on the score of its being one that cannot be
watched', it was forgotten that the proposed Kunlun line would be
equally unwatched. Or, more correctly, the cost of watching it would
be tremendous, as the river base line would be at once weak and an
'invitation to an enemy'. Hitherto, Cunningham argued, India had
been 'willing to induce' China to occupy the country up to the Muztagh
but had not gone so far as to suggest occupying the tract itself. The
latter would both provoke Russia and be an enormous expense and
strategic weakness."
Younghusband was also pressed into service in response to
Note by Q M G . 5 October 1897. ibid.

' Note by General White, 7 October 1897, ibid.
I"
'I

Comments by Sir Edwin Collen. 13 October 1897, ibid.
Foreign Department note, initialled A . S . ( A . Stapleton), 22 April 1897, ibid.
Note by E. H . S. Clarke, Foreign Department, 30 April 1897, ibid.
Foreign Secretary's note, 24 May 1897, ibid.
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Whitehall's clear suggestion to India (on Ardagh's prompting?)
that, pending negotiations with China, it was desirable to acquire
efficient control within the frontiers 'falling within the legitimate
range' of British influence, or essential to British interests. Later,
recognized British supremacy or influence within the boundaries
claimed would constitute an advantage in negotiations with the
Chinese.
Younghusband in his turn questioned whether it was politic to go
beyond the natural frontier since the passes were difficult to cross
and were in any case closed for more than half the year. He repeated
the arguments that defence of the country south of this line was
easy; north of it, 'attended with the utmost difficulty', and concurred
that nothing useful would be achieved by upholding Hunza's 'shadowy
claims' over territory on the northern side of the passes.
Nevertheless, Younghusband admitted that Hunza's slight claims
might prove useful by allowing the Chinese to occupy the district
'definitely and decisively'. This would serve the immediate object of
keeping Russia from actual contact with the states of the Hindu
Kush, a matter 'of no small importance'.14
India's official reaction to the Ardagh memorandum-viewed by
uncharitable critics as an adaptation of Johnson's 1865 boundary
and impractical theorizing by an armchair general-was more or
less a summary of the reactions of its civil as well as military experts.'"
Essentially there were three points: that the Chinese would strongly
object to British attempts to incorporate either of the zones mentioned
in the memorandum within its temtory, leading to the real risk of
strained relations with China which might in turn bring about the
active intervention of Russia in Kashgaria. It was no secret that the
Chinese had claimed suzerain rights over Hunza, raised objections
to Aksai Chin being marked within British territory, and claimed
the Taghdumbash up to the borders of Hunza-to whose people
they had denied the right to cultivate land in Raskam. Secondly, the
Chinese apart, there was no advantage in going beyond mountains
'Note on the Boundary between Hunza and Chinese Turkestan', by Captain
Younghusband in KW No. 2 . Encl. in Younghusband tocunningham, 17 November
1897, bid. For the text see Appendix 9.
l 5 Lamb, The China-India Border, p. 107 and Maxwell, India's China War, p. 32.
I t has been suggested that the Indian reaction to the Ardagh memorandum was
unfriendly because of W . J . Cunningham, J. A . Douglas and Francis Younghusband.
who as authors of the MacDonald line note were not well-disposed. S. P. Sen (ed.),
The Sino-Indian Border: a Historical Review, Calcutta, 1971, p . 108.
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over which a hostile advance was unlikely ever to be made. Finally,
an advance would interpose between India and its outposts 'a belt of
the most difficult and impracticable' country and without any strategic
advantage being gained. l6

'"ndia to Secretary of State, 23 December 1897, FD, Secret F, January 1898, Rocs.
160-9.

Hunza's Claims
The British Position Clarified

China's claims to the Taghdumbash vis-a-vis Hunza were a vital
component in determining the north-westem extremity of India's
northern frontier. Younghusband had, in the course of his explorations, made frequent references to the subject as did the Ardagh
memorandum and the Government of India's official despatch
commenting on it. A comprehensive note of May 1898 on Hunza
and its 'rights' made by Captain McMahon, then Political Agent in
Gilgit, makes a useful summary of the position and is worth scrutiny.'
McMahon began by pointing out that the Kanjuti tribes' nominal
vassalage to both China and Kashmir was not, for central Asia,
unusual: its primary object, he emphasized, lay more in 'playing off
one state against the other' than in being a subordinate to either.
He recalled that as early as 1887 Younghusband, then on a visit to
Yarkand, had noted that the Kanjuti robbers had long infested
these parts. A couple of years later McMahon himself had testified
to the fact that the Kanjutis were 'a perfect scourge' to all law-abiding
people in their neighbourhood and that 'no trust' could be placed on
their word. Nearly thirty years earlier, in 1869, Hayward had stated
that the Kanjuti robbers of Hunza and Nagar, after crossing the
Shimshal (Shingshal) pass, went up the river lying in wait for caravans,
indulging in rapine and plunder especially of small parties. Kashmir
before 1892 had been powerless to control its vassal; the vassalage
itself having been effectively established by arms.2
China had initially protested against the 1892 British invasion,
but later compromised on a common candidate, Muhammad Nazim
Khan, as Mir. Its badly bruised susceptibility (assuaged by being
invited to send representatives to the new Mir's installation) is
alluded to later in the narrative. It is enough to note here that China
A . H. McMahon, Political Agent, Gilgit, to Resident in Kashmir. 10 May 1898,
Proc. 327 in FD. Secret F. July 1898, Nos. 3 0 6 4 7 . The note spans 14 pages in close
print and includes 4 appendixes.
Hayward, 'Journey from Leh to Yarkand and Kashgar', p. 54.
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was to 'strenuously and persistently' object to the role it was eventually made to play.3
Nor did China's formal role at the installation of the new Mir alter
the fact of Hunza's former vassalage, which even though nominal
had, since 1892, been 'allowed to remain in status quo'. This,
McMahon felt, represented an overall gain to Hunza: the amount of
its so-called tribute was more than repaid by the value of the presents
it received in return; Hunza's jagir in Yarkand remained undisturbed; and the Chinese collected and remitted to Hunza revenue
due to it from the Kirghiz on the Taghdumbash Pamir, including
Khunjerab and Oprang ,thereby recognizing its rights in those parts.4
The Taghdumbash pamir embraced the valleys of the Khunjerab,
Karachukur and Oprang rivers (see Map 5). For nearly a century
and a half, since the time of the Ch'ing emperor Ch'ien Lung (173696) to about 1895, the Kanjutis are known to have levied taxes on
the Kirghiz who grazed their cattle on the Pamirs and which they
collected themselves. Some time around 1885 it appears that the
Kirghiz refused to pay these levies; to tide over the crisis, the Chinese
Taotai of Kashgar made a compact with them which defined inter
alia the northern limits of Hunza. About the same time the Chinese,
keen to assume direct authority, took over the collection of dues
and remitted them to the Mir. Obviously, the Kanjutis' right to levy
dues on the Taghdumbash did not give the Mir-much less the
Maharaja o r his English suzerains-any territorial claims on the
Taghdumbash.
On Raskam, the position was somewhat different. There is strong
evidence to suggest that until the 1880s the Chinese did not exercise
any authority there. This would largely explain why the compact of
1885 with the Kirghiz does not mention Raskam which by implication was deemed to be part of the Mir's possessions. Apart from a
few odd patches which his men as well as the Kirghiz cultivated, and
for which the latter paid dues, the Mir had built forts at Azghar and

' There is a striking parallel in the Chinese role as suzerains of Tibet, at the installation (1940) of the 14th Dalai Lama, the official Chinese version affirming that their
representative 'occupied the place of honour' and proclaimed the young child the
new Dalai Lama. A reliable eye-witness asserted however that the Chinese account
was 'as detailed as it was no doubt inaccurate' in suggesting that their representative
'had been the chief actor.' For details, see Parshotam Mehra, Tibetan Polity 1%
1933, Wiesbaden, 1976, pp. 77-8.
Note 1 above.
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several other places which had served as bases for Kanjuti raids on
caravans in southern Kashgaria. Here, a s on the Taghdumbash
after the Yakub Beg interlude (1865-77), around 1892 it appears
the earlier position was sought to be restored.
The valley of the Raskam or, as it is better known, the Yarkand,
is bounded on the north by the Kunlun mountains and on the south
by the Muztagh o r the Aghil-Karakorams. It extends from the
Shimshal pass to the confluence of the Oprangjilga and Muztagh
rivers. Younghusband, who had visited the region around 1889,
wrote that the whole of this tract was a vast mass of lofty mountains
averaging between 2,680 and 3,595 kilometres, where even the
lowest valley bottoms were situated at a considerable height. The area
was almost entirely unpopulated and, except for a few places along
the Yarkand, uncultivable. The mountain summits were covered with
perpetual snow and their sides were totally devoid of vegetation so
that not a single tree was to be found even in the valley bottom^.^
Captain Deasy who travelled in Raskam nearly a decade later,
does not paint as grim a picture. H e pointed out that scattered about
the valley there were 'numerous patches of jungle, in which there is
some high grass' while many ruins, old irrigation channels and
traces of fields, testified to Raskam having been earlier inhabited
and ~ u l t i v a t e d . ~
There was, Younghusband recorded, little evidence of the Chinese
exercising jurisdiction in the Raskam valley before the 1890s. A
decade earlier, during his travels in 1 8 7 W , Ney Elias was informed
much to the same effect, namely that the Chinese considered their
line of chatze-Kugiar, Kilian, Sanju, Keriya-as their frontier and
'had no concern with what lay beyond the [Kunlun] mountains.'
Younghusband endorsed this observation. Affirming that Peking
never asserted any authority over the Yarkand valley, he made it clear
that the limits of its jurisdiction in effect was the Kunlun range.'
To revert to McMahon's memorandum. It referred to the fact
that after 1892, the Kanjutis had to abandon large-scale raids,
formerly their principal source of livelihood, and had been forced to
turn to agriculture. They thus brought under the plough 'every
available scrap of land'. To meet the growing demand for employs Younghusband, 'The Northern Frontier of India'. See also chapter 8 above.

Captain H . H . P. Deasy, 'Journey in Central Asia', Geographical Journal. Val.
XVl, August and November 1900, pp. 141-64 and 501-27.
Note 5 above. Also see chapter 5 above.
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ment, the Mir sent some of his men to cultivate in Raskam hoping
shortly to have enough land under cultivation to meet his subjects'
needs and also to occupy the valley up to the recognized limits of
Hunza. In so far as it could be held by a fairly small group and had
large areas of cultivable land, Raskam had space for the expansion
of the Kanjutis and 'ample means of support' for the new settlers.
Here the Chinese held back; while denying that Raskam
belonged to Hunza, they practically admitted the latter's right by
giving it permission to reoccupy it. But the Russian element
loomed large. McMahon noted that the important point was to consider carefully what steps should be taken to prevent any power
other than China in the region claimed by Hunza. H e was convinced that before restricting themselves to a definite frontier like
the Hindu Kush or Muztagh on strategic grounds, the British should
debate whether surrendering territory was the correct approach.
He concluded that if their position on the south of the Hindu Kush
and Muztagh ranges was to be maintained, it was absolutely vital to
take timely action regarding the territory Hunza claimed beyond
those region^.^
McMahon's note was succinctly summed up by Sir Adelbert
Talbot, Resident in Kashmir. The latter was emphatic that Hunza's
vassalage to China was 'purely nominal' and that the Kirghiz who
inhabited the Pamirs between Yarkand and Kashgar and the Kilik
and Mintaka passes were, till recently, entirely independent of
Chinese control. In addition, Hunza's claims to the Taghdumbash
and Raskam seemed to turn 'on occupation and usage' while the
problem of her surplus population was very real. Hunza had 'fair
claims' to Raskam lands and to secure them (for Hunza) was of
great importance to the British position in Gilgit. For this it was
imperative that the matter be brought to the notice of the Tsungli
Yamen in Peking.9
Meanwhile, the Mir was confronted by an ugly situation when
two of his men who had gone to Raskam were whisked away to
Yarkand and, on their return, after two months, found their crops
'dried up'.Io British intercession was sought but refused. McMahon's
stance with regard to the to-ings and fro-ings of Hunza's two hapless
Note 1 above.
Talbot to Foreign Department, 24 May 1898, Proc.326 in FD, Secret F, Nos. M 7 .
'O Exarpt from the diary of Political Agent, Gilgit, for the week ending 30 September
1897, Proc. 308, ibid.
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subjects is instructive. H e was, he confessed, keen about a satisfactory settlement which should, if possible, be decided directly between
Chinese and Kanjutis without British interference. The Russians
however were only too keen to poke their nose in." In a conversation with Petrovski in December 1897, Macartney was struck by the
Russian consul being extremely well-informed about all that was
going on between Hunza and the Chinese. A couple of months later,
the Taotai confirmed his worst fears. The Russian consul, the Taotai
informed Macartney, had spoken to him on two occasions regarding
Hunza claims to the Raskam valley and tendered advice.'* Was it
any wonder then that the Chinese-possibly under d u r e s ~ a v e d
in, compromised Hunza's claims, and temporarily at any rate the
Raskam crisis blew over.I3 The best the British could dowas to advise
the Mir 'to continue cultivation in Raskam on the best terms' he was
able to obtain from his Chinese overlords.I4
Had India unreservedly endorsed the Ardagh alignment for its
northern boundary, Raskam, it may be plain, would have fallen
within India. Since Calcutta had fought shy of doing so it was spared
the embarrassment of dealing with what would have been an
anomalous position: meeting Chinese claims which the Kanjutis
were not prepared to challenge.

Political Agent. Gilgit, to Resident in Kashmir. 15 January 1898, Proc. 313, ibid.
Excerpts from Macartney's diary for the fortnights ending 28 February and 6 June
1898 respectively, to Resident in Kashmir. For details, Procs. 317 and 318, ibid.
l 3 Political Agent. Gilgit. to Resident in Kashmir. 6 June 1898, Proc. 338, ibid.
l 4 Secretary, Foreign Department to Resident in Kashmir, 5 July 1898, Proc. 345.
ibid.
l2

Laying Down Kashmir's
Northern Boundary
Vitally linked to Hunza's claims to Raskam and the Taghdumbash
was the question of Kashmir's northern frontier with Kashgaria.
The matter was raked up afresh by Whitehall in July 1898. Captain
Younghusband's views were sought, and in mid-August Cunningham,
then Foreign Secretary, summed up the end result in a note. As he
saw it, there were only two places where Younghusband had advised
his political superiors to leave the crest of the main range of the
Muztagh, and felt there were definite disadvantages in incorporating either Raskam o r Shahidulla. North of the Shimshal pass,
however, there was a Kanjuti post at Darwaza and Cunningham
sought 'a small deviation' of the line to rope it in.
The Foreign Secretary argued that evcn though the western end
of the Taghdumbash was not of much value, it would not be a drawback to add it to Hunza. H e conceded that it was a rather 'awkward
finger' between Hunza and Wakhan, where the Chinese did India
no harm; nor could the Russians, except cause 'petty annoyance'.
The real intent behind this, as well as Hunza's other claims, was that
India should utilize them in order to get China to negotiate a boundary: India should begin by asserting its rights in Raskam and the
Taghdumbash and then propose to waive them-except from the
west end of the Taghdumbash-in return for the Chinese renouncing
all claim on Hunza. The west end of the Taghdumbash should either
be retained o r else thrown into the balance t o free Hunza from
Chinese claims. There was 'little or no disadvantage' in its loss.
Cunningham noted that the greater part of this boundary could
not be demarcated although there were points like Darwaza and the
Karakoram pass. In the event, he would not propose 'more than a
paper agreement'. As to asserting authority up to the limit India
meant to claim, nothing seemed necessary except the Hunza post at
Darwaza, where the place of defence was not the pass itself but the
far more difficult point in its rear where the invader would encounter
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extremely hazardous gorges. The Foreign Secretary wrote to the
Resident in Kashmir to ascertain whether the Danuaza post still
existed; if it had been given up, it was essential to get Hunza to
establish guard for it was desirable 'to effectively assert influence'
up to the line required for British interest^.^ As remarked earlier, in
July 1898 Whitehall had asked India t o confirm 'effective assertion
of influence' up to the line required for British interests, as well as to
indicate exactly where the line was.3
Younghusband was consequently asked to show India's natural
mountain frontier on a northern transfrontier map, and mark a line
'showing what we might try to obtain if we are to aim at saving' the
Taghdumbash. Younghusband made it clear that Raskam should
not be drawn within the boundary nor did he see any advantage in
securing the T a g h d ~ m b a s h His
. ~ line ran along the crest of the
Muztagh and Karakoram up to 76" east longitude; from there to the
Karakoram pass, the boundary was to follow the crest of the main
range of the Muztagh.
The real difficulty, however, was in tracing the line east of the
Karakoram pass and determining how far India should negotiate it.
Cunningham's answer t o the second part was simple: all that needed
t o be negotiated was the stretch between Kashmir and Khotan. As
t o the line east of the ~ a r a k o r a mpass, it would be unwise to start
any boundary negotiations with Tibet. And 'very useful' if the
Surveyor-General could put the boundary eastward from 75" east,
on a map.5
The request was easier made than complied with. General Strahan,
then Surveyor-General, was completely at a loss-he had no maps
of the region east of the Karakoram pass and the best he could d o
was show the line drawn by Captain Younghusband. Accordingly,
he continued the line along the watershed and past the Karakoram
pass to the eastern limit of the map. Beyond that he could give no
information at
There was some visible gain, for Strahan's traing
brought the Younghusband line to 79" east.' Happily rummaging
through his old papers, Cunningham discovered Captain Trotter's
Office note, 18 July 1898. by Cunningham, in FD, Secret F. November 1898, Procs.
110-14.
Cunningham toTalbot, 1 August 1898, ibid.
Secretary of State to Viceroy, telegram, 13 July 1898, ibid.
Office note by E.H. S. Clarke, 16 July 1898, ibid.
Office note by Cunningham, 10 August 1898, ibid.
Office note by C.Strahan, 16 August 1898, ibid.
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map of 1874 which, although on a small scale (1"= 40 miles), yet
seemed to show 'a good line', from 79"east. This ran a little north of
35" north, along the Lak Tsung range to meet the spur running south
from the Kunlun range which, on contemporary Indian maps,
formed the boundary between China and Kashmir.'
India's despatch to Whitehall in October 1898 rested squarely, so
far as the Aksai Chin region was concerned, on the Lak Tsung range
spotted on Trotter's map. The casual, hurried manner in which the
matter was handled should be evident from this account. There was
little accurate data; the issue was neither thoroughly discussed nor
subjected to close scrutiny. Not unexpectedly, the 1898 boundary
alignment to the east of the Karakoram pass became an extremely
contentious issue, largely because the watersheds enumerated d o
not in fact lead to the eastern border of Ladakh. It has been suggested
that this arose largely from errors in Johnson's 1865 survey which
came to be corrected only forty years later; in any case, defects
in the maps available in 1898 certainly resulted in a great deal
of confusion later.8
A word on the Lak Tsung9 range, which has been the subject of great
controversy ever since it made an official appearance in the October
1898 despatch. Drew, who visited these areas, talks of the Lak
Tsung being a complex range of mountains which was not one range
with spurs branching out, but 'a tract occupied by parallel hill
ranges'.1° Lamb, conceding that the mountains here are not as
dramatic as elsewhere in the Karakoram, maintains that the excellent
photographs made available by NASA reinforce the belief that a
range of some kind exists here which would be easily made out on
the ground." Maxwell refers to the Lak Tsung range as 'a line of
hills running roughly east-west, and dividing the Aksai Chin proper
on the north side from the Lingzi Tang salt plains to the south.'12
A recent study forcefully contends that no 'natural boundary' had
been discerned between Thaldat and a southern trending spur of the
Kunlun on the one hand and the line of mountains to the north-ast

' Office note by Cunningham, 25 August 1898, ibid.
Lamb, The Sino-Indian Border in Ladakh , p. 48.
' Loqzung, Lokzhung.
Drew, Territories, pp. 342-3.
Lamb, The Sino-Indian Bordpr in Lodakh, p. 80. NASA stands for the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration of the United States.
l 2 Maxwell. India's China War. p. 33.
lo
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of Aksai Chin on the other, the whole area being 'apparently undifferentiated and continuous. . . . How then could the western part
have been marked off from the eastern part?' The author maintains
that 'except the dividing line' of the Lak Tsung range which he pronounces t o be 'a prominent' and 'clear enough physical feature to
serve as a boundary' there is nothing to separate the Lingzi Tang
plains from Aksai Chin.13
In sharp contrast, independent India has maintained that the Lak
Tsung is not a regular o r even identifiable range, and to that extent
the definition of the boundary mapped out in the October 1898
despatch-which was later t o form the basis of the MacDonald
line-rested on a faulty, even wrong premise. The latter emanated,
New Delhi has now suggested, from the mistaken notion that there
was a main Karakoram range running east and west from the
Karakoram pass, skirting the Shyok and Chang Chenmo basins on
the east. In actual fact, as later surveys revealed, the main Karakoram
range lay far to the west between two bends of the mountains running
in all directions and providing no dependable or convenient feature
for a natural boundary. In retrospect, features such as the main line
of the Karakoram up to the Chang Chenmo passes, which was said
to mark the so-called natural boundary, and were based on inadequate
geographical or historical data, were often contemptuously referred
to as mountains that had been constructed in London!I4
New Delhi insists that in actual fact the boundary runs from the
Karakoram pass 'along the water parting' between the Wahab Jilga
and the Chibra of the Yarkand river system and the tributaries
flowing into the upper reaches of the Qara Qash down to its bend
near Haji Langar, on the one hand, and the tributaries of the Chip
Chap flowing into the upper reaches of the Qara Qash below the
bend eastward on the other, crosses the Qara Qash river, and
immediately ascends the Kunlun mountains. The Qaratagh and
Kunlun ranges, New Delhi maintains, form a 'continuous watershed'
and also have geological continuity. The alignment runs northwards
and then eastwards along this watershed. Later, leaving the main
crest of the Kunlun mountains, it descends south-west along the
continuous watershed which is a high range with an average elevation
of m. This watershed separates the basins of the Amtogor and
Sarigh Jilganang lakes in India from the basins of the Lighten and
Lall. A h a i Chin and the Sino-Indian Conflict, pp. 170,201.
Journal of the Royal Geographical Sociefy, 1872. and Geographical Jounral, 1877.
1878.
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Tsoggar lakes in Tibet (without cutting across the waters flowing
into these lakes), down to the Lanak pass.I5
It would appear that the British authors of the boundary-making
exercise in 1898 were not aware of the potential importance of its
easternmost extremity, the Aksai Chin. There is strong evidence,
on the other hand, that the Chinese were not oblivious of what was
at stake. Thus, as early as July 1893, Macartney had referred t o a
map of this part of the country drawn by a Chinese diplomat, Huang
Tachin, in which Aksai Chin had been shown as part of Kashmir
(Map 6). Huang Tachin (also Hung Chun o r Hung Tajen) was a
Chinese diplomat accredited to Russia as well as Germany, AustriaHungary and Holland in 1887-90. During these years he rendered
into Chinese a series of thirty-five maps, relating for the most part to
the Sino-Russian borders. Lamb's suggestion that these maps were
in reality 'official Russian maps in a Chinese version' and could 'by
no stretch of the imagination' be regarded as official Chinese maps
may be placed alongside Macartney's categorical statement that
one of Huang Tachin's maps was 'now being made use of' by the
Chinese government in their negotiations with the Russian government and 'consequently bears the character of an official document.'
All the same it is accepted that the alignments shown there 'coincided
with the ideas held in 1893 by the Chinese authorities in Kashgar
with immediate responsibility for the Karakoram border.' Lamb
has suggested that Huang Tachin's contours, being 'somewhat more
moderate' than John Ardagh's, may possibly have been copied
from some British source by Russian cartographers and then passed
into the Chinese diplomat's translation.I6
Two years later, in December 1895, Macartney had furnished
some mathematical instruments as well as books, including a copy
of Keith Johnston's Royal Atlas, to Huang Tajen, the Taotai of
Kashgar, which were meant for the Sinkiang provincial governor,
Tao Tajen, and sent to him at his own request.I7 O n 2 October 1896
Huang Tajen mentioned to Macartney that in the Johnston Atlas he
had come across a map of Kashmir in which 'the regions situated at
the east of Ladakh known as Aksai Chin' had been marked within
Officials' Report, pp. 1-2.
'Wacartney to Resident in Kashmir, 23 July 1893, Encl. Proc. 97, in FD, Secret F,
October 1893, Nos. 96-102. For the full text see Appendix 7. Also see Lamb, The
Sino-Indian Border in Lodakh, pp. 34-5.
"Vide Macartney's diary entry for 8 December 1895, referred to in Proc. 162 in FD,
Secret F, January 1898, Nos. 160-8.
Is
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Map 6
London

Huang Tachin's map Courtesy India Office Library and Records,
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British territory: 'This region', he said, 'belonged to Chinese Tibet.'
Allegedly the Kashgar Taotai had, while forwarding the Atlas, drawn
the provincial governor's attention to 'this error of frontier'. The
latter had now directed that the Kashgar Taotai should 'mention to
me [Macartney] for the information of the Indian government that
Aksai Chin was considered by the Chinese as belonging to them.''"
Since Kashgar had been linked to Urumchi by telegraph in 1894,
its provincial governor may well have been directed by his superiors
in Peking in regard to his remonstrances with Macartney on the
Johnston atlas map. Plainly the line of imperial control admitted no
compromise on such vital issues as frontiers and the integrity of the
empire's territorial domain.
Macartney's reaction was well-considered and balanced. He
hazarded the view that Aksai Chin was apparently a general name
for 'an ill-defined and elevated' tableland to the north-east of
Ladakh. It was, he further stressed, 'as likely as n o t . . . partly in
Chinese and partly in British territory'. Macartney, who rated the
Kashgar Taotai as a 'superficial, childish and characterless man'
whom he would not credit with as much geographical information as
he now displayed, felt sure that it was the Russian consul. Petrovski.
who had pointed to the Taotai the discrepancy between the Atlas
and Huang Tachin's 1893 map. l 9
The Chinese stance during the Kashgar Taotai's discussions with
Macartney may not have been entirely due to the Russians. Peking
has claimed that in 1891-2 a Chinese surveyor, Li Yuan-ping, had
surveyed the area from the Kilik pass in the west to the Kongka
pass in the east. Later in 1892, Li, who is said to have proceeded
southwards from Sugat upstream along the Qara Qash river. surveyed Aksai Chin, Lingzi Tang, and other places and reached the
Karakoram mountains on the bank of the river Chang C h e n m ~ . *It~ '
follows that the Chinese contention that 'Aksai Chin was considered
'"Diary of the Special Assistant for Chinese Affairs to the Resident in Kashmir for
the fortnight ending 15th October 1896.' Commenting on Macartney's diary entry.
Clarks noted that 'it i s a pity' he did not back up his opinion by referring to Huang
Tachin's map wherein Aksai Chin had been shown 'as within Kashmir territory'.
Office note. 15 December 1896. ibid.
'51 As a matter of fact the map in the Atlas as well as the one prepared by Huang
Tachin conformed in showing Aksai Chin as part of Kashrnir (viz. British) territory.
The alleged discrepancy between the two is thus somewhat mystifying.
'Chinese Report', pp. 8&1, in Officials' Report. Also Macartney to Resident in
Kashmir. 8 December 1893, /OR. UP&S/7/73. Earlier. Macartney had referred to Li
in his letters of 23 July and 28 September.
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as belonging to them' may not have been merely on account of
prodding from the Russians. According to Macartney the matter
had engaged the attention not only of the local authorities in Yarkand
but also of the provincial governor at Urumchi and that Li had
advocated 'a method of demarcation based on the water system of
Kashmir and Chinese Turkestan'.
As has been briefly mentioned in a preceding chapter, to start
with. in the maps published by the Great Trigonometrical Survey of
India, Ladakh's boundary was shown as lying along the northern
edge of the Chang Chenmo valley and the ridge of the Karakoram.
Later. in the first edition of the map of Turkestan. the boundary was
carried upto the Kunlun, for Shahidulla was then rated part of
Kashmir and, being well in advance of the Karakoram range, the
Kunlun watershed appeared more appropriate. Incidentally. though
the area was included, the map did not mention either Aksai Chin
or the Lingzi Tang plains. In the second edition of this map, published in 1872. the boundary was-'owing to a misapprehension'brought back to the original position, along the Chang Chenmo
valley and the watershed of the Karakoram. Here the Lingzi Tang
plains are shown but beyond the Kashmir boundarv. The Foreign
Department had however washed its hands of i t , informing the
Surveyor General that the boundary shown 'cannot be accepted as
authoritative'. and adding that no such 'authoritative delineation'of
Kashmir's frontiers would be 'attempted without previous reference
to the Darbar.'*'
Nevertheless. the Survey map was widely circulated and t w o
copies officially endorsed to St Petersburg. Nor was this unusual: an
active exchange of published maps operated between the two countries. In the third edition of the Turkcstan map. published in 1873.
the boundary was again taken up to the Kunlun with both the Aksai
Chin and Lingzi Tang plains clearly indicated though treated as
interchangeable."
I t is not unlikely that these advanced frontiers of the third edition
found their way into the work of such cartographers as Johnston.
Nor would the Russian Consul General in Kashgar have bcen
unaware of the Survey maps and the glaring discrepancies between
the second and third editions of the Turkestan series in relation to
For details see FD. Political A . Julv 1873. Procs. 452-3 and FD. Political A .
Septemher 1873. Procs. 3(WH. Also note hy A . Stilpleton. 7 Jirnuarv I897 in K W .
FD. Secret F. Nos. IWY.
'? Office note by A . Stapleton. 7 January 11107. ihid.
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Aksai Chin in the boundaries of Kashmir. A close scrutiny by Petrovski of the Johnston Atlas which the Kashgar Taotai had received
was only to have been expected. Another aspect deserves notice. A t
the beginning of 1897, the Surveyor General could furnish his political
superiors with information which could be summed u p in two sentences: that Aksai Chin lay south of the Kunlun range, 'somewhere
east of Thaldat and west of the dividing spur which runs from the
Kunlun in about 80" 25' east longitude; and that while therewas n o
doubt about a western Aksai Chin being part of Kashmir, there was
'no direct evidence' of an eastern Aksai Chin to the east of the Kunlun
spur, even though 'it was highly probable' that the western Aksai
Chin plain extended eastwards into Chinese territ01-y.~~
Yet another intriguing fact has received little attention. The Keith
Johnston Royal Atlas of 1892 showed the Chinese boundary-with
Aksai Chin outside the Kashmir boundary and entirely in China!
And yet it was a Keith Johnston Royal Atlas which Macartney had
handed over to Tao Tajen and in which the latter complained, Aksai
Chin was shown as lying within Kashmir territory. The mandarins in
Calcutta's Foreign Department were not a little puzzled, and
wondered on what map the Chinese had based their complaint.24
Lamb, who does not pose the question, nonetheless offers a clue.
According to him the Atlas which Macartney gave the Taotai was
Johnston's Atlas of India, 1894 edition, which indicated in the Aksai
Chin region 'a British boundary of the kind first drawn by Johnson
in 1865', a boundary also indicated on Huang Tachin's map.2s
To revert to 1898 and Whitehall's imprimatur to India regarding its
proposed boundary line. In his telegram of 20 July 1898, the Viceroy
affirmed that it was expedient to settle with China and promised to
send a map and statement showing the line where British influence
was asserted. H e indicated that India's claim to the Taghdumbash
and Raskam could be traded for China's renunciation of all claims
'Note on the Aksai Chin', Lt. Col. G . C . Gore. This was appended to the Surveyor
Cieneral's brief forwarding note to the Foreign Department, dated 8 February 1897.
ibid.
24 Office note by E. H . S. Clarke, 13 February 1897, ibid. The Surveyor General's
note (1 8 February 1897) had enclosed a tracing from Keith Johnston's Royal Allas of
1892 which showed 'the Chinese bundary with Aksai Chin in China entirely'; earlier.
the Foreign Department noted (E. H . S. Clarke. 9 January 1897) that itsown copy of
Johnston's Royal A11m of 1878 showed the Kashmir boundary 'to be the same as the
red line in our Turkistan map'; both ibid.
Lamb. The Sino-Indian Border in Ladakh. p. 36.
23
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over H ~ n z a Later,
. ~ ~ in its formal despatch of 28 October 1898,
India emphasized how essential it was to secure some line 'by which
China will agree to be bound.' Again, while Hunza had 'indefinite
but rather extensive' claims over Raskam and the Taghdumbash,
China's right of jurisdiction of 'a shadowy sort' over Hunza had
been definitely accepted by India.
Another point heavily underlined was that the boundary line
which would run along difficult mountain ranges was not one that
could be marked out physically. The Indian objective was merely to
reach an agreement describing the line by its better-known topographical features.
Two tracts, now included within the frontier which clearly lay
beyond the main watershed, required a slight explanation. The
existing position, it was explained, constituted no inconvenience
as long as Chinese control lasted but it might, should Peking's
control loosen o r vanish, become 'a source of annoyance and
inconvenience'. By incorporating the first tract (viz. the western
end of the Taghdumbash), the boundary line instead of running
around the head of the Karachukur river along the watershed would
cut across a portion of the Karachukur valley. The line continuing
from where the Pamir boundary commission of 1895 had left off,
would rule out any undefined Sino-Afghan border. In the event,
should the Russians occupy Kashgaria-as was then widely feare&
they would not be able to drive a wedge between Wakhan and
Hunza. T h e latter contingency, of an undefined border, would
however turn the flank of the Wakhan buffer and neutralize all the
gains accruing from it.
Apart from the western end of the Taghdumbash, there was also
a minor deviation from the main crest of the Muztagh near the
Shimshal pass. But this, the despatch underlined, was in accordance
with actual possession and it was hoped there would be n o trouble in
obtaining Chinese consent.*' As a matter of fact, the statement
about 'actual possession' did not conform t o the truth. For the
Kanjutis had not held Darwaza since the time they came directly
under the Gilgit Agency in 1892. even though the Mir had main
Viceroy to Secretary of State. telegram, 20 July 1898, in FD, Secret F, November
1898, Nos. 110-14.
For the text, lndia to Secretary of State. 28 October 1898. in FD, Nos. 306-47.
Later the same despatch was transmitted by the Foreign Office to Sir Claude MacDonald, along with a copy of lndia Office letter of 1 December 1898 'for necessary
action'. Office note by A . H . McMahon in FD. Secret F. May 1899, Nos. 154-210.
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tained a few men at Azghar. On the plea that the men were replaced
at Darwaza 'about a month before the 30th October' and that there
had been men at Azghar 'in advance of Darwaza', India ru!ed that
nothing need be said to Whitehall on the subject!2R
As contradictory reports emanated from Gilgit regarding China's
disposal of the Raskam lands, two points need to be noted. T o start
with, there was z lot of false pretension and treacherous posturing
on the part of the Chinese. Thus McMahon observkd, that in their
anxiety to appease the Russians on the one hand, and contain the
friction between the Taotai (civil governor) and Titai (commanderin-chief) of Kashgar on the other. 'bogus orders' were at times
issued by one or the other tc keep up appearances while orders of a
'quite different purport' were sent off to the frontier official^.^"
McMahon therefore advised that the British should continue to
watch the course of events, wait for the practical results of the
Hunza-Raskam negotiations and send no instructions to the Mir for
the time being. This however was contrary to the thinking of his
political superiors, who favoured the Mir's making an agreement
with the Chinese so as to enable him to cultivate land in Raskam.-")
Curzon, who had taken over as Governor-General from Elgin in
January 1899, ruled that the considerations were rather finely
balanced, for should the Mir refuse to cultivate in Raskam and the
Russians take over, they could claim Hunza as a subject state. On
the whole, however, he inclined to the view that the Mir might be
allowed to sign an agreement with the Chinese largely because the
Russians were so averse to any arrangements of the kind.31
notes by E. H. S. Clarke, 26 November 1898. and W. J. Cunningham. 21
December 1898, ibid.
The official despatch (28 Octther 1898) had pointed out: 'Captain Younghushand
found a Kanjuti post at Darwaza in 1889, and we have not heard that the Kanjutis
have ceased to hold i t . '
A strikingly similar situation was later (1910-11) to be witnessed in Tibet. Proforma the Chinese who were in control affirmed that vis-a-vis the British they conducted themselves 'in accordance with the provisions of the treaties'. In actual practicc
though, they subverted both the letter and spirit of these compacts and frequently
resorted to the subterfuge of divergent versions of the Amban's orders, in Chinese
and in Tibetan. For details. Mehra, The McMahon L i n e and Afier, pp. 62-3.
Office notes by McMahon, 16 February 1899 and Cunningham, 16 March 1899 in
F D . Secret F, M ay 1899. Nos. 154210.
Office note by Curzon, 18 March 1899, ibid.
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Hardly was the ink dry on this directive to the Mir, when Macartney
telegraphed to say that the local Chinese authorities had received
instructions from Peking t o take back all lands in Raskam recently
granted to Hunza, because Russia threatened the Chinese foreign
office with the 'occupation' of Tagharma in Sarikol and YeginaJ2
Macartney's news was soon confirmed by a letter from the Amban
of Yarkand to the Mir of Hunza cancelling his former grants of land
in Raskam.'-' The British Political Agent then suggested that the
Mir should withhold his traditional tribute to Chlna, thereby breaking
relations with Kashgar unless his rights in Raskam were c ~ n c e d e d . ~
The Foreign Secretary, Barnes, however went a step further and
suggested that the Mir could even send his men t o cultivate in
. ~ ~once, Curzon was a little less
Raskam, in spite of the C h i n e ~ eFor
precipitate. His Foreign Secretary's proposal, he pointed out, could
only be adopted if the Mir had signed the agreement. Once the
agreement was signed by both parties, the Governor-General
argued, the Mir could enter into possession."
Meantime the British ambassador in St Petersburg had specifically questioned the Russian minister about the Chinese allegations.
In reply, Count Mouravieff affirmed he knew nothing about threats
of Russian aggression in Kashgaria nor would he countenance any
such proposal, being satisfied that this was a matter solely for the
British and the Chinese. In Peking, however, the Chinese reiterated
what the Russian consul in Kashgar had made clear earlier, namely
that his government would utilize any concession made to India to
stake their own demands further north; while his political superior,
the Russian minister in Peking, had conveyed a similar message to
the Chinese ministers." Mouravieff was unimpressed by his subordinates' offensive and declined to take action without more knowledge of the lands in Raskam which were sought t o be leased to
the Mir.38
Even as India debated how the Mir should react, St Petersburg
Office note by E. H. S. Clarke, 19 April 1899, ibid.
Office note by H. S. Barnes, 8 May 1899, ibid.
Political Agent, Gilgit, to Resident in Kashmir, 10 June 1899, Proc. 184 in FD,
Secret F, August 1899, Nos. 16.8-201.
35 Office note, 26 June 1899, in FD, Secret F, May 1899, Nos. 154210.
Office note by Curzon. 26 June 1899, ibid.
'Memorandum' dated St Petersburg. 14 (26) June 1899. encl. 1 . Proc. 213 in FD.
Secret F, September 1899, Nos.210-40.
Hardinge to Salisbury, telegram, 29 June 1899, encl. 1 , Proc. 215, ibid.
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launched what appeared to be a major frontal assault on British
India's aggressive designs which, it alleged, threatened Russia's
vital interests. The Russian foreign minister told the British envoy
that according to information received by his government, India
had been rapidly pushing forward, made a considerable advance
towards Kashgar, and even pressed fonvard towards Sarikol. Again, a
carriage road was being constructed to Yarkand, while the Russian
position in the Pamirs was in danger of being outflanked. Such a
move by India would, St Petersburg warned, force Russia to seek
compensation for encroachment^.^^
An equally threatening posture was adopted by General Kuropatkin ,
the Russian war minister, who, in the course of a conversation with
Colonel McSwiney warned that if the Kanjutis went into Raskam,
Russia would be forced to take over Kashgar, Tashkurgan, etc.
Reminded that the Kanjutis were merely agriculturists, the general's
retort was, 'All the same, it disturbs us.'40
In Calcutta, the foreign department, rudely shaken by these
developments, was put on the defensive. It affirmed that it knew
nothing whatever that could give colour to the fears voiced by the
Russian government. O n the Kashgar frontier, all that India was
doing was supporting Hunza's claims to Raskam. As to the carriage
road, the maximum that was contemplated was improving a track
into a fair pony road, and that too on a pittance given by the Kashmir
Darbar! Since the Government of India did not spend any money in
Kashmir territory, the Darbar's man at Leh 'never has more than a
few thousand rupees' to spare on maintenance of the road from the
Zoji La to the Karakoram! That apart, the Kashmir Darbar functionary at Leh was saddled with the onerous and expensive task of
keeping the notorious Saser La open for yaks and ponies.41
India Office too was disturbed by the language used by the Russian
minister, and felt apprehensive about the real danger of a Russian
advance into Kashgar. This seemed probable if Calcutta persisted in
lending support to Hunza's rights t o tracts that lay beyond the
proposed frontier of India. Whitehall therefore suggested that both
Russia and China be distinctly assured that the British laid no claims
to any territorial rights in Raskam, and had no intention of making
such claims whenever the demarcation of the frontier in that region

'' Hardinge to Salisbury. 28 June 1899, ibid.
4'

Sir Charles Scott to Salisbury, 12 July 1899, excerpt from letter, Proc. 216, ibid.
Office note by E. H . S. Clarke. 3 July 1899, ibid.
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took place. These assurances, it was felt, would narrow down the
question to a purely local and unimportant i ~ s u e . ~ 2
The British Foreign Office therefore instructed its minister in
Peking to explain to the Tsungli Yamen the distinction it drew between Hunza's claims to sovereignty over Raskam-which Whitehall
was ready to renounce-and the Mir's claim to cultivation or proprietary rights in Raskam, which it strongly supported. It was further
affirmed that India had no intention of making any claim to Raskam
when demarcation of the frontier between British India and Chinese
posessions eventually took place.43
A similar explanation and assurance was given to the Russian
foreign minister at St Petersburg where it appeared the impression
still persisted that Whitehall was in some fashion supporting Hunza's
claim to territorial influence in Sarikol on the north-eastern flank of
the Pamirs towards Tashkurgan. Meantime it emerged that, at
Peking, the Russians had clearly indicated that they would object as
much to a lease or a cession of land as long as the Russo-Chinese
frontier on the Pamirs remained unsettled. In the event, the Tsungli
Yamen was completely shaken, even immobilized, by the uncompromising nature of Russian o p p ~ s i t i o n . ~ ~
Curzon's reaction to St Petersburg's continued reluctance to
allow the Kanjutis 'this perfectly innocuous concession of cultivating
rights' was characteristic. The whole affair, he declared, was organized
by Petrovsky in Kashgar to give himself importance at the expense
of British influence. He longed to put 'this unscrupulous braggart'
in his place and bring the Russians to their senses by firmly asserting
Hunza's claims (understandably through the British) over Raskam
and the Taghdumbash ~ a m i r . ~ ~
In London, Sir John Ardagh, who had seen reports of General
Kuropatkin's interview with McSwiney, felt sure the Russians
would deem the time ripe for a forward move into Kashgaria, and
that the incursion by the Kanjutis would be considered excuse
enough for this. Should the Russians pose this threat, Ardagh argued,
it would give India an opportunity for settling the frontier, thereby
clearly defining British and Russian spheres of influence. If lndia
lndia Office to Foreign Office. 2 August 1899. Proc. 222. ibid.
Foreign Office to Bax-lronside, 10 August 1899, Encl. 2, Proc. 224, ibid.
lJ
Sir Charles Scott t o Salisbury, 17 August 1899; and Bax-lronside to Salisbury, 18
August INW, Procs. I2 and I2 B. ibid.
Curzon to Hamilton. 23 August 1899, Hamilton Papers. Accession No. 1579,
microfilm. National Archives. New Delhi.

42
4'

Laying Down Kashmir's Norther11 Boundar\~

113

neglected this opportunity, Ardagh continued, Russia would settle
the question by taking over the whole of Sinkiang right down to the
slopes of the Muztagh. Ardagh was certain too that the Russians
would 'bounce' the British-backed Kanjutis out of Raskam by the
threat of occupying Ka~hgaria.~"

4"

Director. Military Intelligence to Foreign Office. 28 August 1899. Proc. I6 in FD.

S e t r c ~F. Novernher IHW. Nos. 9-27.

The Claude MacDonald Line
and its Subsequent Modifications
I

Resting principally on the Government of India's October 1898
despatch to Whitehall, Sir Claude MacDonald, British Minister in
Peking, addressed a formal note to the Tsungli Yamen on 14 March
1899.' Pointing out that the Kanjut-China boundaries had never
been clearly defined and refemng to Hunza's claims in the Taghdumbash Pamir extending as far north as Tashkurgan, as well as Raskam
to the south of Sarikol, Sir Claude recalled that both these claims
had been admitted by the Chinese authorities. So as to avoid any
future dispute or uncertainty, the Indian government proposed to
reach a clear understanding with Peking, for which purpose it was
necessary that China should relinquish her 'shadowy' claims to
jurisdiction over the state of Hunza. The Indian government in
return would, on behalf of Kanjut, relinquish claims to most of the
Taghdumbash and Raskam districts.
It was not necessary, the MacDonald note pointed out, to demarcate the frontier which lay along a range of inaccessible mountains.
What was imperative was an agreement to recognize the frontier
according to the clearly marked geographical features. The line
India now proposed could be referred to, the note continued, in the
Huang Tachin map (map 6) of which the Chinese foreign office was
no doubt fully in the know.
Next, the line itself was delimited in words-not sketched out on
paper. Emphasis was laid on the fact that a large tract of the country
to the north of the great dividing range shown on Huang Tachin's
map as outside the Chinese boundary, would be recognized as
Chinese territory. The obvious bait was Shahidulla, Sugat and the
Aksai Chin plateau, north of Lingzi Tang, which were now offered
to Peking almost on a platter (map 7).

'

Subcncl. 1 in encl. 1 , Proc.188 in FD,Secret F, August 1898, Nos. 168-201. For
the text see Appendix 1 1 .
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Map 7:

The MacDonald Line and i t s modifications, 1899, 1905 and 1912
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Those who have wondered about Peking's lack of response then
o r later to such an advantageous exchange have failed to appreciate
what Jordan was to call its inherent difficulty in negotiating where
rectification of frontiers was concerned. Moreover, these were
remote districts of which little was known. And lack of knowledge
was coupled with a remarkable tenacity to cling to claims however
vague o r untenable.
As news arrived of the despatch having been formally presented
to the Tsungli Yamen, the Foreign Department in India noted that
the Yamen's understanding of the matter was likely to be no better
than that of the Kashgar Taotai's. As viewed in Calcutta, India had
renounced the Kanjuti claims to Raskam on the condition that China
renounced the nominal tribute of gold dust which Hunza paid every
year to Kashgar. The annoying fact was that while the Taotai had
spoken of the above as though it were a fait accompli, India on its
part had no intention of relinquishing the claims of the Kanjutis to
cultivate Raskam lands, holding them in proprietary rights from the
Chinese government. T h e regret was the greater in so far as it
appeared that Peking imagined the British were waiving all claims
to the Raskam lands.*
T h e issue was heavily underscored by Sir Hugh Barnes, the
Foreign Secretary, who felt that there was some danger that, in
China, negotiations about the boundary might be confused with
Hunza's claims to proprietary rights in Raskam. In this context, the
wording of Sir Claude MacDonald's memorandum was rated
'unfortunate': 'What we proposed was to admit Chinese sovereignty
over Raskam. But Hunza's proprietary claims. . . are quite a different
question. These we think China should respect. . . .The India Office
evidently distinguish between these two claims. . . but I am not sure
that the Legation at Peking see the distinction, and evidently the
Taotai does not .'3
Clearly India's despatch-and the MacDonald line was no doubt
a version of it-was not an attempt to delimit the boundary between
Kashmir and southern Sinkiang. What was at issue was the status
and rights of the ruler of Hunza. All that India had spelt out was a
Office note by E. H. S. Clarke, 25 July 1899, ibid. Clarke noted how strange it was
that a copy of ttie despatch should only have reached them on 17 July when a version
thereof had reached the Taotai before the end of May.
W f f i c e note by H . S. Barnes, 26 July 1899, ibid. Barnes noted that if India's claims
were correctly understood the Russians t m would withdraw their opposition for
'what they are afraid of is our claiming that Raskam is within our boundary.'

The MacDonald Line I
description of the northern boundary of Kashmir with Sinkiang, it
being clearly laid down that it ran along the Karakoram range to a
point east of 80° longitude, where it met the eastern boundary of
Ladakh. This implied that the whole of the Aksai Chin area lay in
Tibetan territory, a formulation to which Peking is not known to
have made any objection, nor does Calcutta seem to have fully
weighed its pros and cons.' If the 1899 proposals came unstuck it
was largely because the Chinese did not seem to consider any formal
definition necessary; as far back as 1847 they had averred that the
boundary was well-known and did not need any further affirmation.
New Delhi's later stance (1959,1960-1) that the MacDonald note
placed 'beyond doubt' the whole of the Aksai Chin area in Indian
territory is thus patently a b ~ u r dIt. ~did just the opposite. The hairsplitting in which Lamb indulges to change the easternmost extremity
of the 1899 line 'at a point a little east of the 80 degree East longitude'
to 'at a point a little west of the 80 degree East longitude' so as to
make it conform to the hard reality of the terrain, is irrelevant when
the circumstances in which the line was drawn are taken fully into
a c ~ o u n t Geographical
.~
knowledge both in regard to '80 degree
East longitude' as well as the Lak Tsung range was meagre at best
and Lamb's own long, and laboured, explanation concedes as much.
Additionally, there are clear signs of haste allied to a supreme
indifference, in official circles, to this part-of the boundary, which
only serves to reinforce Gopal's contention that the 1899 boundary
line was 'an arbitrary line with no geographical or historical basis."
Lamb's own description abounds in such expressions as 'there can
"ee in particular Sir Louis Dane's later (1907) comment wondering as to 'what on
earth' had induced Cunningham in 1898 to recommend this boundary. See Chapter
13 below.
' Nehru to Chou En-lai, 26 September 1959 and Indian-China official discussions
(1960). For details, see Notes, Memoranda and Letters Exchanged between the
Governments of India and Chino. September-November 1959, p. 36, and 'Report of
the Officials', p. 5 5 .
Professor Huttenback has charged that New Delhi had materially altered the
provisions of the March 1899dispatch: 'Instead of saying that it was the spur running
from the Kuenlun range'-which fonner British maps had shown as the eartern
boundary of Ladakh--'they said it was the Kuenlun range itself which the British had
described as being the northern frontier of Ladakh.' Robert A. Huttenback, 'A
Historical Note on the Sino-Indian Dispute over the Aksai Chin', The chi^ Quarterly,
No. 18, April-June 1964.
"mb,
The Sino-Indian Border in Ladakh. pp. 5-10.
S. Gopal. Letter to the Editor, The Times Literary Supplement, 6 February 1964.
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be no doubt that the intended alignment follows. . .'; 'the next geographical features are not so clear. . .'; 'from where it rounds the
sources of the Karakash . . . the line undoubtedly follows the
watershed.. .'. As t o the Lak Tsung range, 'it is not prominently
marked on modem maps.'8 (emphases added)
Lall, who objects that too much has been made of the issue, offers
a simplistic explanation. 'The reference to longitude', he suggests,
'was solely to fix the description for the benefit of the people who
pore over maps.' What was decisive 'was the description, not the
approximate l ~ n g i t u d e . 'Sadly,
~
there is no getting away from the
fact that neither the description nor yet the reference to longitude is
correct. We may note here Lall's c o n t e n t i o ~ f t e repeated-that
n
the March 1899 alignment offered the 'best hope' of resolving the
boundary question in Ladakh. H e has little doubt that it 'reflected
the actual situation on the ground' to the extent it was possible to
establish possession in a high, barren, uninhabited waste, devoid of
jurisdictional boundaries. The real fault, he claims, lay in the 'strictly
correct' procedure the British adopted-in making a formal approach
to Peking-rather than the 'undoubted merits' of the proposal
itself. Lall maintains that there are grounds for holding that the
Chinese tacitly committed themselves to the 1899 line. The tragic
differences that arose half a century later were due to the 'irresponsibility' of the Chinese government, as well as the 'contributory negligence' of the British in not pursuing their suggestion purposefully.
In sum, the 1962 war in Aksai Chin was predicated by the 'lack of
responsible statesmanship' at the turn of the century.'"
In actual fact, what had originated as an attempt to straighten out
Hunza's claims to Raskam and the Taghdumbash ended up as the
definitive pronouncement on the boundary between Ladakh (and
Kashmir) on the one hand and Sinkiang and Tibet on the other.
According to Maxwell, of all the suggestions for India's north-west
boundary with China, the MacDonald line was the only one that was
actually proposed to Peking. It was, he contends, 'a compromise
between Britain's strategic hankering for a boundary forward of
the Karakoram range and the recognition that. . . a practical proposal must also take China's interests into account. Thus, it left to
China the whole of the Karakash valley, a trade route and an
Lamb. The Sino-Indian Border in Ladakh.
Lall. Aksai Chin and the Sino-Indian Conflict, p. 179
lo Ibid., pp. 180,2W1.
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ancient source of jade, and almost all of Aksai Chin proper. On the
Indian side the whole Chang Chenmo valley, as well as the Chip
Chap river farther north. 'I1
Sadly, Maxwell's contention is not borne out by archival records.
There was no discussion about a compromise between British
interests and China's interests. What the record bears out is a preoccupation with Hunza's claims to the Taghdumbash and anxiety that
Peking relinquish her nominal suzerainty over that tiny state. It was
the work of a Foreign Secretary anxious to make the SurveyorGeneral commit himself to a line on the basis of a most inadequate
small-scale map that the former had discovered by sheer accident.
In June 1900, Captain Manners-Smith, then the Indian Political
Agent in Gilgit, proposed that in return for the Mir severing all connections with China he could be adequately compensated by some
grants in money and suitable jagirs in Kashmir.12 The Foreign
Department's reaction was that the question of providing land for
Hunza's surplus population was entirely a matter for the Kashmir
Darbar, and the Resident should use his discretion about whether
the Darbar's attention should be drawn to the question.I3 As for the
financial compensation to be paid to the Mir, the Resident had
noted that a decision on this point 'must depend on considerations
of imperial policy.' And that such a step should only be taken if and
when hopes of obtaining land for the Kanjutis in Raskam were
abandoned. It was further argued that the jagirs for the surplus
population should be granted to the Mir, not to his people. This, the
Resident pointed out, would increase British influence over the
Mir. The jagirs were to be given on condition they were cultivated
by an additional number of men, while care was taken to choose
land that the Mir's people would be willing to settle on.I4
Meanwhile, the Political Agent in Gilgit listed the material
advantages the Mir derived from the fiction of Chinese suzerainty.
There were the gifts, estimated at from Rs 2,000 to Rs 2,500 worth
Maxwell, India's China War, pp. 3 3 4 .
Resident in Kashmir to India. 15 June 1900. forwarding Political Agent, Gilgit's
proposal referred to in office note by R . Butler-Hughes. 31 July 1900 in FD, Notes,
Secret F, September 1900. Nos. 1 6 2 7 .
l 3 Office note by H . Daly, 18 August 1900, Proc. 19, ibid.
l 4 Resident in Kashmir to Foreign Department, 15 June 1900, Proc. 19, ibid.
I' Political Agent. Gilgit, to Resident in Kashmir, 8 June 1900, Encl. 1 in Proc. 19,
ihid.
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per annum, and the possibility of extension of cultivation-valued
at Rs 200-300 per annum-that existed for his people in Raskam.
The Political Agent noted that while the Mir was grateful that the
Government of India permitted him to receive these presents, he
would be even more grateful if he could break this connection
altogether in return for compensation from the British.I5
Just about this time, in May 1900, Macartney was informed by the
Taotai that the Tsungli Yamen's orders deferring lease of Raskam
lands still stood superseded.16 In Peking, the Yamen repeated the
Chinese conviction that Russia would demand counter-concessions
which might disturb peace in the Pamir region. Sir Claude's own
perception was that the Yamen's fears were probably well-founded.17
At this point, the outbreak of the Boxer rising in China (MayJune 1900) seemed to unsettle everything; the British minister in
Russia expressed the view that the state of affairs in Peking made it
an unsuitable moment for interceding with St Petersburg.I8 In the
event, the question of leasing Raskam lands to the Kanjutis had to
wait for a couple of years.
Towards November 1903, India noted that the Mir of Hunza was
less eager than before to send his men to Raskam for they would
probably, he feared, become RussianIChinese subjects 'in fact if not
in name'.19 Calcutta, however, argued that as Kashgar would
inevitably fall into the Russian lap, would it not be better to sever
Hunza's relations with China immediately, before it had Russia
as the Raj's neighbour, claiming equal rights with the British over
the little state?20
Meantime, Sir Ernest Satow, the new British minister in Peking,
noted that his predecessor, Sir Claude MacDonald, had never
received a reply to his memorandum of 14 March 1899, nor had Satow
himself been asked to revive the question. The likely reason he
figured out was that the boundary proposals involving China's cession
of suzerain rights over Hunza were at the bottom of her avoidance
of the proposed deal to let the Kanjutis have the Raskam lands." In
Claude MacDonald to Foreign Office. 12 May 1900, Encl. 1 in Proc. 20, ibid.
Macartney's letter was dated Kashgar, 3 May 1900.
l 7 Ibid.
Sir Charles Scott to Salisbury, 12 July 1900, Proc. 24, ibid.
Political Agent, Gilgit, diary for week ending 14 November 1903, in FD, Secret F,
April 1904, Nos.31-46.
20 E. H. S. Clarke, office note, 17 January 1904, ibid.
2 ' Satow to Lansdowne, 3 November 1903, Encl. 1 , Proc. 32 in FD Notes, Secret F,
April 1904, Nos. 3 1 4 . For the full text, see Appendix 12.
l6
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Calcutta, however, perceptions were different. If Satow's reasoning
were indeed true, it was argued, the best way out of the impasse was
by formally notifying Peking that since the Chinese government had
not fulfilled their promises to Hunza, that state, under the advice of
the British government, would withdraw from any agreement with
China. A s to the boundary proposed by Sir Claude MacDonald in
March 1899, Calcutta suggested, the Chinese should be told that
since they had not formally rejected the proposal placed before
them five years earlier, Chinese concurrence t o them would b e
assumed. In regard to Hunza's surplus population, a 'judicious
expenditure' of the compensation money on improving the water
supply in Hunza should help to maintain as many families as the Mir
could have provided for in R a ~ k a m . ~ ~
To the above line of reasoning, the Foreign Secretary's counterproposal was that Hunza's claim might be worth reviving if only as a
means of making the Chinese accept the boundary proposals. Again,
since the Chinese had now settled their Pamir boundary with Russia,
the British could similarly urge for a boundary settlement .23
Curzon, who as Governor-General now headed the foreign
department, argued that the advantages as well as disadvantages of
enforcing Hunza's claims needed t o be carefully weighed. If they
were successfully revived, a small number of Kanjutis would be provided for at the cost of re-affirming the suzerainty of China. This
anomaly, however, was worth accepting as long as the Chinese
authority lasted in Chinese Turkestan because it would give the
British a claim in the final settlement of the Raskam valley. But as
and when Russia took over control-'as she would d o in spite of our
protests'-it was debatable whether maintaining the Kanjuti claim
to cultivate in Raskam o r asserting the right to interfere on the
Indian side of the border would be more effective. O n balance,
however, the Viceroy favoured severing the Hunza-China connection for it would remove 'an almost certain source of friction' in the
future. At the same time, the British would provide for the increase
of the Mir's people in the state through improved irrigation or by
moving them somewhere outside.24
Curzon made two specific recommendations to Whitehall on the
basis of these arguments: first, that a formal notification be made to
2'
?4

E. H . S . Clarke, Note, 17 January 1904. ibid.
L. W . Dane, Note, 19 February 1904, FD, Secret F, April 1904, Nos.3 1 4 .
Curzon. Office note, 24 February 1904, ibid.
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Peking to the effect that 'since the Chinese government had been
unable to fulfil their promises to the Mir of Hunza, that state, under
the advice of the British government, withdraws from all relations
with China, and will henceforth own suzerainty to the Kashmir state
and the British Government alone;' and secondly, regarding the
boundary between Kashmir and Chinese Turkestan, the Chinese
government should be informed that, as they had shown no grounds
for dissenting from the proposals contained in Sir Claude MacDonald's note of 14 March 1899, the British would 'assume Chinese
concurrence and act accordingly. '
The Governor-General argued that the moment was opportune
for taking action as the Mir of Hunza, owing to the increase of Russian
influence in Chinese Turkestan, had grown sceptical about the
advantage of his connection with China. Moreover, he had recently
declared that unless Raskam was to be included within the sphere of
British influence, he would prefer to have nothing to d o with it.25
Another facet of the problem was Macartney's somewhat anomalous position in Kashgar. What Curzon had in view, therefore, was a
three-pronged assault with India askingPeking to accept the severing of all connections between Hunza and China; to recognize the
appointment of Macartney as British consul at Kashgar ; and to
agree t o a small projection of land in the vicinity of the Shimshal
pass so as to include Darwaza within British territory. In return for
China's agreement to this, the British would abandon all Hunza
claims to Raskam and to the Taghdumbash and, instead of pressing
for the frontier defined in Sir Claude MacDonald's despatch, be
prepared to accept a frontier from peak Povalo Scheikovski following
the watershed, except for the projection near Darwaza. Should
Peking fail to accept 'these exceedingly handsome terms', Curzon
argued, India would still insist upon the Chinese recognition of
Macartney as consul in Kashgar immediately, a severance of Hunza's
relations with China, and maintain Hunza claims at all points
beyond the Muztagh range. It should be obvious that for India there
was a certain urgency in settling the matter while Kashgaria remained
a part of China's
However, senior army officers in India looked askance at the new
configuration of the boundary. In dispute, in particular, was the
India to Secretary of State, 24 March 1904, Proc. 39, ibid.
26 For Cunon's notes of 24 December 1904 and 2 January 1905, as well as Clarke's of
1 January 1905 see FD, Secret F, February 1905, Procs. 165-222.
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Kilik pass which was rated of potentially great importance in the
event of a war with Russia. The fact that it could only be defended
with small numbers made it very necessary to align the border so
that this could be done as effectively as possible. The northern side
of the pass, the Army pointed out, was a long, and gentle slope which
was now being given away. The commander-in-chief ruled that 'on
military grounds. . .we should not concede more in this dire~tion.'~'
The Foreign Department reacted somewhat sharply, pointing out
that under the March 1899 dispensation, the whole tract of the
Taghdumbash was to be surrendered which it 'now (1905) proposed
to retain'. Kitchener's suggestion, it pointed out, would be tantamount to throwing away all chance of bringing about the general
settlement of all difficulties in Chinese Turkestan which was the
object of the arrangement.2R
But more than anyone else it was Curzon who took up Kitchener's
arguments, pointing out that he personally knew the Kilik pass and
the slope to the north of it. Should the Russians take possession of
the Taghdumbash pamir, he asked, what would be the strategic
value to the British of holding the Kilik pass rather than up to a few
miles from it? It was in the highest degree unlikely, the GovernorGeneral argued, that the British would ever defend or guard the
pass by more than an outpost. What difference would it make
whether the levies were made to retreat by a Russian column
from the pass or from below it? Curzon clinched the issue by a
seemingly unassailable argument: that the defences of the frontier
in this region lay not on the frontier itself, but in the gorges and
defiles on the nearer side of it. There, if at all, he emphasized, our
men would make their stand.29
Kitchener conceded the Viceroy's point but still thought possession of the passes desirable. For if the Russians had a post on the
crest of the Kilik pass, he argued, they would dominate and be in a
position to occupy quickly some of the valuable defensive positions
which would be held with the levies. However, persuaded not 'to
make difficulties', Kitchener gave in.30 Curzon was not easily
appeased and noted that he foresaw a British (not Russian) post on

*'Note by W . Malleson, 9 June 1905 in FD Notes, Secret F, September 1905, Procs.
12-18.
Note by E. H . S. Clarke. 18 June 1905, ibid.
29 Note by Curzon. 20 June 1905, ibid.
Note by W. Malleson. 14 July 1905. ibid.
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the crest of the Kilik where the boundaries were to touch. If the
Russians chose to appear with superior numbers, they could 'turn
out the men' in that part. But they could equally do so on the northern
slope. In any case, the Governor-General did not see good reason
for altering course.31
In the event, in a formal dispatch to Whitehall, India reiterated its
new position while indicating on a map the boundary between
Hunza and Chinese Turkestan as claimed by Sir Claude MacDonald
in his letter of 14 March 1899, and which it recommended the Chinese
government should be invited to accept. The boundary which India
claimed in 1899 was indicated by a blue line; the variations now
proposed were marked in red.
As briefly noticed, two territorial changes were introduced: in the
Taghdumbash pamir, the terminus of the 1899 line was drawn back
from the Karachukur basin so as to stay with the watershed. This
implied that a narrow stretch of the Pamirs would become common
ground between China and Afghanistan while as between British
and Russian territory there was no contact whatever. The pull-back
was necessitated by the realization that the Mir of Hunza had no
outposts in that tract; their establishment-both expensive and singularly inconvenient-was necessary if he were to enforce his
authority. Moreover, the Mir had let it be known that unless Raskam
were included within the British sphere of influence, he would
prefer to have nothing to d o with this tract. Additionally, Curzon
was strongly persuaded-as is apparent from his exchanges with
Kitchener-that from a military standpoint, the tract was of no use.
This surrender of territory to China was counterbalanced by the
proposed acquisition of a projection in the vicinity of the Shimshal
pass and the Mir's post at Darwaza. T o make this possible, the 1899
proposal was re-worded. The original, it was recalled, stipulated
that the line 'after leaving the crest of the Muztagh range in the
vicinity of the Shinghshal (Shimshal) should run in an easterly direction, and then turn southwards so as just to include the part of
Darwaza within the Hunza frontier. Thereafter it was to continue its
southward trend until it regained the main crests.' What was now
proposed was that the boundary
should run from the Khunjerab pass south along the main watershed, as far as a
point about six miles south-west of the Oprang pass. At this point the line should
leave the main watershed. run due east for about five miles, and then continue in
Note by Cunon, 18 July 1905, ibid.
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a south-easterly direction until it strikes the Muztagh river (incorrectly shown in
the map as the Oprang) at Kuram-jilga. The Muztagh river would then form the
boundary up to a point about four miles above the junction of the stream from the
Shingshal pass; from this point it would ascend the nearest high spur to the west
and regain the lines indicated in Sir Claude MacDonald's despatch.32

In purloining the Shimshal tract, the Mir's territory was now
extended to the Muztagh with some of the fertile tracts of the Raskam
becoming part of his dominion. It was easy t o see that while the
proposed expansion lay beyond the MacDonald line, the proposed
surrender (the Karachukur basin) lay inside it. For his part, Curzon,
was strongly persuaded that in the exchange China 'will give less
than she will get.'33

India to Secretary of State, 10 August 1905, Proc. 17, ibid.
Note by Curzon, 2 January 1905, FD, Secret F, February 1905, Procs. 165-222.

The Claude MacDonald Line
and its Subsequent Modifications
II

The October 1898 despatch from India to Whitehall--of which the
consummation was the MacDonald note of March 1899to the Tsungli
Yamen in Peking-rested squarely on the Elgin government's plan
for an exchange of territory with China on the western frontier,
especially in relation to Hunza's rights. With Curzon's assumption
of office in January 1899 there was a sea change in strategic thinking.
Broadly, the new policy was one of retaining small belts of unoccupied
or neutral temtoxy, beyond the watershed. To start with, these areas
would help to keep the Russians and British apart; later, they would
enable the two to negotiate a deal as and when trouble arose.'
Whitehall, however, was less than willing to re-open the question
unless fully assured that India exercised effective control up to the
limits of the territory it now claimed. Additionally, it queried to
what extent the Kanjutis had recently exercised their rights in the
western extremity of the Taghdumbash pamir. Further, what measures would be practicable to assert these rights effe~tively?~
The Resident in Kashmir, Calcutta's expert in this area, maintained that while Hunza's rights in the Taghdumbash could be effectively asserted against China by establishing levy posts at convenient
points near the proposed border, this would be both costly and
inconvenient. H e therefore proposed a modification of the frontier
to follow a natural strategic line along the Hindu Kush and Muztagh
ranges. This, he argued, would, first, be easily and naturally defended;
secondly, would not require demarcation; and thirdly, be more
acceptable to China. In sum, the new line proposed by the Resident
excluded the western portion of the Taghdumbash pamir. If and
Note by Curzon, 22 March 1901, in FD, Secret F, November 1898, NOS.110-14.
Secretary of State to India. 10 August 1904. Proc. 179 in FD. Secret F, February
1905, Nos. 165-222. Whitehall was reacting to India's earlier despatch of 24 March
1904, in FD, Secret F, April 1904, Proc. 39 in Nos. 31-46.
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when Russia took over Chinese Turkestan, the Resident continued,
the 1899 boundary line proposed to China-to which Peking had
still not reacted-'would be quite ~ n t e n a b l e . ' ~
The Foreign Department next sought the opinion of Francis
Younghusband whose 'Note on the Boundary between Hunza and
Chinese Turkestan', dated 2 November 1904, made two significant
points: first, that no means existed at that time for exercising effective
control beyond the watershed and that it was undesirable to create
'fresh responsibilities'; secondly, that n o move should be made
regarding the frontier just then. However, in as much as titles had
already been laid 'to something beyond what we really want,' India
should confine itself, Younghusband pleaded, to eliminating China's
claims over Hunza.
Presently, the Mir of Munza brought forward another argument,
that the people of Hunza depended for their grazing almost entirely
on the Pamirs between the Shimshal pass and Darwaza. And as
there was no grazing on the western side of the pass, he strongly
urged that the frontier should run from the Khunjerab pass to the
peak north of the Shimshal pass, and then along the crest of the spur
to the Darwaza post.
The Mir's proposal was endorsed by the Resident in Kashmir.
The re-drawn frontier, this functionary underlined, should include
the Darwaza post and the Ghorzerab valley in which the Shimshalis,
Calcutta was informed, exercised 'certain undisputed grazing
right^'.^ T o the Foreign Department, however, it was plain that the
Ghorzerab valley lay beyond the 1899 Claude MacDonald line, and
if Peking had hesitated to accept the frontier then, would she agree
five years later when an additional sliver of territory was i n ~ o l v e d ? ~
Yet another effort to reconsider the 1899 MacDonald line was made
in 1906-7. The occasion was a demand from Whitehall that India
provide 'without more delay than is necessary' a map of the frontier
so as to include the Durand border, the administrative border districts
under permanent British administration and 'native States' territory
(tribal territory not under permanent British administration). This
Resident in Kashmir to India, 12 October 1904, Proc. 188 in FD, Secret F, February
1905, Nos. 165-222.
Younghusband's note, 2 November IW,
appended to a request by the Foreign
Secretary, ibid.
Resident in Kashmir to India, 14 November 1904, Proc. 193. ibid.
W f f i c e note by E. H . S. Clarke, 19 December 1904, ibid.
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was required for the clarification sought by Parliament from the
Secretary of State.'
In digging u p the old story relating to the frontier in the west it
was recalled that, as early as 1904, when terms for the convention
with Tibet were being discussed, Ampthill, briefly deputising for
the Viceroy during his absence from India, rated the Foreign
Department's views on Kashmir's northern boundary to be somewhat
over-ambitious! In a letter t o Curzon, he confided that Dane, then
Foreign Secretary, was 'mad keen' to extend the Indian frontier to
the Kunlun mountains, annexing western Tibet and establishing a
trade mart at Gartok! 'I have been obliged', Ampthill emphasized,
'to pour much cold water on these ambitious design^.'^
Ampthill's over-reaction to Dane's 'ambitious designs' appears
to have been based on a gross misreading of the latter's real intent.
T h e Lhasa convention (September 1904) did establish a British
trade mart at Gartok-in addition to two others at Gyantse and
Yatung. As for extending Kashmir's northern boundary to the
Kunlun, the slight modifications of the earlier 1899 MacDonald
line embraced, as has been noticed, only a small tract to bring in the
Darwaza post and the Ghorzerab valley for the Mir of Hunza, merely
for cultivation, grazing and o c c ~ p a t i o n . ~
In 1906-7, therefore, when the question of publishing the fourth
edition of the map of India cropped up, there was a sharp debate in
the Foreign Department as to precisely where Kashmir's northern
boundary lay. Dane stated that the colour wash in the Survey of
India map on Kashmir was, he thought, wrong; that Kashmir ran up
t o the Karakoram, leaving Shahidulla as the first Kashgar post.
From there on, the boundary ran along the Kunlun with Lingzi Tang
being part of Kashmir while Aksai Chin was 'doubtful'.'O
It was pointed out that India's despatch of October 1898 (the basis
of the MacDonald line), while securing most of the Lingzi Tang
plains for Kashmir, entirely excluded the Aksai Chin. This was in
plain conflict with the 1893 map of Turkestan which showed the
whole of western Aksai Chin within British territory. (It may be

' Ritchie to Dane. 21 December 1906, Appendix to Notes, in FD. Secret F, February
1!406, Nos. 40-51.
Ampthill to Cunon, 16 June 1W,
in Ampthill Papers, IOL and R .
Memorandum, 22 January 1903, from Lansdowne to Baron Gravenitz (Russian
Minister in London), in FD Notes, Secret F, September 1903, Nos. 1 0 4 1 1 .
'O Office note by Dane, 25 March 1907, in Appendix to Notes, FD, Secret F, February
1908. Nos. W 5 1 .
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recalled that the Stapleton note of 7 January 1897 affirmed that while
Kashmir 'has some claim to part of the Aksai Chin', the claim itself
had never been verified, much less defined. Additionally, Colonel
Strahan had mentioned (8 February 1897) two Aksai Chins: 'one in
China and one in Kashmir'.)
In 1904, the Tibetans had claimed Shushal and Murdo as lying on
their border with Ladakh, as well as a boundary pillar at Dumche
La. This for the British meant an impossible boundary, for it placed
the Pangong lake outside Kashmir, whereas Captain O'Conor in his
Gazetteer of Kashmir and Ladakh had clearly stated that the Ladakh
boundary crossed the Pangong Lake.
Dane was thus persuaded that in a map of the kind Whitehall
contemplated, especially where Chinese and Russian interests were
involved, India 'should be careful not to cut down' its claims. For
defensive purposes it was desirable, he argued, that as large a stretch
of the Karakoram waste as possible be claimed. This would prevent
others horn improving the road and thereby reducing the difficulties of
access: 'We have given up Raskam . . . but I do not see why we should
give up any more.'12 In the neighbourhood of Aksai Chin, the Foreign
Department defined the boundary so that after rounding the source
of the Qara Qash river, it proceeded north-east along the so-called
Lak Tsung range. l 3
Dane's proposal was not to establish a post so much as to lay claim
on the no man's land beyond the Karakoram, and this largely with a
view to meeting effectively any challengethat Russia might pose at

'

1 1 Office note by 'C. K.', 30 March 1907, ibid. Also Gazetteer of Kashmir and Ladak.
Calcutta, 1890, p. 5.
I * Office note by Dane, 1 April 1907, ibid.
l 3 A certain discrepancy was noticed in that Younghusband had made it run due east
after rounding the source of the Qara Qash. (Office note by 'C. K.'. 14 May 1907;
and Younghusband to Foreign. 4 May 1907. ibid.) When asked whether the line he
had shown accorded with the present practice as t o jurisdiction and whether that was
why he had proposed it, Younghusband replied that he had marked the boundary on
the north-east of Kashmir according t o what appeared t o be the watershed. He
emphasized that the whole country was an 'absolute desert'; Campbell, who had
been especially deputed to visit the localities in question would be hard put to it to
discover any jurisdictional boundary, in as much as there was 'not a single Kashmir
subject to have jurisdiction over'. (Clarke t o Younghusband, D. O . , 27 May 1907;
also office note by Dane. 16 May 1907; and Younghusband t o Clarke, D . O . , 31 May
1907; all ibid.) Captain Campbell had been deputed to accompany Captains Fielding
and Polovstoff, then on their way to Kashgaria, on the clear understanding that his
journey would afford a good opportunity 'of examining the question of jurisdictional
boundaries of Kashmir in the localities in question'.
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somefuture date. The only problem, the Foreign Department had
pointed out, was how such an action would be regarded in Peking.
And as there were no known Chinese subjects in the neighburhood
of the Karakoram nor any indication that Peking had recently
acquired any jurisdiction at Shahidulla, or had any claim to the area
beyond the Karakoram more substantial than their border pillar
and notice board, little was to be feared from that quarter.14
Dane agreed that Chinese ideas as to the boundary were 'extremely
vague' but pointed out that it was probable that in view of their
boundary pillar and notice board, they would resist any attempt to
push it back beyond the Karakoram.ls What Dane now proposed
was to adhere to the contours laid down in 1898 in the hope that the
British would be able to keep Aksai Chin in Tibet. This would make
the latter claim the Kunlun boundary 'as far as possible.'16 This
however was easier said than done. Whitehall's fiat of 1 August
1907, that the 1899 line be adhered to, had definitely settled the
issue. The only argument India had for going back to the old boundary
was the 'entire absence' of either Kashmiri or Chinese subjects in
the neighburhood and this was still valid in so far as Sugat appeared
to be the first outpost under Peking's jurisdi~tion.'~
Dane was not exactly pleased. He noted that India could certainly
have shown Sugat as the boundary but for its previous renunciations
and indicated that the line shown on the 1898 map sent to India Office
did not correctly represent the description of the boundary on Aksai
l4 An office note comprising 16 paragraphs was compiled in the Foreign Department
by 'C. K.'. dated 8 June 1907; it was processed by A. Stapleton (10 June), A. R. Jelf
(21 June) and E. H. S. Clarke (22 June). On 24 June, Dane directed that a copy be
letter to Ritchie of 4
sent to lndia Office; it was to form an enclosure to his own D. 0.
July 1907. In its new incarnation, paras 1-2 and 15-16 of the original were omitted as
well as references in the margin; the rest re-numbered 1-12; and the note entitled
'Note on the History of the Boundary of Kashmir between Ladakh and Kashgaria'.
For the full text see FD, Secret F, February 1908, Nos. 40-51, 'Appendix to Notes'.
l 5 A major surrender had been made in 1888 when claims to Aksai Chin had been
renounced. largely to placate China in regard to the 'Burma business' (Office note by
Dane, 24 June 1907).
As for the 'Burma business', ds a result of the Third Anglo-Burmese War (I885),
upper Burma was annexed by a royal proclamation issued on 1 January 18%. The
Chinese however were averse to accepting the fait accompli. To placate them, the
British agreed to abandon an expedition which was to proceed overland to China via
Tibet and had been provided for in the Chefoo Convention (1876).
l6 Dane to Ritchie. D. 0..4 July 1907, ibid.
I 7 Secretary of State to India, telegram. 1 August 1907, and office note by 'C. K.'. 4
October 1907. both, ibid.
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Chin. For his part he would re-draw it, giving Kashmir the eastern
Aksai Chin and thereby interposing British territory between
Kashgaria and Tibet, and flanking the route from Polu-'which is
what we wish to secure.'18The Foreign Department however pointed
out that 'our maps and papers would scarcely justify us' in altering
the boundary in the manner now proposed by the Foreign Secretary.l9
Dane's letter to Ritchie makes it clear that he considered that the
1899 alignment marked the effective British border, but only in a
narrow, legalistic sense. It was equally clear to him that the mistake
of a decade earlier was now sought to be perpetuated. He accepted,
but under duress.*O

Office note by Dane, 8 October 1907, ibid.
Office note by A . R . Jelf, 16 October 1907, ibid.
Office note by Dane, 18 October 1907, ibid. Also see Lamb, 'The Sino-Indian
Border', p. 12.
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The October 1911 revolution in China was followed for a time by
the virtual collapse of Peking's authority in central Asia. In Lhasa,
to start with, the mutinous Chinese soldiery deposed the Manchu
Amban, Lien Yu, and later made him a prisoner in the Yamen. The
Chinese commander in the Tibetan capital, General Chung Ying,
found himself saddled with a disorganized rabble of an army that
first would not accept him as a commander nor later be amenable to
his authority or discipline.
In Mongolia things were no different. On 30 October 1911, the
Mongolian princes declared their independence of China and elected
the Urga Huthukthu as their grand khan. Less than eight weeks
later, at a largely attended assembly, the Huthukthu was crowned
'Khan of all Khalka', 'Ruler of Mongolia and the Great Khan of the
Empire'. His people, the Huthukthu declared unequivocally, 'shall
obey neither Manchu nor Chinese officials, whose administrative
authority is being completely a b ~ l i s h e d . ' ~
Even as Tibet and Mongolia raised their banners of revolt, Chinese
attacks on Russian outposts in Sinkiang became the order of the day.
This chaotic situation gave St Petersburg its long-sought- for excuse to
augment its consular guards. Their strength, it was reported, soon
increased to over 1,000 men. To everyone, including Macartney in
Kashgar, Tsarist Russia's annexation of Sinkiang, long the subject of
feverish speculation, now seemed imminent.
By August 1912, India Office felt increasingly concerned over
reports of an impending Russian advance into Kashgaria. The
For details, see Parshotam Mehra, The McMahon Line and Afier, New Delhi,
1974, pp. 10S5.
Peter S. H . Tang, Rwsian and Soviet Policy in Manchuria and Outer Mongolia,
1911-1931. Durham, 1959. pp, 2 9 e M O . Also see Parshotam Mehra, 'Tibet and
f
History, Trivandrum,
Outer Mongolia vu-d-vb China, 1911-1936'. J o u r ~ l o lndiun
XLII, 3 , December 1964, pp. 72741.
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prospect of political disadv~ntageslikely to follow from so violent a
disturbance of the balance of power in those regions, not t o speak of
the problems regarding the rights of Hunza in Raskam and the
Taghdumbash pamir, were admittedly a cause for concern to the
Government of India.
Should St Petersburg occupy Kashgaria, Britain would be entitled
to compensation-possibly
in Tibet where India was finding it
increasingly difficult to safeguard its interests. The aftermath of the
October 1911revolution in mainland China too had been disquieting.
All this, India Office argued, made it essential to reconsider the policy
regarding countries on the northern border. India's considered
views were invited by the Secretary of State on two vital issues-the
likely repercussions of these developments on Hunza's rights and
the possibility of some c o m p e n ~ a t i o n . ~
The Indian Foreign Department held that there would be no serious
change in the strategic position if Russia occupied Kashgaria and
therefore that there were no good grounds for continuing to make a
stand against Russia--so long as Hunza's rights were safeguarded.
As for Tibet, even though there had been 'a consequent swing of the
pendulum in favour of a policy of more active interference' by China,
an anti-Russian stance was to be deprecated for 'it would be wiser to
seek compensation in a place where our interests are much more
definite than in Tibet, viz. in the Persian G ~ l f . ' ~
Nevertheless, McMahon, the Indian Foreign Secretary, voiced
some apprehensions: Russian occupation of Sinkiang would bring
her within 200 kilometres of Srinagar and 400 of Simla. This propinquity, he argued, was politically undesirable. H e was further of the
view that, as a direct consequence, India's trade with Sinkiang as
also with a large portion of Tibet was bound to fold up. Besides, any
transference of Hunza's relations to Russia would be calamitous. If
the British could not prevent Russian occupation, 'they could at
least endeavour to make it as far as possible innocuous to us and get
as much compensation' as possible. Primarily it was imperative 'to
obtain a frontier more satisfactory to us and our interests.' Accordingly, India should claim the Taghdumbash pamir as well as Raskam
for Hunza, and Shahidulla for Kashmir. Hunza, it was pointed out,
had 'acknowledged rights' both in the Taghdumbash as well as

' I . 0.to F . 0..15 August 1912. Proc. Hin FD. Secret F . February 1913. Nos. 1 4 7 .
Also Secretary of State to Viceroy. telegram, 17 August 1912, Proc. 8, ibid.
Office note by A . H . Grant. 7 September 1912, ibid.

134

An 'Agreed' Frontier

Raskam while Shahidulla properly belonged tc Kashmir. McMahon
further recalled that, in 1897, Sir John Ardagh had defined a boundary
line which 'exactly suits our political requirements and is the boundary
which we should claim' from Russia, before undertaking any other
negotiations respecting Kashgaria.
Kashmir's northern boundary apart, in Tibet too an effort should
be made to rectify certain defects of the Anglo-Russian Convention
of 1907. These included the right to have an Agent at Lhasa; correspond direct with the Tibetan authorities; occupy the Chumbi
valley, if necessary. Additionally, there was the right of Nepal to
compensation for past losses from Tibet, even if this extended to
rectification of the Nepalese-Tibetan frontier.
Yet all these concessions would be outweighed by the political
disadvantages of the Russian occupation. It was necessary therefore, the Foreign Secretary concluded, that India should hold out
firmly for them all, but also carry over 'the credit balance for
settlement in any other adjustments of political accounts' with Russia
.~
then Governor-General, expressed
in other ~ p h e r e s Hardinge,
the view that while he was unconvinced of the necessity of an agent
at Lhasa, the proposals regarding 'the frontier of the New Dominion
(Sinkiang) seem to me appropriate.' In a subsequent noting,
McMahon underlined that politically, rectification of the boundary
was very important to safeguard the interests of Hunza and Kashmir,
and in addition, another barren inhospitable stretch interposed
between the Indian dominion and Russian territory would be
expedient .6
Hardinge ruled that as the question of the frontier was very
important, the matter should be scrutinized in the Army department,
and as i t was an urgent matter, it should be done rapidly. The
Commander-in-Chief, General O'MCreagh , expressed the view
that strategically the extended frontier would be advantageous
provided India did not have to occupy the portion beyond its existing
frontier posts but merely aim at keeping the area 'undeveloped'. As
to Tibet, the objective was to avoid doing anything that might involve
the British in 'military adventures' beyond the Chumbi valley.'
On 12 September 1912, the Governor-General communicated
the above arguments succinctly but with force to the Secretary of
State. Should the Russians occupy Kashgaria, the first essential-as
Office note by A . H . McMahon. 9 September 1912, ibid.
W f f i c e notes by Hardinge, 10 September and McMahon, 1 1 September 1912. ibid.
' Office notes by Hardinge and General O'MCreagh, I 1 and 12 September 1912. ibid.
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a preliminary to negotiations-was t o demand recognition of a
boundary line that would place the Taghdumbash, Raskam,
Shahidulla and Aksai Chin within British and outside Russian
temtory. Hardinge added that a line resembling the one proposed
in 1897 by Sir John Ardagh would be a p p r ~ p r i a t e . ~
It was soon apparent that to get over the fact of increasing British
problems in Tibet, as no doubt on the Kashmir border, the selfdenying clauses of the 1907 Anglo-Russian convention had to be
scraped. St Petersburg for its part had been unhappy about the
constraints the convention placed on its activities in Persia as well as
in north-western Afghanistan. In the event the two signatories agreed
on an appropriate revision of the 1907 pact regarding Tibet.
Desultory negotiations in London and soundings in St Petersburg
took place over the next few years till by 1915 a tentative outline
emerged. Broadly it envisaged the restitution to Russia of Constantinople and the Dardanelles, in return for acceptance of British
demands in Tibet and Chinese Turkestan. The military fiasco of the
Dardanelles campaign of March 1915 put paid to these negotiations
temporarily; the Bolshevik revolution of October 1917 completely
sealed their fate. As to Kashmir's northern boundary, within a decade
of the MacDonald note being written, India's Foreign Secretary, as
has been noticed, was on record for ruing the day when Aksai Chin
was inadvertently given away by one of his predecessor^.^
By 1912, however, so far as Aksai Chin was concerned, India had
set the record straight. The suggestion in regard to the boundary
was repeated a little over three years later by Hardinge in October
1915. And in April 1917, the Government of India stated emphatically
that the MacDonald line existed only on paper and was spelt out
'not as the result of any treaty or engagement with China nor as
finally and definitely marking the bounds of our spheres of influence,
nor altogether as forming a scientific or strategic border; but partly
because they follow a lofty and well-defined watershed and partly in
order to assign some limit to China's indefinite political relations in
that neighbourhood.' It should follow that the MacDonald line
could not in any sense be viewed 'as a fixed and final international
boundary' nor could India regard itself as absolutely bound by a
border which it had itself laid down-'without the concurrence of
any other party concerned.' India had already altered it more than
once unilaterally and was again advocating a 'substantial pushing
Viceroy to Secretary of State, telegram, 12 September 1912, Proc. 10, ibid.

' Chapter 13 above.
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forward' considered desirable in certain circumstances.lo The British
bequest in terms of that 'most troublesome legacy' of the Raj should
thus fall into place in the totality of a larger, more comprehensive
picture. Nor was there later in Calcutta, Delhi or Whitehall, any
recorded dissent or known second thoughts on the subject.
After 1917, the Government of India gradually retracted from its
untenable position in supporting Hunza's claims to Dafdar and
Shimshal. This would help to place Peking's 1963 surrender to
Pakistan of a not insignificant tract in terms of that year's SinoPakistan boundary agreement in its proper historical context. For
the Peking gift was in return for large chunks of Kashmir territory
being given away to China by a gracious Pakistani regime anxious to
seal this unholy accord!
In sum, India's boundary with China in the western sector falls
into three main sections. T o start with, there is the stretch from
Wakhan to the Karakoram pass, viz. between Kashmir and Sinkiang.
It is followed by the stretch from the Karakoram pass to the Lanak
La-roughly the area between the Karakoram and Kunlun ranges,
popularly known as the barren wastes of Aksai Chin and Lingzi
Tang, which could also be viewed as the headwaters of the Shyok
and Yarkand rivers and the brackish lakes of Aksai Chin. l2
The third section of the boundary, from the Lanak La to Demchok
is essentially a part of the India-Tibet boundary. Here the land
claimed by China is not so small as to result from any difference of
opinion about the location of the boundary, nor large enough to be
a Hunza claim. Well-established usage rights exist to practically all
of it even though the area as a whole has no potentiality of its own.
The Chinese claim that it is part of Tibet.
Both the treaties of 1684 and 1842 offer clear proof that the
traditional boundary in Ladakh was widely recognized, there being
several well-known points along which it passed: Demchok, the
division between the two halves of the Pangong lake, the vicinity of
Niagu, the Lanak La and the alignment along the watershed formed
Viaroy to Secretary of State, telegram, 14 October 1915, in FD, Secret F, February
1916, NOS.1-5.
I ' For a critique of New Delhi's reactions see Dorothy W d m a n , H i d a y m Frontiers,
London, 1969, pp. 307-10. -1
1 (Appendix 19) and 308 (map).
l2 This north-eastern part of Ladakh is not an independent geographical unit, for the
altitude varies as does the flora; to the east it is bounded by Tibet and to the north by
Sinkiang; administratively it can just as easily formpart of Tibet as of Chinese Turkestan
while the terrain and climatic conditions are akin to those of Ladakh.
lo
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by the Kunlun mountains. The two treaties merely confirmed the
alignment through these points. It should also bear mention that the
Aksai Chin plains extend far beyond the point where India claims
her frontier lies. The Indian Aksai Chin, part of the tehsil jurisdiction
of Tankse ilaqa, has been used from time immemorial by the people
of Ladakh for trading, hunting, grazing and salt-mining; indeed the
bulk of place names in this area are derived from the Ladakhi
language. For hundreds of years, especially from the sixth to the
end of the nineteenth century, the southern limits of Sinkiang lay
along the Kunlun and did not extend south of it.
Thus neither the Aksai Chin plateau nor the Lingzi Tang plains
were ever a part of China. No wonder Peking did not quite know
where it was; in 1896, it claimed the whole of Aksai Chin as part of
Tibet; in the 1960s it categorically asserted that Aksai Chin had
always been part of Sinkiang!

Hunza and China
Prior World War I

British attempts to pull out of their earlier claims in Hunza, as well
as the suspicions these claims had aroused in St Petersburg, are
revealed in a memorandum defining the Raj's position on Hunza,
addressed by Whitehall to the Russian government in January 1903.
The memorandum recalled, inter aha, that as early as 1899 Whitehall
had not made any claim on behalf of the Mir of Hunza to territorial
rights but 'merely to cultivation and proprietary rights'. The expression proprietary rights was perhaps ambiguous but clearly
Whitehall did not regard it as comprehending 'rights of a political or
territorial' character but only those rights of grazing and occupation
which the Kanjutis had long exercised.'
In Calcutta, it was evident that all that India wanted was that the
Chinese allowed the Kanjutis their cultivation and proprietary, not
political or territorial, rights2 As for rectification of the boundary,
India's views had by 1905 crystallized to the effect that the advantage
to be had by possession of a portion of the Taghdumbash pamir would
be outweighed by the expense and difficulty of controlling it. The
case of the Shimshal pass, however, was different; the Mir of Hunza, it
was argued, had maintained a post at Darwaza for several yeaw3
In October 1905, India learnt that Whitehall had asked its minister
in Peking whether it was an appropriate moment to address the
Chinese government on the issue of Hunza's frontier, it being clearly

'

F. D. Memorandum. 22 January 1903 and Encl. in F. D. covering letter, 3 March 1903
to Sir Charles Scott. FD Notes, Secret F, September 1903. Procs. 101110.
Elucidating the phraseology used in the Memorandum, Landsdowne confided in the
British Minister: 'I told His Excellency (Baron Gravenitz, the Russian Ambassador)
that we did not desire to add to, or take away from, the rights of the Kanjutis. . . . I
was at a loss for a more explicit formula in which to describe the rights. . . . The great
point seemed t o . . . be that by common consent the rights were nor of a political
character.' (emphasis added). The conversation took place on 25 February 1903.
Office note by E. H. S. Clarke, 4 July 1903, ibid.
1 . 0 . to F. 0 . . 6 September 1905, Proc. 56, ibid. Curzon had emphasized that in the
deal he had proposed China 'will give less than she will get.'
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understood that the question would be taken up as soon as negotiations regarding Peking's adhesion to the Lhasa convention of
September 1904 had been brought t o a successful conclusion.
Meanwhile John Jordan, who had succeeded Sir Ernest Satow as
the new British minister in Peking, in a despatch to Whitehall
(November 1906), expressed himself as less than happy about the
package deal over Hunza upon which India had then set its heart.4
Jordan argued that however shadowy Peking's claims over Hunza
might appear, it was bound to resist any effort to write them off. H e
had the impression that the 'occupancy rights' of the Kanjutis in the
Raskam valley were never objected to by the Chinese, and that
abandoning that portion of the Hunza claim 'would not form a
valuable asset' in negotiating an arrangement with the Chinese
government. Any proposal that China renounce Hunza, Jordan
underlined, 'would be very distasteful' to the Chinese and it would
be avoided as long as possible.
The British envoy recalled how tenaciously Peking had held on to
similar claims in Korea, Burma and Tongking. Again, even though
the tie with Kanjut was weaker, the annual tribute was mentioned
and formed the subject of a memorial in the Peking Gazette and
represented the only remnant of China's extensive suzerainty over
distant regions on the frontiers of the empire. There was also the
problem of making the Chinese government agree to rectification of
frontiers in remote districts of which they had very little geographical
knowledge. In conclusion, Jordan underlined, Calcutta should
disabuse itself of the impression that the terms it had offered Peking
were 'very liberal'.5
Jordan's views were enough to convince India that Peking would
not countenance, much less accept, its proposals. It followed that
the question of Kanjut and its Mir had best be 'allowed to drift.'"n
London, the Foreign Office drew much the same conclusion, noting
that provided the status quo in Sinkiang was maintained, it was
prepared to let the Kanjut question remain unsettled.'

' For details see Chapter 12 above. fn. 26.33.

' Jordan to Grey, 13 November 1906, Encl., Proc. 212 in FD Notes. Secret F, June
1907, Nos. 212-22.
W f f i c e notes hy E. H . S. Clarke. 17 January and 15 February 1907, in FD Notes,
Secret F, June 1907, Nos. 212-22.
Grey to Jordan. 31 January 1907. ibid. The Foreign Office noted the question 'was
nor of pressing importance.' (emphasis added).
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In May 1906, a claim for compensation of Rs 1,000 on behalf of
the Mir of Hunza was submitted, but deferred on Younghusband's
advice till a general settlement was reached. A year later the claim
was revived with what appeared to be unseemly urgency. It was
pointed out that there was little prospect that negotiations with
China regarding Raskam would be concluded for a long time while
the Mir was suffering from the ban on raids which the British had
placed o n him. T h e Mir's finances had suffered grievously in consequence. It was noted that the money in question was to be paid to
the Mir as compensation for the expenses he had incurred in his
attempt to cultivate the Raskam lands. In endorsing the plea for
payment t o the Mir, the Foreign Secretary cherished the fond
hope of recovering the amount from China when the case was
finally ~ e t t l e d . ~
In 1910, the Resident in Kashmir re-opened the question of improving
the Leh-Yarkand trade route. Six years earlier, he recalled, the
government had ruled against improving it to any great extent. Two
years later, in 1906, some minor repairs had been made on the
Mugro-Kazil-Augur section, but extensive improvements such as
complete re-alignment were
The Army was no longer averse
t o the proposal, noting that there was then little chance of the
Karakoram route being used as a line of advance against India,
hence there could be n o objection to its improvement on strategic
grounds. Even in the event of the Russian railhead reaching Yarkand, the distance as well as the number and height of the passes to
be crossed made it an impracticable route for an armed incursion.
The Army member in the Governor-General's supreme council
concurred with this view, stating that it was not sound policy 'to
interfere with trade for a very doubtful military advantage'.''
Reactions in the Foreign Department, however, were far from
enthusiastic. Even if there were no objections on strategic grounds.
it was argued, there seemed to be no military advantage in going
ahead. Furthermore, a change in policy might be unsettling politically
and until a case for such a change was made out on both political and
military grounds, none should be contemplated. The Resident's
Office notes by 'J. H. G . ' and Dane. 2 and 5 November 1907, ibid.
Resident in Kashmir to India. 5 April 1910. Proc. 6 in FD Notes, Secret F. June
1910. Nos. bR.
Office notes by Brigadier-General A . Hamilton Gordon. Chief of Army Staff, 28
April 1910, and General O'Moore Creagh, Army Member, 5 May 1910; both ibid.
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proposal for improving the trade route was therefore turned down. l 1
A few months later, in a memorandum dated 20 August 1910,
Macartney emphasized that in view of an impending revision of the
commercial provisions of the 1881 Sino-Russian Treaty, the
opportunity for concluding an agreement with China should be fully
utilized. I* This would also define the position of Hunza, provide for
an Anglo-Chinese commission for delimitation of the boundary
between Indian (including Afghan) territory and Sinkiang, and
regularize trade relations between it and India.
Among the important questions likely to be raised, Macartney
continued, was the one regarding frontier demarcation. By reason
of non-demarcation of frontiers with China in the Sarikol country,
'we look upon each other with some suspicion' even though the
position as regards the boundary could be explained by a frank
exchange of views.
The dual relationship of Hunza with British India and China,
Macartney emphasized, was a fact. And since the Kanjutis, owing
to their links with Peking, leaned heavily towards China, their intrigues-especially after the recent Chinese action in Tibet-have
affected Hunza and Nagar greatly.13 The nub of the problem, as
Macartney viewed it, was Hunza's claim t o grazing rights on the
Taghdumbash pamir and to the Raskam valley: so long as these
matters were not settled decisively there was a possibility of friction
in the Pamir region between the British on the one hand, and the
Russians and Chinese, on the other.
Outlining his suggestion for the proposed convention, Macartney
harked back to what had been suggested in Curzon's days: the Mir
renouncing his claims (to cultivation in the Raskam valley and grazing
rights on the Taghdumbash pamir) in return for China releasing him
from the tribute. It was necessary that the British negotiator should
be well acquainted with the subject and be able to convince the
Chinese that Hunza, in giving up its claims, was 'renouncing
I ' Office notes by J . M . Stewart (Army Department), 3 May 1910 and S . H . Butler, Foreign Secretary, 14 May 1910, both ibid.
l 2 Resident in Kashmir to Foreign Department, 10 December 1910, Proc. 25 in
FD Notes, Secret G , Procs. 21-35; Macartney's memorandum 'Revision of the Commercial Stipulation of the Sino-Russian Commercial Treaty of 1881', forms sub-enclosure to Encl. 1 in the above.
I ' China's 'recent action' refers to its powerful re-assertion of authority by marching
troops from Szechuan to Lhasa (December 1909) and the consequent flight of the
13th Dalai Lama (February 1910).
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something substantial and not a mere shadow'. A t the same time it
should be stipulated that Peking was not to cede to another power,
without concurrence from the British, the territories over which the
grazing and cultivation rights were renounced by Hunza. If Peking
agreed to this provision, he argued, it could later on, were the
Russians to occupy Kashgaria, be of use in discussions with Russia
relating to the creation of a buffer state. Another important adjunct
to the proposed convention was delimitation of the boundary between
British India (including Afghan territory) and Sinkiang. This task
was to be entrusted to an Anglo-Chinese commission appointed
within six months of the conclusion of the convention. The commission was to delimit the boundary, the de facto boundary being taken
as the basis of operation. Macartney explained that the Chinese considered the Oxus-Sarikol, the Muztagh and Karakoram watersheds to
be the boundary. For the British, the de facto boundary would bring
the Shimshal enclosure within their temtory. If they were prepared
to give this up, a commission would be superfluous: 'for the Chinese
understand perfectly well what watersheds are, and these natural
formations appeal to them.'
The real difficulty would arise, Macartney apprehended, over the
Shimshal enclosure, the occupation of which by Hunza was probably
still unknown to the Chinese and would need delimitation on the
spot.I4 This was the more imperative as the Chinese had no good
maps of their own of the Shimshal country.
Prima facie, Macartney argued, the Chinese would consider this
piece of ground to be theirs-it being on iheir side of the watershed.
The question could become contentious, and'for this reason should
be dealt with separately by a commission so that the signature of the
proposed convention would not be held up."
Macartney's memorandum, which ran into ten pages of close
print, did not evoke much enthusiasm from the mandarins in Calcutta.
The deputy secretary in the Foreign Department pointed out that he
l4 Macartney's use of language is somewhat vague: what he meant, as the context bears
out. was demarcation on the g r o u n d - n o t 'delimitation on spot'.
'' This was a little too clever and presumed that the Chinese would fall into the British
trap. Nor was this the only instance in which Macartney's reasoning could be faulted.
Thus he had visualized: a ) that the Chinese would for six years agree that 'duties
levied o n goods imported into the New Dominion shall be those specified in the
agreement of 1902'; b) that the Chinese would appoint consuls in towns in India in
return f o r the British appointing theirs in all towns o f Sinkiang. T h e Foreign
Department's reaction was far from happy: 'We d o not allow any government to
have Consuls in lndia except at the sea ports.'
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did not think that the moment was at all favourable for approaching
Peking on the I n d i a x h i n a boundary, much less on Hunza's claims
in connection with Raskam and the Taghdumbash. British efforts,
he felt, should be restricted to questions regarding trade and consular
appointments. l6
The Foreign Secretary remarked uncharitably that it seemed to
him that Macartney had 'too little to do'-he was persuaded that no
convention was required for the settlement of the boundary as there
was no dispute likely to lead to trouble. Again, he saw no advantage
in raising the question at that time." Just about then (1910-ll), the
Foreign Secretary and his deputy were preoccupied with growing
Chinese pressure on the eastern frontier. With the thirteenth Dalai
Lama a refugee in Darjeeling, all through 1910 the Mishmis had
been threatened by increasing Chinese incursions, while the Abors,
the Akas and the Miris too had felt the effects of Chinese incursions
into their territory. And a watershed of sorts was provided by the
murder of the Political Officer, Williamson, in March 1911 , at the
hands of some agents provocateurs. la
In sum, the eastern irontier was in ferment. This may partly explain
why in Calcutta Macartney's arguments fell on deaf ears.
Early in 1911, a dispute between Russia and China over the former's
alleged non-observance of the Treaty of St Petersburg (1881) assumed
threatening proportions. Eventually, the Russians mobilized their
troops on the northern frontier of Chinese Turkestan, and Peking
knuckled under and gave way. St Petersburg seized this opportunity
to strengthen its garrisons in the Pamirs and increase its bodyguard
at Tashkurgan. These developments made Macartney even more
apprehensive, lest growing Russian control over Sarikol re-activate
the Hunza border question. Just about this time, Archibald Rose,
then British Consul at Tengyueh (close to the Burma-Yunnan
border), who had travelled through Hunza and Nagar on his way
home, reinforced Macartney's fears about growing Russian control
over Sarikol where Chinese rule, he affirmed, was virtually nonexistent. Should Sarikol fall definitely into Russian hands, Britain's
endorsement of Hunza's claims to the Taghdumbash could be
permanently affected. In this Rose saw no danger to the Indian
frontier as the Russians were already at Kizil Rabat, which was quite
l6

Office note by Clarke, 15 January 191 1. in FD Notes. Secret G . April 191 1 , Procs.

21-35.

'' Office note by J . B . Wood, Foreign Secretary, 23 January 191 1 , ibid.
In

For more details, see Mehra, The McMahon Line, pp. EKi-99.
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close to the Mintaka pass. The British consul pleaded therefore for
a settlement with China based on the exchange of Hunza claims for
those advanced by the Chinese to the Hpimaw district on the
Burma-Yunnan border. l9
In an India Office memorandum of 15 August 1912 relating to the
situation on India's borders, the question of Sinkiang figured
prominently. Two aspects were especially highlighted: first, that the
Russian government be directly informed about the claims of the
Mir of Hunza; secondly, that careful note be taken of the aftermath
of the October 1911 revolution in China as it affected affairs in this
part of their dominion. As to St Petersburg, as early as May 1912 it
had been told of the importance of maintaining the relative positions
of Great Britain and Russia in central Asia. Special attention was to
be paid to the claims of the Mir of Hunza to cultivation rights in
Raskam and to a share in the revenues of the Taghdumbash pamirclaims, St Ptersburg was informed, which were being threatened by
the attitude of the Russian commandant at the Tashkurgan fort. Even
though St Petersburg did not respond to the British memorandum,
it was noted in Calcutta that the offending officer was 'shortly
afterwards removed from his post.'20
As in other parts of the Ch'ing dominion in central Asia, the
October 1911revolution in Kashgar led to a mob uprising in which a
magistrate and several revenue officials were killed. In the wake of
these disturbances, Russian consular guards were increased. Thus,
in June 1912,700 Cossacks with a generous supply of artillery arrived
at Kashgar while smaller reinforcements were despatched to other
posts. The Government of India, on 27 July 1912, issued a warning
that unless the Russian policy of 'peaceful penetration' was checked,
the present occupation of important points by her troops would
become permanent and the province would become de facto a Russian
protectorate.
India was no doubt conscious that the only way to counter this
threat was by placing a strong British consular guard at Kashgar.
And yet, for military reasons, it was unwilling to do so. Calcutta
realized that a new agreement superseding the convention of 1907

'' 'Frontier between Hunza and the Chinese Dominions', Part 11, IOR, W a n d SI181
A 170. Also see Chapter 16 below.
'Memorandum respecting the situation in the countries bordering on the northeastern frontier of India', Appendix in 1 . 0 . to F. O . ,15 August 1912, Proc. 23 in FD.
Secret F, February 1913, Nos. 1 4 7 . The Russian officer in question wasone Captain
Kolbine.
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with Russia was absolutely necessary if only to get a free hand in
Tibet. Russia's demands were going to be enormous, while British
bargaining power added up to precious little: it was noted in Calcutta
that the rights of the Mir of Hunza were the only tangible asset.
Consequently the Foreign Department felt that there was 'bound to
be an element of bluff about the negotiations, a fact that was to be
borne in mind before formal talks with Russia were initiated.
India's reversion to the Ardagh alignment for its boundary was
intimately linked to the October 1911 revolution and the resultant
instability of authority in the outlying regions of the new Chinese
republic. It is significant that when Hardinge in September 1912
proposed 'a line similar to that proposed by Sir John Ardagh in 1897'
he not only deprecated any diplomatic action in Whitehall that might
aid the Russian occupation of Sinkiang but also insisted that recognition of the new Indian boundary must be a preliminary to negotiations
with St Petersb~rg.~'

Hardinge to Crewe, telegram, 12 September 1912, Proc. 10, ibid.

Hunza and China
The Final Break

In April 1914, on the eve of World War 1, the Hunza question was
discussed threadbare in a memorandum drawn up by Lt W. M.
Marshall.' According to Marshall, the story begins with a certain
Mir of Hunza in the reign of the Manchu emperor Ch'ien Lung
(173696) who overthrew the Kirghiz nomads of the Taghdumbash
pamir. The emperor, happy that his enemies had been routed, sent
some presents to the Mir, who in return, 'sent back a small present
of gold.' The mutual exchange thus established led to two claims:
the Mir's to levy dues on grazing on the Taghdumbash and to cultivate the Raskam district, both north of the Hindu Kush watershed;
and the Chinese to exercise a vague suzerainty over Hunza. The latter claim had been given a further boost by the British allowing
Chinese envoys to be present when the new Mir of Hunza was
installed in September 1892; and secondly, by permitting the continuation at Kashgar of the annual exchange of presents between
Hunza and the Chinese Taotai.
The importance of a speedy settlement of the Hunza issue was
reiterated by Calcutta to Whitehall in 1911. Negotiations regarding
the unsatisfactory state of affairs in Tibet-with the Dalai Lama a
fugitive in India and Chinese troops from Szechuan in control at
Lhasa-were then in progress and John Jordan, the British envoy in
peking, was pessimistic about the prospects of a settlement on Hunza.
The Chinese, in his view, 'would be most unlikely to renounce this
claim for such a trivial matter' as the Hunza grazing rights. India had
also desired that the frontier between Hunza and China be defined,
using Hunza's rights as a bargaining counter, for instance, in sorting
out the Burmese frontier imbroglio.
As has been noticed in the preceding chapter, Archibald Rose,
the British consul at Tengyueh, who travelled overland to England

'

Memorandum No. 17770of 23 April 1914 by W. M. Marshall, Special Assistant for
Hunza. In an office note in the Foreign Department that bears no date, the salient
points of the Memorandum are summed up. For details see FD, File No. 2 7 6 X of 1925.

Hunza and China

147

in 1910-11, visited Hunza and Kashgar en route. T h e report he
submitted to the Foreign Office on 3 October 1911 is of interest. It
was evident, Rose stated, that changes were imminent; Chinese
authority in Sarikol was symbolized by a decrepit fort at Tashkurgan
with twenty 'opium-sodden coolies in possession'. From fear of the
Russians, the Amban had deserted his post while Chinese administrative authority was vested 'in a nervous young clerk'. At Tashkurgan
was a second fort, under Russian occupation, which was efficiently
manned by a small detachment of Cossacks led by a 'vigorous captain'.
This was 'a curious anomaly' as Rose saw it, in what was theoretically
Chinese temtory. The Russian commandant volunteered the information that he was there to protect Russian trade-which was nonexistent; and to assist the Chinese with administration of the country;
a role in which 'he doubtless could find a vent for all his energies.'*
In effect, Russia now dominated Sarikol while Chinese rule was
purely nominal. It was significant too, Rose remarked, that throughout the recent period of turmoil, Tashkurgan was the only point at
which Russian troops had crossed the frontier, and Rose gathered
that they were there to stay. In this move, he saw no danger to India's
borders for, as it happened, Russia was so near the Mintaka pass at
Kizil Rabat that the absorption of Sarikol hardly affected the position.
Nonetheless, it would be regrettable if Sarikol fell to the Russians at
that point, for that would prematurely efface British claims in Hunza
and the Taghdumbash. To anticipate Russian moves, Rose advocated
turning to account the Mir of Hunza7srights in Sarikol, and urged
the exchange of Hunza claims in Raskam and the Taghdumbash for
those advanced by the Teng Keng chief to the Hpimaw district on
the Burma-Yunnan border.
Till 1897, Hunza's claims to Raskam were never questioned by
China but rather, frequently recognized. Subsequently, China twice
cancelled the agreement which gave these lands to Hunza under
certain conditions; and consequently the Mir withdrew. Thus the
Raskam lands remained uncultivated till 1911 when some Kirghiz
started tilling them. This the Mir viewed as a breach of faith on China's
part of the understanding that if the Kanjutis were prevented from
cultivating in Raskam, so would others. With India's tacit approval,
the Mir resumed cultivation in 1914; he had been advised to hold the
lands unless forced to vacate by superior numbers."
Cited in IOR, WP & S/18/A 170, 'Frontier Between Hunza and the Chinese
Dominions', Part 11.
' FD. Secret F. October 1915. Procs. 6-20.
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In a lecture at the Royal Geographical Society in London where
he mentioned, inter alia, the trade route from Leh northward across
the Karakorarn as 'being the loftiest tiade route in the world, the pass
itself being 18,000 feet',4 Rose referred to 'those miles of desolation'
that marked the Karakoram plateau, 'the desert of the black gravel'.
Athwart the Kilik pass, the climb leads up to the roof of the world at a
point where, in Thomas Holdich's words, 'a rugged and inaccessible
spur of the Sarikol range carries the boundary into regions of
perpetual ice and snow to its junction with the main range. Here
amidst a solitary wilderness, 20,000 feet above sea level, absolutely
inaccessible to man, and within the ken of no living creature except
the Pamir eagles, the three empires actually meet .'
From the frontier as far as Tashkurgan, stretched the Taghdumbash, a part of Sarikol. 'In the broken mountain country' north of
Tashkurgan, Rose said, were the Kirghiz, nomads of a Mongolian
type. China's sway over her nomad population was very slight and
even though a few men were maintained on the Pamirs at Tashkurgan,
there was little sign of Chinese authority until one reached the great
plain of central Asia around Kashgar.
In the 1913-14 tripartite Simla Conference convened especially to
sort out the Tibetan issue, with Britian, China, and the Dalai Lama's
regime in Lhasa as equal participants, little was said about Ladakh,
even less about Aksai Chin. At stake at Simla was the Chinese threat
to the Assam Himalaya; the Kashmir frontier at that point of time
was of little relevance. It would thus appear that the western extension
of McMahon's red line on the Simla convention map which sought
to define Tibet's boundary may actually have been done without
deliberate intent, in the absence of any evidence to the contrary. It
has been suggested however that the line, which extends to a point
roughly 79' east, results in a Tibetan Aksai Chin as suggested by
Dane in 1907, implying in fact that the Kunlun crest divided Tibet
from Sinkiang, not British India from Sinkiang in the Aksai Chin
region. The deduction is that Hardinge's revival in 1912of the Ardagh
boundary had no effect for by 1914 the British had again reverted to
a more moderate position, at least in the Aksai Chin area.
Despite Lamb's enthusiasm about a Dane-McMahon axis and a

' Later published as 'Chinese Frontiersof India', GeographicalJournal, 39,3, March
1912, pp. 193223. The lecture was delivered on 15 Junuary 1912.
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Tibetan Aksai Chin on the Simla convention map,5 this hypothesis
suffers from a fatal flaw; for Hardinge reiterated in 1915 what he
had stated only three years earlier-and could not possibly have
repudiated in 1914-that the prerequisite to any negotiations with
Russia was acceptance of an Indian boundary that placed the
Taghdumbash, Raskam, Shahidulla and Aksai Chin within British
territory. It is hard to believe that India would have been a party to
handing over to Tibet, or China for that matter, what it deemed so
vital to its own security. As has been noticed earlier, the position
was re-affirmed with added emphasis in 1917.6
In August 1915, George Macartney drew up a comprehensive
memorandum outlining his proposed 10-article 'Convention between
Great Britain and Russia regarding the Chinese Province of the
New Dominion'. Viewed in the larger context of a general settlement with Russia embracing the future of Turkey in Asia, its first two
articles are of interest here.' The proposed Art. 1 stipulated that
Russia 'engages not to seek for herself, and not to support in favour
of Russian subjects of third powers, concessions of a political or
commercial nature . . . within that region, held under Chinese
suzerainty by the Mir of the British Indian territory of Kanjut, which is
confined by the crest of the Sarikol and the Karakoram ranges. . . .'
Art. 2 laid down that Russia 'engages not to oppose directly o r
indirectly. . . measures taken, with the support of Great Britain, by
the Mir of the British Indian territory of Kanjut, in the exercise of
such rights of ownership as are consistent with due recognition of
the suzerainty of China. . . .'
Macartney's stated objective was to be assured of Russian goodwill, as well as disarming Russian criticism and intrigue, when the
'In the Simla convention map, therefore, we possess strong evidence that the securing
of a Tibetan Aksai Chin, advocated in 1907 by Sir Louis Dane, was carried out by Sir
Henry McMahon .' Lamb. The Sino-Indian Border in Ladakh, p. 68.
Vndia to Secretary of State, telegram, 14 October 1915, Proc. 4, ibid. India had eadier
spelt out this prerequisite. For details, Hardinge to Crewe, telegram, 12 September
1912, Proc. loin FD, Secret F, February 1913, Nos. 1-67.
Denys Bray to J . E. Shuckburgh. 7 September 1917, D . 0.in Foreign and Political
Deparrmenr, Secret F, November 1917, Nos. 1-67.
' Enclosure in Hirtzel to Grant, 3 September 1915, Foreign and Political Deprhnent,
Secret External, February 1916. Procs. 1-5. Macartney's 'Memorandum', dated
Lmndon, 23 August 1915, covers a little over 5 pages in print; it was handed over to
Hirtzel, Secretary, Political Department at the India Office.
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question of the status of Kanjut and territories north of the Muztagh
watershed claimed by that tiny principality came up for discussion.
He emphasized that though a partisan of the view that under no
circumstances should the Indian border be pushed beyond the
Muztagh watershed, he yet believed in the value of possessing a strip
of territory north of that watershed and under British influence, which
would act as a buffer, and 'prevent the spread of foreign influence'
among the tribes of the Hindu Kush. Additionally, it would prevent
India's northern neighbour from establishing garrisons and depots
for military stores right up to her true boundary.
The Resident in Kashmir to whom Macartney's memorandum
was referred for comment, while conceding that a convention with
Russia would have obvious advantages from a local point of view,
underlined the essential hollowness of Macartney's argument. The
limited nature in Chinese territory of Hunza rights or engagements,
the Resident argued, provided a 'slender basis' for the proposed
Art. 1 to result in Taghdumbash and Raskam becoming buffers between India and Russia, should the latter occupy Kashgaria. The
effect would rather be to confirm Chinese suzerainty along.with
Hunza rights. And this would run counter to the government policy
of abolishing that suzerainty which will give Russia 'rights of interference up to our frontiers if she succeeds to it.'8
The Foreign Secretary noted that it would be preferable if the
Russians rather than Whitehall were to raise the question; the British
would then be 'in a much better position to ask for a quid pro quo.'
He was at the same time conscious that Macartney's proposed convention 'crystallizes the nebulous rights of Hunza and admits definitely
Chinese suzerainty in certain places.'
Besides, he argued, bringing this portion of the frontier into the
picture would be tantamount to a diplomatic diversion, for this
segment was 'negligible from a strategical point of view, is politically
insignificant, and of no commercial value.'9 India therefore informed
Whitehall that it would be completely opposed to any attempt to
bring Chinese Turkestan into a settlement with Russia, for it would
force the British into an agreement from which India stood to gain
little and would draw unwelcome Russian attention to this question.
Additionally, Macartney's proposed convention would deprive
Hunza of elasticity which for subsequent diplomatic negotiations
Resident in Kashrnir to India, telegram. 6 October 1915, Proc. 3. Ibid.
Office note by Grant. 13 October 1915. ibid.
The Governor-General. Lord Hardinge, inscribed 'I agree' on the note the same day.
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might prove useful. The first essential to any negotiations, Delhi
repeated, was a boundary line which would include within British
India the Taghdumbash, Raskam, Shahidulla and Aksai Chin.I0
The Chinese position regarding Hunza's claims to Raskam
remained virtually unaltered till 1917. Thus, in a communication of
7 September 1917,.the Government of India informed Whitehall
that even though the Chinese had cancelled the agreements which
gave the land to Hunza conditionally, their responsible officials
had, in 1897 and again in 1915, acquiesced in Hunza occupying the
land unconditionally. India further argued that until China definitely
asserted the Mir's actual status with respect t o Hunza, there was
justification for recognizing his de facto possession.
Nor were the British disposed to alter the position they had taken
up earlier in 1912, namely, that as a set-off against possible Russian
occupation of Sinkiang, they 'must demand recognition of a boundary
line which will place Raskam within o u r and outside Russian territory.' In 1916 the position was reiterated in connection with
proposals for the disposal of captured territories as affecting Indian
interests in a post-World War I situation. The new stance, it was
apparent, would raise difficulties in Peking, but as the Indian Foreign
Secretary put it, 'it hardly seems worthwhile to make much ado over
swallowing the Chinese gnat, seeing that we have found no difficulty in swallowing the Persian camel.''*
In the post-World War I years, uncertainty about the Soviets marching
into Sinkiang did not abate. It now began to be suggested that, using
its grazing rights as a pretext, Hunza should ask China to permit it to
colonize the Taghdumbash and the Raskam country. In practice this
implied either that the Mir encroach on Chinese territory, o r that he
advance across the shadowy frontier on the strength of his allegiance
to China. As to Hunza's claims, a committee of officials in Whitehall
noted in 1926 that the accepted boundary 'recognized by ourselves,
the Chinese and the local inhabitants' was the Mintaka-Kilik
watershed, and that the Mir's rights across it were limited to 'a right
of grazing or collecting fees from others' grazing'. The inhabitants,
the committee stated, were Chinese subjects not under British
'"See note 6 above.
Ibid.
l 2 Notes, pp. 4 5 , and correspondence, p. 1 1 , in Foreign and Political Department,
Secret F , February 1913, Nos. 1 4 7 . Also Fond P Deparmtent, Secret, War, October
1916, Nos. 467-72, Correspondence, p. 19.
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protection o r supervision . And finally, the Mir's rights in the Raskam
valley were rights of cultivation which oddly enough had lacked formal
Chinese recognition. l 3
In 1927, the British Political Agent a t Gilgit expressed the view
that should Sinkiang join the Soviet Union, the Mir might start
permanent occupation of Raskam with good chances of success.
Unlike the Taghdumbash, he argued, Raskam was not contiguous
to Russian territory or to Russian military outposts for that matter.
Besides, it seemed doubtful that a Hunza colony could be turned
out unless the USSR organized 'a considerable expedition' for the
purpose. Should such an occupation be permitted by the Soviets,
Gillan explained, the Government of India should refrain from
making 'any pretension to include' the area within its boundaries.I4
Three years later (1930), the issue cropped up afresh when one of
the Mir's informants reportedly told him that the Amban at Tashkurgan had received orders from Urumchi not to collect any tax from
the Mir's flocks but 'to turn them out of the country altogether'. The
same rumour being confirmed by the British Aksakal at Tashkurgan
made it look much more ominous. The British Agent affirmed that
the Mir would be very reluctant to withhold his nazar if only because of
the valuable presents he received, unless he were advised to do SO
and, more, compensated. Should matters, however, come to a head,
Todd further underlined, the question of British interest in the Mir's
extra-India rights in Raskam would crop up. A s for Sarikol, the
position would be rather weak.15
A year earlier, Williamson, British Consul-General at Kashgar,
who was no wiser as to why the Chinese had expelled the Kanjutis,
felt that he should not take up the matter officially with the Chinese.
The only course open to the Mir, he felt, would be to delay sending
his annual nazar of gold dust until the Chinese Taoyin wrote to him
and asked for an explanation. Meantime it appeared that the Chinese
were mainly anxious to obtain a definite admission from Whitehall
that Raskam was Chinese territory. Through 'private and unofficial'
contacts, the British were persuaded that this was indeed China's
game. They were evidently prepared to oblige provided that the
Kuomintang regime in return confirmed the Mir's rights of cultivation
Office note by G . Mounsey, 23 July 1926, in FD, File No. 2 7 6 X (Secret) of 1925.
The issue was raised at a meeting of the 'Committee on Unrest in the East'.
I' Office note by C. V . B. Gillan, 18 November 1927, ibid.
l5 H.G . Todd, Political Agent, Gilgit, to Gillan, 6 January 1930, Fond P D e p a m n l .
File No. 3 1 b X (Secret) of 1929.
l3
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in Raskam; permitted his private animals t o graze free in the
Taghdumbash
pamir, and confirmed his rights to collect grazing
fees in that area. l6
In October 1930, the Resident in Kashrnir, who had the advantage
of prior discussions with the' Mir, his son, as well as the Political
Agent in Gilgit, expressed the view that the British 'should come
into the open and lend. . ;support' iowards securing recognition of
the Mir's customary rights. The Mir for his part was anxious to avoid
any definite acknowledgement of Chinese jurisdiction over the
Raskam settlers but, the Resident noted, would probably have to
give way. At the same time, the Raskam valley was so distant
from district headquarters and Chinese officials 'so averse from
the hardships involved in mountain tours' that their control, the
British official underlined, 'would probably remain an entirely
theoretical one.'17
Four months later, in January 1931, the British Consul-General
informed the Resident in Kashmir that the Kashgar Taotai had
replied to the Mir's letter, accepting his rights in the Taghdumbash,
and hoping for an early return to the status quo. While giving this
information to the British official, the Mir had enquired whethershould the Chinese fail to keep their word, thereby forcing him to
sever relations-he could have an assurance that the British government would compensate him for loss of material benefits and prestige?
To the Mir's pointed query, the Consul-General's reaction was that
both he (the Mir) and the Chinese were reluctant to give up
shadowy claims across the border for 'questions of "izzat"' were
involved as well as of material benefit. The Mir had given the British
official 'a rough list' adding up to about Rs 3,000 a year. In addition,
the Mir hoped, government would give him 'some satisfaction for
loss of "izzat".' In all, the Consul-General calculated, a sum of
Rs 5,000 would be suitable. l 8
The Government of India was none too enthusiastic. As the Foreign
I d Consul-General, Kashgar, to Political Agent, Gilgit, 28 November 1929. in Fand
P Department, File No. 55-X (secret) of 1930.
Also F. Williamson, C G . Kashgar to F. V . Wylie, Deputy Secretary. Government
of India, 19 Mav 1930. ibid. Williamson's assistant. George Sheriff. had informally
met Pan-tsi Lu, secretary to the Kashgar Amban. The C G ' s views emanated from
what transpired at this meeting.
I7 G . D . Ogilvie, Resident in Kashmir, to E. B . Howell, D . 0 . .17 October 1930,
ibid.
IR George Sheriff. C. G . , Kashgar, to Gillan, Special Assistant to Resident in Kashmir.
1.5 January 1931. ibid.
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Secretary viewed it, the Taoyin's letter to the Mir contained a conditional offer to the effect: 'We [the Chinese] have been very kind to
you and have exempted your flocks from tax on the Taghdumbash
Pamir and are prepared t o go on doing so, if you pay revenue in
Raskam.' This, Howell argued, was 'a very reasonable offer'. The
Chinese had not raised other issues and there was no point in imputing
meaning or motives: 'What the Mir does not know about dealing with
the Chinese is not worth knowing.' Nor could he afford to quarrel with
the Kuornintang regime and the British certainly should not promise
compensation. In sum, the Mir was advised to patch up with the
Chinese. As for the Government of India, it was not an appropriate
time to raise the question of compensation in the event of a rupture
with the Kuomintang, and the Mir should not press the point.I9
The circumstances in which the final break between the Mir and the
Chinese was effected are of interest. Early in 1935, the Chinese had
told the British Consul-General in Kashgar that Hunza belonged to
the Chinese Republic and that matters connected with the sheep
belonging to the Mir which had not returned from the Taghdumbash
in 1934 were 'an internal affair of our Government'. The British
were none too happy about the disappearance of the sheep but they
were still more exercised about the Chinese claims to Iiunza. They
thus directed their Consul-General not to revive the question, but,
should the Chinese raise it, make it abundantly clear that no such
claims were recognized by the Government of India.2o
Matters came to a head with the Mir's specific query (winter 1936),
whether, after a break of a couple of years caused by disturbances in
Sinkiang, he should resume his annual tribute to the Taotai at
Kashgar. This would indirectly revive the Chinese claim to suzerainty over Hunza.
At this the Foreign Department in New Delhi engaged in an
extensive exercise to determine, first, whether the tribute should be
sent, now that the Mir had specifically asked for advice on the subject;
Office note.by Howell, 10 June 1931, ibid. Howell pointed out that the muchtrumpeted produce of Raskam lands was woefully meagre: '40 maunds (1930); 16 in
1925! The Mir's share would be considerably less and the revenue insignificant.' Also
see G . Latimer. Resident in Kashmir, to Howell. 28 September 1931, ibid.
' Kung Hsing-cheng, the Chinese 'Chang' (OfficerIDirector) had made the point in
talks with Lt Col J . W. Thomson-Glover, C . G . in Kashgar. Office note by K. P.S.
Menon, 31 October 1936, in Fond P Department, External Branch, File No. 358-X
(Secret) of 1936.
l9
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and, secondly, what compensation should be given him if he broke
with China. It was recalled that the presents the Mir received in
return were always far in excess of what he gave; that he enjoyed the
right to cultivate land in Raskam; that he grazed his cattle on the
Taghdumbash pamir, and collected grazing dues from the Kirghiz
who used the same pastures. After weighing the pros and cons, the
Government of India decided that it was time the Mir broke completely with China. The tribute having been discontinued during the
rebellion would, it was argued, be 'more difficult to stop as a matter
of principle' if it were to start again.21
In the final count, New Delhi computed that the Mir should be
compensated to the tune of Rs 3,000 as an annual grant. In addition,
he was to receive a jagir of 312 acres in the Baghrote nulla of Gilgit
subdivision. However, this was on condition that within two years
of the grant of the jagir, the Mir constructed a canal, at his own
expense, which he was to maintain in good repair; the canal was to
provide water, free of charge, and irrigate the entire area of 1,188
acres in Oshkan Das. The jagir was to last for as long as the agreement
of 1935 with the Maharaja of Jammu and Kashmir, transferring the
civil and military administration of Gilgit subdivision to New Delhi,
remained in force. It was understood that the Mir's case for the grant
of the title of KC S I was to be considered sympathetically. The Mir
had been exceedingly 'greedy' about the title, more than about the
cash; the Political Agent at Gilgit noted that the Hunza ruler's last
words to the Resident, as to the Agent during the latter's tour in
August 1935, were, 'Please don't forget my title.' With the example
of Chitral before,his eyes, the British officer underlined, the Mir
hankered after the title of 'His H i g h n e s ~ ' . ~ ~
The Foreign Secretary, in a note dated 1 November 1936, recorded
that while the suggestion for the K C S I seemed reasonable, the gun
salute and the title of 'His Highness' could be very embarrassing if
the Mir's successor 'turned out badly.' Later, after talking it over
with the Governor-General, the Foreign Secretary noted (16
Office note by H . A . F. Metcalfe, 1 November 1936, in ibid.
Political Agent, Gilgit, to Assistant to Resident in Kashmir, 8 September 1936;
and India to Resident in Kashmir. 7 December 1936; both ibid. The title of 'His
Highness' was conferred upon Shuja-ul-Mulk, the ruler of Chitral in 1919; he retained it
until his death in October 1936. The title. with a gun salute of 1 1 guns, initially conferred
as a personal distinction, was made hereditary in 1931.
K. C. S. I . . Knight Commander of the Star of India, was a much-sought-after title
under the Raj .
2'

22
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November 1936) that the recommendation regarding the K C S I
'would be dealt with sympathetically in due course.' These terms
and conditions were spelt out in a letter to the Political Agent at Gilgit,
who was directed to convey them to the Mir. With the latter agreeing
to abide by the arrangement, the break was effected as of the
beginning of 1937 .23
The Mir's rights and how the British calculated his losses on each
count are of some interest. T o start with, there were grazing rights
in the Taghdumbash-from the Wakhijar pass in the west to Dafdar
in the north, and Oprang in the south-east-and the tax he levied on
the Kirghiz, computed at Rs 300 per annum. Next, there was the
exchange of presents with the Chinese representatives, amounting
to Rs 300 annually. Both these practices were said to date back nearly
170 years. In adition, there was the Mir's ancestral estate in Yarkand,
purchased by his grandfather, Mir Shah Ghazanfar. The title to the
jagir, some ninety years old, had been held very tenaciously. Again,
his right to cultivate some lands in Raskam as a tenant of the Chinese
government had been operative for nearly forty years.
Nor was this all; the Mir's links with China had many intangible
advantages. The Political Agent in Gilgit recounted how the Mir
'believes o r tends to believe' that his jurisdiction should extend to
Dafdar, that his relations with generations of Chinese officials had
been very pleasant and productive of the 'minimum of friction'.
Hunza's men frequently moved in and out of Sinkiang, going up to
Kashgar, Tashkurgan, and sometimes beyond; for trade and barter
too, his men had moved 'without let or hindrance'. In addition, his
subjects obtained many goods cheaper than in India, and everywhere
in Chinese Turkestan, his name was 'referred to with regard'.
After the breach with China, the Mir's frontier would become a
border with all the consequent 'worries of passport and visas'.
Neither would his people be able to avail of customs-free merchandise, nor his agents roam Sinkiang looking for horses and goods.
With the Mir retiring beyond the Kilik and Mintaka passes, he would
be 'reduced to a petty chief. no bigger than his cousin of Nagar', losing
face everywhere in Sinkiang and in the Gilgit Agency-a prospect
that was bound to make him 'very sore and a tempting subject
Notes by Foreign Secretary, 1 and 16 November 1936, ibid.
Metcalfe. who had met the Governor-General on the morning of the 16th, recorded
that the latter 'entirely approved of the proposal.' Also P . A . . Gilgit, to Resident in
Kashmir. 13 February and 5 April 1937; both ibid. The P.A. noted that the agreement
executed by the Mir of Hunza was based on New Delhi's letter of 7 December 1936.
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for Bolshevist intrigue'.24
As it happened, the Mir's worst fears were realized; by the end of
1938 he was a disillusioned man. As the Consul-General in Kashgar
put it, the Mir was obsessed with the idea that the Chinese authorities
had a grudge against him and were doing all they could to make
matters as unpleasant as possible. His shepherds were arrested, his
flocks and herds seized and there was no redress. Besides, his people
were suffering from a total stoppage of the Kashgar and Yarkand
trade, while individual Kanjutis living in Sinkiang for many years
were being persecuted; some had lost all their property and others
had disappeared. 'People come to me with complaints and I can get
nothing done for them nor do anything myself,' he said. 'I can get no
news of my property in Yarkand as I cannot get a visa for my agent's
passport. '25
The British Political Agent agreed that the situation was unsatisfactory; that the Chinese seemed particularly annoyed with the Mir
who, they thought, had broken off the ties-not at India's instance,
as indeed was the case, but off his own bat. The best course, however,
the Agent counselled, was 'to wait. . . at least this winter.'26
A later assertion, that the British decided to snap Hunza's ties
with China on the basis of a report by Michael Gillett, then in the
British consulate in Kashgar, about some minor armed clashes
between the Chinese and British patrols in the Hunza region, is not
borne out by archival records2'
The Consul-General in Kashgar in 1936-8 was Lt Col J . W.
Thomson-Glover, not Michael Gillett. Nor is there evidence to
suggest that the Mr was 'somewhat upset' by the breach with China,
or that he was coerced into the agreement of 1937. His hunger for a
title was pronounced. Neither in 1904 nor later was the Mir known
to have opposed, much less resisted, the change. The Mir's regret
for the halcyon period when his agents could 'roam Sinkiang in search
of horses and goods', his lost izzar in Kashgaria and beyond, and the
loss of customs-free merchandise for his people was pure nostalgia.
He must have realized in the 1920s that under the Kuomintang the
situation had irretrievably altered. Even more important, the Soviets
were penetrating rapidly into Sinkiang. The Kuomintang regime
24P.A . , Gilgit, to Assistant to Resident in Kashmir. 8 September 1936, ibid.
?' C . G . ,Kashgar, to P. A . . Gilgit, 16 November 1938 in F a n d P Department. File

N o . 155-X (Secret) of 1938.
2V.
A , . Gilgit, to C. G . in Kashgar. 9 December 1938, ibid.
27 Lamb, The Sino-Indian Border in Ladakh, p. 7 1 .
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faced by a resurgent Japan was fast losing its grip over Urumchi and
Kashgar. and Moscow met little resistance. Thus the Mir's golden
age was already doomed; actually much sooner than he could have
imagined.28
In 1937, as indeed in 1904, Hunza's strategic location was of
supreme importance, the more so as Sinkiang was now steadily
becoming a Soviet satellite. Thus it was noted that Hunza was an
important buffer state between Soviet Russia and India, and that it
was necessary to secure the Mir's goodwill and loyalty.29The British
Consul-General in Kashgar pointed out that Hunza's political
importance was even greater than that of Chitral-in so far as it was
'now the first line of defence in time of emergency'.
India's own position with regard to Sinkiang, it was pointed out,
made sense owing to the link with Hunza, which alone made it
tenable. The British Consul-General had also commended the Mir's
role in keeping postal and other communications with Kashgar
open during the Sinkiang rebellion (19344)' when all other links
had snapped.
By the tinie British rule in India drew to a close in 1947, matters
had by no means changed for the better. The young Mir, Mohammad
Ghazan Khan, son and successor of Mohammad Nazim Khan, still
harked back to his people's long and intimate association with the
land beyond the Mintaka and the Kilik. His dominion, he told K. P. S.
Menon, used to stretch as far as Dafdar beyond the Mintaka pass
where his present Wazir's grandfather 'nearly built a fort.' But
gradually, New Delhi had brought Hunza 'exclusively into the Indian
orbit'. Menon recorded in September 1944 that the Mir displayed
'considerable acumen' when talking about the problems that beset
him and his land: the poverty of his people, the paucity of cultivable
land, Cobb's polo grounds,30 the loss of grazing rights in Sarikol
and the seizure in 1936 of 300 sheep and two of his men by the
Michael Gillett was C. G . at Kashgar in 1942-5. while Hunza's breach with China
was effected towards the end of 1936 or early 1937. Earlier between November I936
and December 1938 Gillett had been Vice Consul. For details see Foreign Ofice List
and Diplomatic and Consular Year Book for 1948, p. 229. Also P . A . ,Gilgit, to Assistant
to Resident in Kashmir, 8 September 1936, in Fund P Deparrmenr, External Rranch,
File No. 3 5 S X (Secret) of 1936.
ZV Note by A . G . 0.
Mayne. 3 November 1936, ibid. Also C. G . . Kashgar to Rcsident
in Kashmir. 23 September 1936, ibid.
Lt Col. E. H . Cobb who was then (1944) P . A . . Gilgit, was mad keen on polo and
during his frequent visits to Hunza was instrumental in establishing a number of polo
grounds.
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Sinkiang authorities who never returned them.
Menon, who later crossed into Sarikol, was not unsympathetic:
'Having seen the meadows I can now sympathise with the Mir of
Hunza's chagrin at losing his grazing rights in Sarikol. . . . O n this
side of the Mintaka the whole atmosphere is different. . . . It is cleaner,
fresher, more open. . . . T o come into the grass lands of Sarikol after
the crumbling hills and fearful parris of Hunza is like reading As
You Like It after Marlowe's Tamurlane. Hills indeed there are, but
they do not look so grim and sinister as the Karakorams. Streams
there are t o d u t blue smiling streams, so different from the muddy
river of Hunza and Astor. '
The Mir's financial constraints too were severe. When Menon
announced that he drew a salary of Rs 4,500 a month, 'A month?'
the Mir asked in astonishment. 'And I get Rs 7,000 a year as compensation for the loss of my grazing rights in the Pamirs!' There
were additional irksome restrictions on freedom of movement too
for his people, who could have earlier gone as far as Kashgar on a
simple permit granted by the Political Agent in Gilgit, but could not
now cross without a regular passport issued by the Chinese Consular
General in Calcutta!31

K. P. S. Menon, Delhi-Chungking, pp. 28-31, p. 50. Menon. then India's AgentGeneral designate to China, was on his way overland to Chungking, KMT China's
war-time capital. He had halted at Baltit, the capital of Hunza, for two days of talks
with the Mir, his minister, Inayatullah Beg, as well as the ruler's son and heir, Jamal
Khan. Dominant among his impressions of Baltit were those of the Mir's castle and
Mt Rakaposhi.
-"

Retrospect and Prospect
The preceding chapters have attempted to present a spectrum of the
factors that influenced the evolution of India's north-western frontier
under the Raj. Starting with the Dogra conquest of Ladakh in the
1830s and British efforts to map out an 'agreed' frontier with the
Ch'ing rulers in Peking a decade later, the narrative takes up the
work of the great explorers of the 1860s onwards: Johnson and
Godwin-Austen as well as Ney Elias and Francis Younghusband
who made pioneering journeys in the n o man's land that stretched
t o Kashmir's north. Here, in the face of the steady and remorseless
advance by Tsarist Russia into the empty spaces of central Asia, the
Raj found it expedient to push in the Chinese as buffers. The
Ardagh alignment was intended to meet this challenge.
Two distinct yet closely inter-related developments then took
place: reconciling Hunza's claims to the Taghdumbash pamir and
Raskam with its tributary status both to the Dogra ruler of Kashmir
and the Manchu emperor in Peking. The British, keen to ward off
possible Chinese claims to Hunza on their side of the Himalayan
range, were more than inclined to barter away Ladakh's claims to
Aksai Chin. This was the essence of the MacDonald note of March
1899 and the boundary it defined. Peking, hypersensitive on the
question of negotiating over sovereign rights, however vague, refused
to respond, leaving the Raj free to make such alterations in the line
as its changing perceptions demanded. In the 1930s it persuaded an
only too willing Mir of Hunza to snap his ties officially with China's
Kuomintang rulers.
That was all there was to the British bequest. In the post-1947
years, developments on Ladakh's borders were determined largely
by the emergence of a powerful Red China. The preceding decade
had been witness to a complicated scenario with a massive Japanese
onslaught on the mainland assuming alarming proportions by 1937,
and China joining Britain and the United States in 1941 as an ally
against the Axis powers. Nearer home, there had been a gradual
erosion of the Kuomintang's political base and an almost complete
disappearance of its authority in Sinkiang .
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With Mao emerging as the undisputed victor in a long and bitter
civil war and the People's Republic of China duly installed, India
hastened to accord it diplomatic recognition in December 1949. But
with the People's Liberation Army (PLA) marching into Tibet in
October 1950 to 'liberate' the land and its people, there was great
discord and dissension between Asia's two most powerful, and
populous, neighbours. New Delhi insisted that Tibet's autonomy
had to be preserved; Peking dubbed such 'advice' as tantamount to
interference in its domestic affairs. In the final count, New Delhi
had more or less to eat its words and beat an ignominious retreat.
In the early 1950s, it would appear, Peking, in order to tighten its
somewhat shaky hold over Tibet (where the Kharnpas' open rebellion
in Ch'inghai and Chiamdo had grievously threatened its lifeline to
Lhasa) made a road along the early eighteenth-century route which
the Dzungar Mongols had used to reach the Tibetan capital from the
west. China's revival and active use of this long-forgotten Mongol
passage, stealthily at first, evoked protests from New Delhi. With
the PLA deployed all along the eastern frontier in Assam, there was
considerable tension and a groundswell of rancour and bitterness.
All the while Peking improved, and vastly expanded, its communications network through Aksai Chin and, partly to stem the tide of
growing Chinese incursions, New Delhi put up some flagposts west
of China's road in what was its own territorial domain, but to no
avail. In Aksai Chin, Peking carried out its concept of a mobile
frontier, occupying territory wherever possible. The line of 1956,
which was confirmed by Chou En-lai as the correct line in December
1959, underwent further change as Peking advanced a new claim
line in 1960. Later, as a result of its armed onslaught in 1962, in Ladakh
alone China occupied an additional 2,500 square miles of territory
beyond its claim line of 1960!
In 1959-60, New Delhi's protests, top-level written exchanges as
well as meetings between Prime Ministers, had yielded little. In
October 1962, the Chinese mounted a massive armed offensive all
along the border, knocking down the flagposts in Ladakh and making
deep inroads into Indian territory here as well as in NEFA.
The cease fire of November 1962 was the prelude to a long,
unseemly diplomatic wrangle. Not only did it act as a great morale
booster for the Chinese, but it also helped them to considerably
improve their position on the ground. In addition, in September
1963, Pakistan and China concluded a treaty that helped to stabilize
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a considerable part of the western frontier which Islamabad now
controlled owing to its occupation of a large chunk of Kashmir. The
agreement sealed, temporarily at any rate, India's frontier west of
the Karakoram pass, on Peking's own terms.
In the succeeding decades, a fast-developing Sino-Pak axis,
especially in the context of the two powers' adversary relationship
with India, spawned the steady construction of the Karakoram
highway. A strategic highway built in Pakistan-occupied Kashmir,
it has provided Peking with an ideal overland route for transporting
military hardware to Islamabad. The all-weather road, at places
twelve metres wide, spanned by bridges that can sustain a 4&50 ton
load, starts from the railhead of Havelian, roughly eighty miles
north of Islamabad. Following the broad course of the Indus from
Tahot to Gilgit, it winds along the Hunza and Khunjerab rivers to
the Khunjerab pass, and beyond the pass, is linked to the Chinese
communication network in western Tibet.
With the exchange of ambassadors in 1977, contact between New
Delhi and Peking was re-established both at official and non-official
levels after a gap of fifteen years. Later, following an exchange of
visits between their foreign ministers, eight rounds of New DelhiPeking talks were held between December 1981 and November
1987. The logjam seems to have been broken by the Indian Prime
Minister's visit to Beijing in December 1988. In its wake a high-level
joint working group, comprising top level officials from the two
sides, was saddled with the responsibility of ensuring peace along
the border while a mutually acceptable settlement of the boundary
question is knocked into shape.
Two aspects of an eventual border settlement in Ladakh need to
be heavily stressed: the first, that the Indian Aksai Chin has over
aeons been an integral and essential hinterland to the rest of Ladakh
and should not be deemed expendable. If the Chinese go back to the
watershed principle, in consonance with Chou En-lai's proposal of
April 1960, they would also have to withdraw from large areas of the
Indus basin which were occupied subsequently. Thus the Chip Chap
and Galwan valleys and Pangong areas purloined later would have
to be evacuated, resulting in a line stretching broadly from Haji
Langar to Sumdo tu Kongka la, and then, across the Chang Chenmo
river, to Dambu Guru and Demchok.
For a proper historical perspective, it may be worth recalling that
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effortsat boundary delimitation in the Ladakh sector go as far back,
if not farther than, almost a century and a half, to Hardinge's
appointment of the first two-member boundary commission in 1846.
The bouts of intensive negotiations followed by long interludes of
inactivity on the diplomatic front were, until the Chinese onslaught
in October-November 1%2, free of any major breaches of the peace.
to large or small chunks of a relatively
The claims and ~ounter~claims
empty land mass had, until the early 1960s, been principally
theoretical exercises in boundary-making. New elements in the
situation have been the Pakistani occupation of Hunza followed by
its border agreement with Peking; and the vast communication
network established in Indian Aksai Chin.
The two mighty wars in the present century have heavily underlined
the lesson that war and use of force majeure do not help to resolve
complex, intractable issues: China's 1962 aggression and large-scale
occupation of disputed territory has not disentangled these intricate
knots. A negotiated settlement requires an unprejudiced, objective
assessment of the historical background, balancing the claims
advanced by the two protagonists. This brief study, a modest effort
in this direction, was designed to stimulate debate and broaderbased as well as better-researched analyses.
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Treaty Between Tibet and
Ladakh, 1842
The Ladakh-Tibet Treaty of 1842 brought Zorawar Singh's ill-fated
but ambitious Dogra adventure into Western Tibet t o an abrupt end,
restoring the status quo ante. In the event, while the Tibetan and
Chinese representatives engaged not to 'interfere at all' with the
boundaries of Ladakh and its surroundings 'as fixed from ancient
times', the Kashmir and Ladakh authorities pledged 'no transgression
and no interference' beyond the old, established frontiers. Trade too
was restored and the annual export of wool, shawls and tea resumed.
The treaty of 1842 was in the form of an exchange of documents
embodying the undertakings given by each side to the other. Thus the
Kashmir Government were in possession of the undertaking given by
the Tibetan and Chinese authorities, and the Tibetan Government
were doubtless in possession of the undertaking given by the Kashmir
Government.
Accordingly, three separate versions of the treaty, in English
translation, have been given: in Tibetan, in the possession of the
government of Kashmir; in Persian, in the custody of the authorities
at Lhasa; and a document of six articles procured by the agents of the
Raja of Bashahr. Textual variations notwithstanding, all the three
agree in essentials.
According to Panikkar, almost immediately after the L a d a b T i b e t
Treaty, a supplementary treaty was signed on behalf of the government
of Lahore and the Chinese emperor. This was deemed necessary in so
far as the earlier treaty did not bind the respective suzerains-china
for Tibet, and the Lahore darbar for Gulab Singh. Inter alia the
supplementary treaty pledged the two signatories 'to remain in
possession of the limits of the boundaries of Ladakh and the neighbourhood subordinate to it' and reiterated the earlier commitment of 'no
transgression' and 'no interference' in the countries beyond the old
established frontiers.

Persian Version of Treaty
in the Possession of the Tibetan Government1
In these auspicious days we the officials of Shri Maharajah Sahib, the
Supplied to the Government of India in November 1921. The Persian text has been
published in A . N . Sapru, The Building of lammu and Krrshmir Slate .Being the
Achicvcment of Maharaja Gulab Singh, Lahore, 1931, Appendix I , pp. i-ii. The
translation above has been reproduced from K . M . Panikkar, The Founding of the
Kashmir State, London, 1953, pp. 87-9.
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Commander-in-Chief of the Western area in the Court of Shri Rajah Gulab
Singh, and we the trusted and selected and the faithfully loyal Itamad-udDowlah Nizam-ul-Mulik Sheikh Ghulam Mohiyuddin Subedar (Governor)
of Kashmir, met together on the second Assuj, 1899, the officials of the
Lama Guru Sahib of Lhassa, one of them Kalan Sokan and the other Depon
Shabeho Bakshi in Ladak and, having settled differences, a treaty was
recorded as in the past (to the following effect):
Now that in the presence of God the ill-feeling created by the war which
had intervened, has been fully removed from the hearts, and no complaints
now remain (on either side), there will never be on any account in future,
while the world lasts, any deviation even by the hair's breadth or any breach
in the alliance, friendship, and unity between the King of the World (Sher
Singh) Sri Khalsaji Sahib and (Gulab Singh) Sri Maharaja Sahib Raja-iRajgan Raja Sahib Bahadur, and the Khagan (Emperor) of China and the
Lama Guru Sahib of Lhassa. We shall remain in possession of the limits of
boundaries of Ladak and the neighbourhood subordinate to it, in accordance
with the old customs, and there shall be no transgression and no interference
in the country beyond the old-established frontiers. We shall hold to our
own respective frontiers, relations of friendship and the bond of common
interests shall grow closer from day to day. There are several kinds of witnesses to this agreement. The Rajah Zadas shall, if they remain faithful,
loyal, and obedient receive greater consideration. Traders from Lhassa
when they come to Ladak shall, as of old, receive considerate treatment
and a supply of begar (transport and labour). In case the Rajahs of Ladak
should [desire to] send their usual presents to the Lama Guru Sahib of
Lhassa, this will not concern us and we shall not interfere. From the other
side [arrangements] shall continue in accordance with the old custom and
the traders who proceed to Janthan (Chang Thang) country shall receive
considerate treatment and a supply of begar in accordance with the old custom
and shall not be interfered with. The traders from Ladak shall in no case
interfere with the subjects of Janthan (Chang Thang).
Written on the second of the month of Assuj ,year 1899.

Tibetan Version of Treaty
in the Possession of
the Government of Jammu and Kashmir2
As on this auspicious day, the 2nd of Assuj, Sambhat 1899 [16th or 17th
September A. D. 18421we the officers of the Lhassa Government Kalon of
Sokan and Bakhshi Shajpuh, Commander of the Forces, and two officers
on behalf of the most resplendent Sri Khalsaji Sahib, the asylum of the
world, King Sher Singhji and Sri Maharaj Sahib Raja-i-Rajagan Raja Sahib
Published in Aitchison. Treaties (1929 ed.), XIV, p. 15.
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Bahadur Raja Gulab Singhji i.e., the Mukhtar-ud-Dada Diwan Hari Chand
and the asylum of vizirs, Vizir Ratnun, in a meeting called together for the
promotion of peace and unity, and by professions and vows of friendship,
unity and sincerity of heart and by taking oaths like those of Kunjak Sahib,
have arranged and agreed that relations of peace, friendship and unity
between Sri Khalsaji and Sri Maharaj Sahib Bahadur Raja Gulab Singhji
and the Emperor of China and the Lama Guru of Lhassa will henceforward
remain firmly established for ever; and we declare in the presence of the
Kunjak Sahib that on no account whatsoever will there be any deviation,
difference or departure [from this agreement]. We shall neither at present
nor in future have anything to do or interfere at all with the boundaries of
Ladakh and its surroundings as fixed from ancient times and will allow the
annual export of wool, shawls and tea by way of Ladakh according to the
old established custom.
Should any of the opponents of Sri Sarkar Khalsaji and Sri Raja Sahib
Bahadur at any time enter our territories, we shall not pay any heed to his
words or allow him to remain in our country.
We shall offer no hindrance to traders of Ladakh who visit our territories.
We shall not even to the extent of a hair's breadth act in contravention of
the terms that we have agreed to above regarding firm friendship, unity, the
fixed boundaries of Ladakh and the keeping open of the route for wool,
shawls and tea. We call Kunjak Sahib, Kairi, Lassi, Zhoh Mahan, and
Khushal Choh as witnesses to this treaty.
The treaty was concluded on the 2nd of the month of Assuj, Samat 1899
(16 or 17 September 1842).

Treaty of Peace and Amity
Concluded between the Chinese and Sikhs, 18423
The following chiefs herein assembled in the city of Leh on the 28th Assuge,
1890 Sumbut, corresponding with 17th October, 1842, viz. Kaloon Zorkund
and Dewar Jeesy on the part of the Chinese, and Shah Gholam on the part
of the Ruler of Lahore, and Rutnoo Wuzeer and Hurry Chand on the part
of Raja Goolab Singh besides others of inferior note belonging to both parties.
It was mutually agreed, that a treaty of amity and peace should be concluded
between the Chinese and Seiks, the conditions of which as undermentioned
were recorded in writing in the presence of the chiefs aforesaid, and likewise
Sib Chu Tukpun Peesy, and Laumba Wuzeer, both confidential advisers of
the Viceroy of Lhassa.
Art. I

That the boundaries of Ludak and Lhassa shall be constituted as

Subsequent to the death of Wuzeer Zorawar Singh, signed by Kaloon Zorkund on
the part of the former, and Rutnoo Wuzeer and Dewan Hurry Chand on the part of
the latter (Foreign Department Secret Consultations. 24 May 1843. No. 62).
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formerly, the contracting parties engaging to confine themselves
within their respective boundaries, the one to refrain from any act
of aggression on the other.

Art. I1 That in conformity with ancient usage, tea, and Pusham shawlwool shall be transmitted by the Ludak Road.
Art. I11 Such persons as may in future proceed from China to Ludak or
from Ludak to China, not to be obstructed on the road.
Art. IV That no renewal of the war between the chiefs of the Raja Goolab
Singh and those of the Viceroy of Lhassa shall take place.
Art. V That the above mentioned conditions shall remain in force without
interruption, and whatever customs formerly existed, shall not be
removed and continue to prevail.
Art. VI It is understood that in signing the above treaty, the contracting
parties are bound to a true and faithful observance of all the provisions thereof, by the solemn obligations attached to the Holy
Place called 'Gengri to the lake of Shanta Lari and to the Temple
of Kojoon Cha in China.'
True Translation
Sdl- J. C. Erskine,
Political Agent,
Subathu.
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Treaty between the British Government and
the State of Lahore, signed on 9 March 1846,
corresponding to the 10th day of Rabi-a1
a wal, 1262 Hijri: Select A rticles4
Concluded on 9 March 1846, along with a supplementary treaty two
days later, the sixteen-article Treaty of Lahore signalled the end of
the First Anglo-Sikh War (1845-6). By no means strong enough to
annex the Panjab immediately, British policy seemed to be to cripple
For the full text of the 16-article treaty see Aitchison, Treaties, I f , pp. 5 0 4 .
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it economically. This would largely explain the cession of all cis-Sutlej
territories, the Beas-Sutlej Doab and the provinces of Kashmir and
Hazara.
Article III
The Maharajah cedes to the Honorable Company, in perpetual sovereignty,
all his forts, temtories and rights in the Doab or country, hill and plain,
situated between the Rivers Beas and Sutlej.
Article IV
The British Government having demanded from the Lahore State, as
indemnification for the expenses of the war, in addition to the cession of
territory described in Article 111, payment of one and half crore of Rupees;
and the Lahore Government being unable to pay the whole of this sum at
this time, or to give security satisfactory to the British Government for its
eventual payment, the Maharajah cedes to the Honorable Company, in
perpetual sovereignty, as equivalent for one crore of Rupees, all his forts,
territories, rights, and interests in the hill countries, which are situated
between the Rivers Beas and Indus, including the provinces of Cashmere
and Hazarah.
Article XI1
In consideration of the services rendered by Rajah Golab Sing of Jummoo,
to the Lahore State, towards procuring the restoration of the relations of
amity between the Lahore and British Governments, the Maharajah hereby
agrees to recognize the Independent Sovereignty of Rajah Golab Sing, in
such territories and districts in the hills as may be made over t o the said
Rajah Golab Sing by separate Agreement between himself and the British
Government, with the dependencies thereof, which may have been in the
Rajah's possession since the time of the late Maharajah Khurruck Sing, and
the British Government, in consideration of the good conduct of Rajah
Golab Sing, also agrees to recognize his independence in such territories,
and to admit him to the privileges of a separate treaty with the British
Government.
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Treaty of Amritsar, 16 March 184G
Coming within a week of the Treaty of Lahore (Appendix 2)' the
ten-article Treaty of Amritsar may be regarded more or less as an
integral part of the peace settlement the East India Company had in
view after the First Anglo-Sikh War (18456). The British, who in
terms of the Treaty of Lahore had pledged to reward Maharaja
Gulab Singh 'in consideration of the services rendered' were now
ready to admit him 'to the privileges of a separate treaty', ceding to
him the territories of Jammu, Kashmir and Ladakh. Their logic
appeared to be simple enough. In the wake of the war, the British
were determined that the Sikh state be cut to size. Kashmir was the
easiest limb to lop off and Gulab Singh the one man to whom it could
be handed over with confidence. Whatever his other failings, the
British felt sure that the Dogra ruler would not betray their interests.
Treaty between the British Government on the one part and Maharajah
Gulab Sing of Jummoo on the other, concluded on the part of the British
Government by Frederick Currie, Esquire, and Brevet-Major Henry
Montgomery Lawrence, acting under the orders of the Right Honourable
Sir Henry Hardinge, G.C.B., one of Her Britannic Majesty's most Honourable Privy Council, Governor-General, appointed by the Honourable
Company, to direct and control all their affairs in the East Indies, and by
Maharajah Gulab Sing in person-1846.
Article I

The British Government transfers and makes over for ever, in independent
possession, to Maharajah Gulab Sing and the heirs male of his body all the
hilly or mountainous country with its dependencies situated to the eastward
of the River Indus and the westward of the River Ravee including Chumba
and excluding Lahul, being part of the territories ceded to the British
Government by the Lahore State according to the provisions of Article IV
of the Treaty of Lahore, dated 9th March 1846.
Article II

The eastern boundary of the tract transferred by the foregoing article to
Maharajah Gulab Sing shall be laid down by the Commissioners appointed
by the British Government and Maharajah Gulab Sing respectively for that
purpose. and shall be defined in a separate engagement after survey.
Article 111

In consideration of the transfer made to him and his heirs by the provisions
For the text. See Aitchison, Treaties, XII, pp. 21-2.
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of the foregoing articles, Maharajah Gulab Sing will pay t o the British
Government the sum of seventy-five lakhs of Rupees (Nanukshahee), fifty
lakhs to be paid on ratification of this Treaty and twenty-five lakhs on or
before the 1st October of the current year, A.D. 1846.
Article N
The limits of the temtories of Maharajah Gulab Sing shall not be at any
time changed without concurrence of the British Government.
Article V
Maharajah Gulab Sing will refer to the arbitration of the British Government
any disputes or questions that may arise between himself and the Government
of Lahore or any other neighbouring State, and will abide by the decision of
the British Government.
Article VI
Maharajah Gulab Sing engages for himself and heirs to join, with the whole
of his Military Force, the British troops, when employed within the hills, or
in the temtories adjoining his possessions.
Article VII
Maharajah Gulab Sing engages never to take or retain in his service, any
British subject nor the subject of any European or American State, without
the consent of the British Government.
Article VIII
Maharajah Gulab Sing engages to respect in regard to the temtory transferred
to him, the provisions of Articles V., VI., and VII., of the separate
Engagement between the British Government and the Lahore Durbar,
dated March 1lth, 1846.
Article I X
The British Government will give its aid to Maharajah Gulab Sing in protecting his territories from external enemies.
A rricle X
Maharajah Gulab Sing acknowledges the supremacy of the British Government and will in token of such supremacy present annually to the British
Government one horse, twelve shawl goats6 of approved breed (six male
and six female) and three pairs of Cashmere shawls.
This Treaty, consisting of ten articles, has been this day settled by Frederick
Currie, Esquire, and Brevet-Major Henry Montgomery Lawrence, acting
"n 1859 it was arranged by mutual consent that the Maharaja should present,
instead of three pairs of long shawls, three square shawls.
On 13 March 1884 i t was further arranged by mutual consent that the Maharaja
should present, instead of 12 goats. 10 Ibs of pashm in its natural slate as brought to
Kashrnir from Leh, 4 Ibs of picked and assorted black wool, 4 Ibs ditto ditto grey
wool, 4 Ibs ditto ditto white wool, and 1 Ib of each of the three best qualities of white
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under directions of the the Right Honourable Sir Henry Hardinge, G.C.B.,
Governor-General, on the part of the British Government and by Maharajah
Gulab Singh in person, and the said Treaty has been this day ,ratified by the
seal of the Right Honourable Sir Henry Hardinge, G.C.B., GovernorGeneral.
Done at Umritsar, the sixteenth &y of March, in the year of our Lord one
thousand eight hundred and forty-six, corresponding with the seventeenth
day of Rubbee-001-awul1262 Hijree.
(Signed) H. Hardinge
Hardinge (Seal).
(Signed) F. Cume.
(Signed) H. M. Lawrence.
By Order of the Right Honourable the Governor-General of India.
(Signed) F. Currie
Secretary to the Government of India,
with the Governor-General
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India-China Diplomatic Exchanges,
1 6 4 6 1848
The sixteen documents culled here from a much larger volume are
principally exchanges between Henry Hardinge, Governor-General
of British India; John Davis, British Commissioner in Hong Kong
and Ch'i-ying (Keying), Chinese Imperial Commissioner at Canton.
Essentially the British objective was to straighten out an unsettled
boundary-'the most common of all disputes in the East'. Nor did
they think it unlikely that at the highest levels of government, the
Chinese may be ignorant 'of any distinction between the rulers of
India and the rulers of Kashmir'.
The exchanges apart there are also 'a few remarks' on Maharaja
yam. On 16 May 1893 the Govemment of India decided that the horse, trappings,
pashm and yam which formed a portion of the annual tribute from the Kashmir State
would no longer be required: and it now (1929) consists of three square and two long
shawls. The two latter were in origin a personal present sent of his own accord by
Maharaja Ranbir Singh to Her Majesty Queen Victoria.
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Gulab Singh's boundary with China by Vans Agnew, a member of
the first boundary commission, and a despatch from the GovernorGeneral to the Court of Directors on the appointment of the second.
The Governor-General's objective: 'to settle the exact boundaries of
the Chinese territory bordering not only the British possessions but
also on those conferred on Goolab Singh who will thus be obliged t o
respect the Chinese frontier'.
Peking's response in brief was that the 'borders of the territories
have been sufficiently and distinctly fixed' and that it would 'be best
to adhere to this ancient arrangement' and 'abstain from additional
measures'.
Two interesting comments made by Vans Agnew deserve notice:
one, that the only doubtful points on the boundary were its two
extremities; two, that Chinese officials may attempt 'frivolous delays
or excuses' to hamper the work of the commission.

I . Hardinge to Vizir of L'hassa-Gartope etc. etc.
and the authorities in Tibet
4 August 1846'
Be it known to Your Excellency that by a treaty now concluded between the
two high powers, the British Government and the Durbar of Lahore, His
Highness Maharaja Dulleep Singh has ceded to the British Government in
perpetual sovereignty the Hill countries between the rivers Beas and Indus
including Cashmere and its dependencies and the Province of Hazarah, all
of which countries were up to the present time in the possession of the
Lahore Government.
Be it further known to your Excellency that the British Government have
formed a treaty with His Highness Maharaja Goolab Singh of Jumoo and
for good and sufficient reasons made over and out of friendly regard to His
Highness have ceded to His Highness in perpetual sovereignty the supremacy
of the British Government all the Hill country situated to the eastward of
the River Indus and to the westward of the river Ravee including Chumba
and excluding Lahoul-these countries being portions of the temtory ceded as
aforesaid to the British Government by the Lahore Durbar. As it is now
deemed expedient to settle definitely the boundaries to the eastward of the
countries thus ceded to His Highness Maharaja Goolab Singh, in order that
hereafter no questions or disputes may arise concerning their exact limits, I

' Foreign Department Secret Proceedings ( F D S P), No. 1336,Z December 1846.
The Governor-General's note was delivered to the Garpon of Gartok by Anant
Ram of Bashahr, which was never sent to Lhasa. A copy was sent to John Davis at
Hong Kong for transmission to Peking through the Chinese Imperial Commissioner,
Keying. Davis however prepared a separate note, on the basis of this document.
which he delivered to Keying instead.
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have now determined t o depute two of my confidential officers, Mr Vans
Agnew and Captain Cunningham, in order that they in conjunction with
the confidential agents of His Highness Maharaja Goolab Singh should lay
down the boundary between the territories of the British Government and
those of its dependents, and the territories of Maharaja Goolab Singh.
A s it is understood that the territories belonging to the great Empire of
China and which are under Your Excellency's Government adjoin those of
the British Government and of the Maharaja Goolab Singh with a due regard
t o the friendly alliance now subsisting between the British Government and
the Empire of China, I now think it necessary to inform your Excellency of
the deputation of my officers and of the objects they have in view.
I have t o express my hope that Your Excellency will see fitting to depute
confidential agents t o point out to my officers the exact limits of the Chinese
frontier in order that no interference may through ignorance be exercised
with the territories of your High and esteemed government. As by the 4th
Article of the treaty with the Government of Lahore the entire rights and
interests of the Durbar in the territory now ceded to Maharaja Goolab
Singh were transferred to the British Government, I have deemed it expedient
that certain portions of the Treaty between the Chinese authorities and
those of Lahore should be cancelled as these were in their nature highly
injurious t o the interests of the British Government and its dependents. I
have accordingly determined that the 2nd Article of the treaty aforesaid, by
which it was provided that the entire trade should pass through Ladakh,
should be cancelled and that the 3rd Article should be modified and run as
follows:'Such persons as may in future proceed from China to Ladakh or to the
British Temtory or its dependencies or from Ladakh or the British Temtory
and its dependencies to China are not to be obstructed on the road.'
It is not the desire of the British Government to intrude into the China
temtory, or to ask for admittance except to such marts as are open to general
traders of other countries, or to secure exclusive privileges for its subjects,
but it desires to secure for them equal advantage with the subjects of other
states and with this [in] view it is expedient that British traders may be
permitted to go and come by whatever road they please without molestation
or hindrance.
As a proof of the enlightened policy of the British Government and its
desire to advance the welfare of its subjects, I may inform Your Excellency
that no duties whatever are levied within the British territory on shawl wool
or any other products of China which may be imported into such countries.
An intimation of the wishes of the British Government with respect to the
Treaty between the Sikh and Chinese Government8 has been made to
Maharaja Goolab Singh-and His Highness will doubtless readily acquiesce
in the just demand and wishes of the British Government.
As in original, Sikh and Chinese Government not Chinese and Sikh Governments
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I hope you will find it in your power to exhibit friendly attention towards my
officers and to assist them in bringing to a conclusion the duty they have to perform.
I have to inform Your Excellency that I have transmitted a copy of this letter
to the High Officer of the British Government stationed at Hong Kong, who is
entrusted with the duty of maintaining the friendly relations between the two
High Governments in order that His Excellency may take measures to have its
contents communicated to His Imperial Majesty.
Accept the expression of my high estimation and regard for Your
Excellency.

2. Hardinge to Davis
29 August 18469

I have the honour to forward to Your Excellency a copy of a letter which I
lately addressed to the authorities in Tibet on the occasion of deputing a
commission for the purpose of laying down the boundaries of the temtories
pertaining to H . H. Maharajah Goolab Singh.
As it is understood that the temtories of the Empire of China closely
adjoin towards the North-west those of the Maharajah, I deemed it e@ent
with a view to preventing any encroachment on the Chinese frontier and of
preventing all causes of difference and dispute in future t o address the
Thibetian authorities explaining the objects held in view and also requesting
that competent persons might be deputed to point out to the Commissioners
the exact limits of the Chinese or the Thibetian frontier. I have every hope
that my wishes may be complied with and that no difficulty will m r in laying
down the limits of both temtories.
As it appeared that the authorities in Thibet had in the year 1841 entered
into a treaty with the Lahore Durbar highly prejudicial to the British interests
inasmuch as by its provisions a monopoly of the Trade of Thibet was leased
to Ladakh and Cashmere and as by the 4th article of the Treaty of Lahore
this treaty together with all the other rights and interests of the Sikhs in the
newly ceded territory was placed at our disposal, I deemed it expedient to
consider cancelled so much of the treaty between the Sikhs and Thibetians
as was clearly injurious to British interests retaining in full force all that
acknowledges integrity of the Chinese frontier. Your Excellency will observe
that I have only informed the authorities in Thibet of the above change in
their relations with Ladakh.
Copies of the papers referred to in the despatch t o the authorities in
Thibet are appended for Your Excellency's information and for the
elucidation of the subject.
As I am led to understand that Thibet is immediately under the authority
of the Imperial Court at Peking I have to request that Your Excellency will
FDSC. Nos.1331-1343, K. W.. 26 December 1848.
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be pleased to communicate the contents of the present correspondence to
the officers of His Imperial Majesty and that you will take such measures as
to you may appear best calculated for securing the cooperation of the Chinese
authorities and more particularly the objects of the Commission so far as
they are connected with the countries subject to the Empire of China.

3. Davis to Keying
18 November 18461°
I have the honour to acquaint Your Excellency that the Right Honourable
the Governor-General of India who rules over the British Territories
extending from Ava to Cashmere has written to me officially requesting me
to make a communication to the Imperial Government of Peking.
I perhaps ought on such an occasion to proceed to the Peiho to communicate directly with the Minister of Peking according to the 11th Article
of the Treaty of Nanking but if Your Excellency can manage the negotiation,
it will prove more convenient. If the business cannot be transacted by Your
Excellency my direct communications with Peking may become unavoidable.
The Governor-General of India having conquered the Sikh nation who
had unjustly invaded our temtory took possession of the Hilly country of
Cashmere and bestowed it upon Maharaja Goolab Singh, a friend and ally of
the British nation. On the east of this territory extends a part of that belonging
to Great Britain. O n the north of both the British Territory and of that
bestowed upon Goolab Singh is the country of Thibet belonging to China
and governed by the Viceroy of Lhassa. I have the honour to enclose the
sketch of the frontier with Chinese names for the elucidation of thissubject.
Since the British temtory and also the hilly country of Cashmere belonging
to a dependent and ally of Great Britain are now conterminous with that of
China it becomes extremely desirable to cultivate a friendly and beneficial
intercourse in order that troubles and misunderstandings may be effectually
prevented. As Great Britain has supreme power in India she can as the
friend and ally of China prevent the dependent states as well as her own
subjects from transgressing the laws of mutual friendship. But in order to
d o this effectually it becomes necessary to ascertain the exact boundaries
which divide the Thibetian territory from that pertaining to Great Britain
and from that also which has been conferred on Goolab Singh. This Prince
being dependent on Great Britain can be consequently controlled by the
British Government provided that the boundaries are ascertained. But
without such precaution. it will be impossible to prevent serious disputes
and misunderstandings.
The Right Hon'ble the Governor-General perceiving this and desirous to
preserve eternal peace and amity has sent commissioners to the Viceroy of
' V D S P. No. 140,28 August 1847.
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Thibet at Lhassa requesting that His Excellency will appoint proper officers
to settle the exact boundaries of the Chinese temtory bordering not only on
the British possessions but also on those which have been conferred on
Goolab Singh who will thus be obliged to respect the Chinese frontier. The
good faith of the British Government, having already been proved in Eastern
China will be found no less inviolable in the West.
The above is the first object of the Governor-General's mission to the
Viceroy of Lhassa. A second object not less important to the promotion of
friendly relations and mutual benefits is to establish the same trade and
commerce between the British temtory and Thibet that has already subsisted
by treaty between Cashmere and Thibet. The temtory of Cashmere conferred
on Goolab Singh, having carried on a beneficial commerce with Thibet, His
Lordship justly expects that the same intercourse should be possessed by
the British territory. It is stated expressly that no duties whatever will be
levied on the produce of Imperial dominions imported into our frontiers.
Whenever an answer has been obtained from Peking, I can convey it to
India. Your Excellency having already been the glorious means of promoting
peace and friendship in the East may now have the additional fame of
mediating for the benefit of the remote West.
I take this occasion t o renew the assurances of my distinguished
consideration.

4 . Davis to Palmerston
8 January 1847"
With reference to my separate and secret despatch of 18th November wherein
I reported the subject of Lord Hardinge's letter of 29th August and the note
which I had addressed to Keying in connection with the same, I have now
the llonour to state my regrets that the absence of the Plenipotentiary and
Governor in the Western of his two provinces has been the occasion of no
progress having yet been made in the negotiation.
On the 30th November I received the enclosed reply from Lieut. Governor
of Canton, in which he informed me that as my despatch related to something
out of the ordinary course he had forwarded it express to Keying and that I
should receive an answer in due time.
As the discretion which the Lieut. Governor thus assumed of choosing
his own subject of correspondence appeared to me likely to prove inconvenient and as he was not accredited plenipotentiary on the part of his
Government, 1 returned no official reply to his note but the enclosed private
communication in which I informed him that my business lay with Keying,
and I do not feel at liberty to correspond officially except with the Chinese
Minister himself.
'I

FDS P,Nos. 13e49,28 August 1847
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Keying's absence from Canton continued but on the 3rd instant I received
the enclosed official note in the joint names of himself and the Lieut.
Governor and sealed with Keying's seal which was left at Canton. I have an
application for certain alleged criminals some of whom have been taken.
Having for more than a month received no answer to my important communication and Keying being still absent from Canton, I addressed another
private note to the Lieut. Governor in nearly the same terms as the previous and observing that I could not communicate on public questions
except with the accredited Commission and I must wait until I had received
an answer concerning the despatch of the Governor General of India. I may
add here that Monsieur de Lagrene informed me he had always declined
receiving anything official except from Keying himself.
I have another means of preventing the evasion of a subject which it
might be convenient to Keying to suppress or slur over and I hope shortly to
hear from him with reference to the Governor General's despatch.
Since the above was written I have received the enclosed private note
from Hwang, the Lieut. Governor of Canton. The reason he states for Keying
so long delaying an official reply to me on the grounds of his having left his
plenipotentiary seal at Canton may be admitted but I might at the same
time have had a private reply from him. I trust that the announcement of
the Imperial Commissioner's early return may prove correct.

5. Keying to Davis
13 January 184712
Sends the following reply to a letter dated 18 November 1846, enclosing a
despatch from the Governor General of India respecting the Thibetian
Frontier and the establishment in those regions (here follows an extract
from that document):
'I find on examination that the second article of the Nanking treaty states
"that His Majesty the Emperor of China agrees that British families and
establishments shall be allowed to reside for the purpose of carrying on
their mercantile pursuit without molestation or restraint at the cities and
towns of Canton, Amoy ,Fuchow and Shanghai."
'The fourth provision of the Supplementary Treaty says: "After the five
ports of Canton, Amoy, Fuchow, Ningpo and Shanghai shall be thrown open
English merchants shall be allowed only to trade to these five ports. Neither
shall they repair to any other ports or places. If any one in contravention
thereof repairs to any other port and loiters about for purposes of trade the
Chinese officers shall be at liberty to seize and confiscate both vessels and
cargo, without any opposition" and words to that effect.
'The above has been sanctioned by the vermillion pencil of the Great
Emperor and been ratified by the signature of the Sovereign of your Hon'ble
l2 FDSP.No. 140in Nos. 13-149,28 August 1847.
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country, to be binding and to be observed for ever by both parties, as is on
record.
'You now request to have commercial intercourse with Thibet which
would be establishing a mart besides those five ports in opposition t o the
provisions of both treaties.
'Respecting the frontiers, I beg to remark that the borders of the temtories
have been sufficiently and distinctly fixed, and that it will be best to adhere
to this ancient arrangement and it will prove far more convenient to abstain
from any additional measures for fixing these.
'While forwarding this answer for the consideration of you the Hon'ble
Envoy, I wish you much happiness and address the same.'

6. Davis to Keying
21 January 184713
I have the honour to receive Your Excellency's official reply on your return
from the West remarking on the two points contained in the Despatch of
the Right Hon'ble the Governor General of India.
On both these points, it appears t o me that Your Excellency very much
misrepresented the nature of the propositions. With regard to the frontiers,
it surely was not to affix any new boundary but merely to ascertain the old
ones that commissioners were sent to Lhasa. The Governor General expressly
declared his wish that the exact limits of the Thibetian frontier may be pointed
out with the view of preventing any encroachment. The Viceroy of Lhasa
will doubtless be more willing to make known the ancient limits than to
incur the chances of further misunderstanding by leaving the point uncertain.
If the British government in India were not to be informed of the ancient
boundaries it would not be possible to prevent mistakes and encroachments.
Your Excellency by expressing that it was intended to fix new boundaries
instead of escertaining the ancient ones has entirely misapprehended the
object of His Excellency the Governor General.
With regard to the second point of trade, Cashmere has always had a
connection with Thibet and therefore, nothing new is proposed in the
mntinuance of this trade. Both Thibet and Cashmere with the other temtories
in question are foreign dependencies, the former of China, the latter of
Great Britain. They adjoin each other and are not separated by wide seas.
The merchants of Cashmere and the northern frontiers of India are very
different from the English merchants who come to China and they carry on
a very different trade. What connection can they have with a Treaty of
Maritime Commerce from England to the ports of China, to be carried on
in ships? I forwarded a map purposely to Your Excellency, and hoped you
would have understood me.
The Governor General having already despatched Commissioners to
"
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Lhasa, requested me to convey the information to the court of Peking, to
prevent misunderstanding. As Your Excellency is appointed by the Emperor
to communicate between the two nations, I did my duty in informing you.
But this business is by far too important as well as too distant to be decided
by ourselves. It does not pertain to our immediate functions. Your Excellency
is not Commissioner for Thibet nor I for India and therefore, I did not propose
a formal meeting to arrange it. The negotiation must be concluded in other
quarters.
The desire of the Governor General was t o communicate infoimation of
the circumstances to His Majesty the Emperor of Your Hon'ble nation in
order that the true facts being known the affair might be formally conducted
with the Viceroy of Lhasa. Your Excellency says nothing as to conveying
this intelligence to Peking to which my former note principally related. I,
therefore, write purposely to request an answer on this point.
I avail myself of the present opportunity t o renew the assurances of my
high consideration.

7. Davis to Hardinge
25 January 184714
The enclosed copy of my despatch to Viscount Palmerston of the 8th instant
will inform Your Lordship of the circumstances which have impeded and
delayed my correspondence with the Chinese Minister on the subject of
Your Lordship's communication with reference to the Thibet frontier.
Enclosure No. 2 with its subenclosures will put Your Lordship in possession
of the correspondence which has passed between Keying and myself since
his return from the West. The Viceroy of Thibet it seems is the Tartar Keshan
who negotiated with Captain Elliot in 1840. As I observe to Lord Palmerston,
if Keying will only transmit to Peking something like a true statement of the
case, it may tend materially to correct and neutralize the evil tendencies of
any misrepresentation from the Thibetian viceroy.

8. Keying to Davis
26 January 184715

Sends the following reply t o a despatch of the Hon'ble Envoy respecting
the defining of the frontier and the commerce which he fully perused:
'In regard to your question whether this matter has been repeated to the
Emperor, I beg to remark that you the Hon'ble Envoy in your former
correspondence referred to the distinct settlement of the boundaries and the
wish of English merchants to trade with Thibet. Since however, that territory
has its ancient frontier, it was needless to establish any other. The trading
l4

Ibid.

l5

Ibid.

Appendices

183

with Thibet would not be in conformity with the Maritime Treaty, as it is
not included in the five ports. I, the Great Minister, therefore, wrote you in
reply (to the effect) and would not venture hastily to submit the request to
the throne.
'In your letter just received, you only express a wish that the old frontiers
may be distinctly known to avoid error and encroachments and that the
Cashmere traders as heretofore may carry on their commerce, as entirely
different from that of the English Merchants who repair to the five ports of
China, and not needing the framing of any new regulations.
'It is however difficult to find out what was the state of the former commerce
and what the condition of these regions as well as the nature of their
inhabitants. What you say in your note is true: that I, the Great Minister,
am not a high officer of Thibet. The boundary is moreover distant and our
Commissioner at Thibet therefore who is on the spot may deliberate and
manage this affair and then memorialize the Emperor on the subject. 1, the
Great Minister, will also faithfully transmit to my Sovereign the whole tenor of
the last despatch of the Hon'ble Envoy.
'While forwarding this answer I wish you every happiness addressing the
same .'

9. Davis to Hardinge
31 January 184716

I have the satisfaction to enclose to your Lordship in time for the mail a note
which I have just received from the Chinese Minister on the subject of the
Thibetian frontier. With the translation it occurs to me to forward to Your
Lordship the original note bearing the seal of the Imperial Commissioner as
it may prove useful in negotiation.
Your Lordship will be satisfied to find that Keying professes himself
mistaken as to the import of my first note and that he acquiesces in the
propriety of ascertaining the old boundaries as contradistinguished from
fixing any new ones. His Excellency likewise admits the distinction as to a
maritime commerce between England and China and frontier trade between
India and Thibet while he engages 'faithfully to transmit to the Emperor the
whole tenor of my last note'. The reply is perhaps as favourable as I could
have expected considering the besetting fear of a Minister of the Emperor
of China.

10. Davis to Keying
1 August 1847"
I have to inform Your Excellency that I have just received a dispatch from
'"bid.
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the Right Honourable the Governor General of India concerning the old
boundaries between Cashmere and Thibet and the trade between the two
countries.
I, before communicated to Your Excellency the wish of the Governor
General to determine by deputed officers the ancient limits of the frontiers,
in order that disputes might not arise; and also H . E. 's further wish that the
mutual trade along the whole frontier might be free and uninterrupted.
Y. E . informed me that you would faithfully transmit to Your Sovereign
the whole tenor of my despatch. Now several months have elapsed, and you
have not communicated with me further on the subject. Having been
previously deputed to carry on the mutual negotiations between our two
nations, our correspondence should be open and unreserved, in order to
preserve perpetual friendship.
The Right Honourable the Governor General has with this view required
me to inform Y. E . again that Cashmere having become a dependent territory
of Great Britain, Commissioners three in number have been appointed to
proceed to the frontier and determine the old boundaries between that
country and Thibet. He, therefore, desires that Commissioners should also
be appointed by the Sovereign of your Honourable nation, in order that a
mutual good understanding may for ever be preserved.
Having just received H. E.'s despatch, I lose no time in communicating
it. This being a matter relating to mutual frontiers, ought to be safely and
amicably managed. Not to communicate or to suppress the real facts might
produce trouble hereafter. I, therefore, have the honour to request that
Y. E . will convey due notice t o Peking, and also give me a reply to forward
t o the Hon'ble the Governor General.
Accept the Assurances of my distinguished consideration.

11. Keying to Davis
8 August 1847'8

Sends the following reply to a letter of the Honourable Envoy respecting
the Thibet and Chinese boundaries. [Here follows the substance of that
communication]:
'I find on examination that the Honourable Envoy on a previous occasion
wrote to me about this subject. You then stated that it was the "wish to
ascertain the ancient boundaries, and not to fix new ones. Cashmere having
always carried on commercial intercourse with Thibet, nothing new is
proposed in the continuance of this trade etc."
'I, the Great Minister, forwarded a proper statement of these matters to
the Throne, and received the Imperial reply that the Resident Government
Minister in Thibet having been made acquainted with it, had been cornmanded to examine into this affair and manage accordingly; as is on record.
In
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'Your Honourable country has now deputed officers to proceed to those
regions. As to the way in which the objects ought t o be carried out, the
Resident Great Minister in Thibet will satisfactorily and properly manage
everything.
'Whilst sending this reply, I wish you every happiness and address the same.

12. Davis to Keying
3 January 184819

I have the honour to inform Your Excellency that I have received a despatch
from the Right Hon'ble the Governor General of India informing me that
no Chinese Commissioners had yet appeared on the frontier of Cashmere
and Thibet in order to ascertain the ancient boundaries.
I have before informed Your Excellency that the Governor General's
object in ascertaining these ancient boundaries is to prevent disputes
hereafter. It is on record that I have before communicated. It is His Lordship's
wish to ascertain these boundaries by Commissioners mutually appointed
by the two governments. Having already commissioned officers on the part
of the British Government for this purpose and no officers having been
deputed by the Chinese Government, it will be plain that everything has
been done on the part of the Right Hon'ble the Governor General to prevent
troubles on the border, and it is desirable that Chinese commissioners be
immediately deputed.
Accept the assurances etc.

13. Keying to Davis
7 January 1848 (recd. 8th)*O
Sends the following reply to the despatch of the Hon'ble Envoy respecting
the appointment of commissioners to proceed towards the frontiers of
Thibet. [Here follows an extract of that communication]:
'Having perused the above, 1find that I received in the sixth month of this
year a despatch on this subject from the Hon'ble Envoy in which you stated
that the Governor General of India had sent three officers to those frontiers. I
accordingly reported this to the court and an imperial decree was issued
entrusting the Resident Minister of Thibet with the management of this
affair as is on record.
'I subsequently perused a memorial from our Minister in Thibet in which
he stated that at the commencement of the summer he was not yet aware of
the arrival of the commissioners of Your Hon'ble country.
'Having now received your last despatch, I shall again submit the rnatter
to the Throne that our great Minister in Thibet be ordered to arrange this
matter properly.
IV
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'Whilst sending this answer, I wish you much happiness and address the
same.

14. Davis to Hardinge
10 January 1848*'
I learned with much concern from your Lordship's despatch No. 326 of the
4th October [I8471 that the Chinese Commissioners were not on the frontier
to meet the three British officers upon their arrival there on the 29th August
[1847].
I lost no time in addressing the enclosed to the Chinese Minister Keying
urging in terms as strong as I could well employ the immediate deputation of
proper Chinese officers to the border.
On the 8th instant I received the annexed reply stating that he would renew
his communication with his Court on the subject. I trust that notwithstanding
the immense distance from here to Peking and from Peking to the frontier
in question, Your Lordship's wishes may be speedily met.

15. Remarks on the Maha Raja Goolab Singh's Boundary
with China by Mr Vans Agnew: Excerpts22
1. T h e only doubtful points on this boundary according to present
information are its two extremities.
2. It is the ancient boundary of Ladakh and Chanthan and Yarkand and
by the Chinese is well known and undisputed.
3. It runs entirely through almost desolate tracks. A deviation of many
miles would not to an appreciable amount cause territorial advantage or
disadvantage.
4. The right to roads and passes is nowhere dubious except near
DEMCHOK, one of the termini.
5. The exact point where the boundary of PITI, LADAKH and
CHANTHAN meet does not, I believe, at present exist.
6. As rivers are lost in a desert, the three boundaries become undefined
in the uninhabitable mountains, south of a line drawn from the Southern
extremity of the CHIMMARERI LAKE to the Monastery of RANDLA.
7. The Chinese, I believe, touch the PIT1 (British) frontier on the PACA
river near AKEHE. Thence they follow the crest of inaccessible ridges
round the end of the valley of HANDLA and run down on the river near a
village called DEMCHOK.
8. Here then may possibly be a doubt. This place has been claimed for
Maharaja GOOLAB SINGH and may be so by the Chinese. It may interfere
2'
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with intercourse between RADOKH and G A R O by the valley of the Indus.
9. But here, or a little higher, the boundary crosses the river Indus and,
ascending the opposite mountains, runs along the ridge, so that the pass to
RADOKH and the H A N D L A road via C H I H R A is in the hands of the
Chinese.
10. The boundary continues along the top of the ridge so as just to leave
to LADAKH the little rivulet running by RAHNANG and leading up to
the pass called the 'TSAKA LA' as also the 'CHUSHOOL' rivulet running
down the other side into the LAKE PANKUNG.
11. Thence the boundary runs along the 'PANKUNG' and then the
ridge forming the Eastern Boundary of the river 'DARGULEH' till it falls
into the 'SHAYUH'.
12. Therefore the ridge bounding the valley of the 'SHAYUH' in the
east is the boundary up to the KARAKORUM Mountains.
13. And thence they run westwards from the boundary between
YARKAND and NOBRA of LADAKH, the states of 'LITTLE THIBET'
and the independent tribes further west.
14. When the KARAKORUM ceases to be the Maha Raja G O O L A B
SINGH's boundary, it will be when the independent tribes-say
NAGUERRE or HOONZ, interposes between Little Tibet and that chain.
15. It is of course highly advisable that all boundaries be defined but on
reference to the map, and, after comprehending the grand natural char
acteristics of the boundary above detailed, the absence of all grounds for
variance, the undisputed right of LADAKH to the roads up the SHAYUH
and the Indus to certain fixed points and that of the Chinese beyond them,
while there is absolutely nothing else to acquire nearer, than YARKAND,
RADOKH and GARO.
I conceive that as safe and unmistakable a boundary could be traced by
the Commissioners on paper at their first meeting, as if they were to travel
along its whole length.
16. There remains, however, I admit, the termini. I would suggest that
the Officer in change of, or on boundary duty near PITI, fix the one and the
Commissioner to lay down the Maha Raja GOOLAR SINGH's boundary
on N. W. determine the other. . . .
19. The appointment of a Commission by the Chinese Govt. with a view
to fix this and perhaps other boundaries with China, and to open lines of
traffic is in every point of view desirable.
20. The question is whether this Commission would be more likely to
yield reasonable terms, if received at the Head Quarters of Government and
in communication with the highest authorities, than amidst the discomforts
of an arduous journey and, in the total absence of all the pomp and ceremonial
to which this nation is so much addicted.
21. In fact, unless the Chinese officials who may come on this duty, turn
out much more patriotic than their countrymen are reported, a hint that any
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frivolous delays o r excuses would make such a journey necessary, might, I
think, have no small effect in making the Commission manageable.
22. Whether any other boundary except that of Maha Raja GOOLAB
SINGH is required with China or not I know nothing. . . .
44. I was also informed that there is another road from YARKAND
East of the SHAYUH River or R A D O K H , but it was prohibited by the
Chinese Government. . . .
65. The consequence of opening another route to Shawl wool and the
Turkistan trade will be the final ruin of Cashmere even supposing former
amount of trade in tea t o continue.
66. Maha Raja G O O L A B SINGH will not or cannot see this. It rests
with the British and Chinese Governments to decide the fate of Cashmere.

P. A. VANS AGNEW
May 13th, 1847

16. Lord Hardinge's letter
to the Directors of the East India Company
explaining the background of the
Boundary Commission of 1847*'
Foreign Department
Secret
Simla. The 28th July,1847
Answered October 2
To,
The Honourable
The Secret Committee
of the Honourable
the Court of Directors.
Hon'ble Sirs,
1. I have the honour to report for your information, that in a few days a
mission will depart from Simla for the purpose of laying down the Boundary
between the Territories of Maha Raja Goolab Sing and the Emperor of
China.
2. 1 have endeavoured through His Excellency Sir John Davis to induce
the Chinese authorities to depute on their side a mission to their Thibetan
frontier for the purpose of co-operating with our Commissioners. His
Excellency has used his best exertions to overcome the repugnance felt by
them to take this step, and the tenor of the last advices on this subject from
Hong Kong was favourable and gives me some reason to hope that Boundary
Secret Letters from Bengal and India, Vol. 32, No. 48 G G
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Commissioners have been by this time appointed by the Emperor.
3. 1 am happy to inform you that I have lately received intelligence from
Busshehir that some Chinese Chiefs are expected at Gartope, and that
supplies are now being laid in for them; but, as it is not improbable that
these Chiefs may have been sent as much for the purpose of re venting our
Commissioners from crossing the Boundary, as for defining it, I am not too
sanguine respecting this information.
4. The British mission will consist of Captain A. Cunningham, Lieutenant
H. Strachey, and D r T. Thomson. These Officers have been selected by
me, not only on the ground of their general qualifications of energy, temper
and prudence, but more especially on account of their scientific attainments,
for which they are favourably known to the Indian community--Captain
Cunningham was a member of the Commission which was sent last year to
define the boundary between the new British possessions on the Hills and
Maharaja Goolab Sing's Territory. Lieut. Strachey has lately returned
from an adventurous tour to the Manasarowar Lake, and D r T . Thomson is
understood to possess manifold acquirements in several departments of
natural History.
5. It was to countervail the disappointment, which would be felt if no
mission were sent from China, that I wished the British Commissioners to
be possessed of such attainments as would qualify them to increase our
knowledge of the new and interesting countries which they will have to visit
during the period of their absence.
6. I have taken every care to see that they are provided with Barometers,
Sextants, Thermometers, an Altitude and Azimuth Circle, Magnetic and
other philosophical instruments; and as two of the Officers are already
practised observers, I am confident that these valuable means will not be
thrown away upon them. They have held frequent discussions with my
Secretary Mr Elliot on all the chief objects of interest in the Ethnography,
natural History, Geography, Religion and Literature of these Countries; so
that I am led to hope that their deputation will at least be attended with
some results which will be interesting and satisfactory to the scientific world.
7. The Commissioners have also been plentifully provided with medicines
and vaccine matter, in the hope that the advantages of our medical skill may be
widely diffused among the people with whom they will be brought in contact.
8. It will be one of the chief duties of the mission to make particular
inquiries respecting the lines of trade, and to improve our commercial position
by communicating with traders on the subject of the advantages to be obtained
by intercourse with a country where no duties of any kind are levied (the
transit duties even in the Hill States having been lately abolished) and by
taking measures to procure the abolition of that article of the late Treaty in
1842 between Maharaja Goolab Sing and the Chinese Government under
which it is stipulated that no Shawlwool shall be exported from Garo and
the adjaccnt Countries into our protected Province of Busshehir, but be
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taken exclusively to Ladak. This convention has been found to operate very
injuriously on the interests of the Kunawur traders, and is not at all favourably
looked upon by the Chinese themselves.
9. The Hon'ble Mr Erskine, our Political Agent in the Hill States, informs
me that about two years ago an intimation was conveyed to the Raja of
Busshehir by the Garpon stationed at Garoo, that if the Raja could procure
a letter from the Political Agent to the address of the Chief of Lassa intimating
the wish of the British Government that the clause in the Treaty above
alluded to, granting to Maharajah Goolab Sing a monopoly in the Shawlwool
trade, should be set aside, an order would be issued to the Frontier authorities
to abstain from all interference with the Kunawur traders bringing Shawlwool
across the border.
10. Abuses also are said to impede the trade of this Frontier through
Ladak. The Kunawur Traders who previous to the conquest of Ladak by
the Seiks, used to proceed through that country to Yarkund on commercial
speculations, now of late years have been altogether prohibited by the
Agents of the Maharaja from passing the Ladak Northern frontier.
11. The Kunawur Exports to Yarkund consisted of Indigo, Enghsh cotton
piece goods, Chintzes, opium, tobacco, sugar, groceries, ginger, hardware,
and a variety of sundries, and from Yarkund were received in exchange fea,
c h u m s , cheenee, carpets, puttoo, gold coins, horses, coarse broadcloth,
dried fruits, and some other articles.
12. The Busshehir and Lahoul merchants have expressed to the Political
Agent their earnest desire to have the road to Yarkund opened to them
again, and have stated that every facility was afforded to the traders from
India by the Chinese when they were formerly able to reach Yarkund. All
these obstructions the deputation of our Commissioners will be calculated
to remove, as the Maharaja is, if not from affection, at least from self-interest,
so well disposed towards the British Government, that he is not likely to
risk our dissatisfaction by persisting in a course against which they have
reason to remonstrate, while it is not attended with any great advantages to
himself.
13. I have no doubt that our trade on the Northern Frontier may be
somewhat increased to the profit of those concerned and to the comfort and
advantage of the neighbouring countries, although the population is scanty,
and the communication very di£ticult. The Commissioners will be instructed to
obtain the most accurate information of the population of the Country
through which they pass, and their means by barter of carrying on trade and
to what probable extent, in yearly value. My Secretary Mr Elliot has under
my orders placed himself in communication with Mr George Lushington,
Commissioner of Kumam, with a view to improve our commercial relations
with the Bhohjas on the Frontier. I have authorised Mr Lushington to expend
a small sum on account of Government in purchasing goods for the Bhotya
Market, in order to ascertain what the chief wants of the people are, and to
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what investments the attention of our subjects may be most advantageously
directed. It seems to me strange, notwithstanding even the Mountain-barrier
of the Himalaya, assuming the passage to be equally difficult on both sides,
that Russian goods, burdened with all the additional expense of a tedious as
well as dangerous land carriage, should be able to compete successfully
with those of British manufacture in countries adjoining our own Empire;
and I trust that this mission will be able to develop some means whereby our
own subjects may share, more than they have hitherto done, in a trade
which is found essential to the wants of the inhabitants of 'high Asia'.
14. As the Province of Ladak, and especially the Capital Leh, is
comparatively so well known t o European Geographers it is my wish that, if
possible, the Commissioners should winter beyond the Karakorum range.
If they can obtain the permission of the Chinese Commissioners to proceed
to Yarkund, or even to Khoten, nothing could be more satisfactory. In the
event of their not being able t o pass the Karakorum to the North, Rohdokh
on the borders of the great desert (where all is at present unknown) would be
their best resting place, and it is to be hoped that the Chinese Commissioners
may not object to their going there. It is possible that friendly intercourse
may subdue the prejudices they entertain, and pave the way t o a more
intimate relationship with the British Government. When they see that we
are not actuated by any spirit of Political aggression, but solely by a desire
to participate in and extend the blessings of commerce, they may begin t o
feel more gratified than alarmed at the extension of our influence to the
farthest Land Boundary of their Empire, and at our meeting them on the
West, as well as the East, with proffers of fellowship and good will.
15. As the greater part of the Boundary between Ladak and Chinese
Tartary is laid down by nature, the Chilbra Hills, the Pangkung Lake, and
the Karakorum Mountains forming the line of direction, and as scarcely any
portion, except the two Termini, can admit of dispute, the business with the
Chinese Commissioners will most probably be soon adjusted; and when
everything has been accomplished on the border, o r (if nothing can be
accomplished on the border from the absence of a Chinese Mission) as soon
as the weather permits, it is my wish that, before returning t o the British
Dominions, the Commissioners should individually use their best endeavours
to increase the bounds of our Geographical knowledge in those remote
regions. It is desirable that Captain Cunningham should follow the course
of the Indus, and extend his observations on both sides of the Indus, until he
reaches Gilghit-to which place Mr Vans-Agnew has lately been sent by
the Resident at Lahore. From Gilghit Capt. Cunningham should proceed to
the Dardu country, which, in furtherance of certain antiquarian researches, he
has an eager desire to visit and should thence return through the Huxana
country to the Punjab. It is desirable that Lieut. Strachey should follow up
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his researches in Ngari, and should penetrate through Chanthan and
Goordokh to Manasorawar, and as much farther Eastward as he can go
even t o Lassa following the course of the Sanpu, and so return through
Darjeeling, or Bhotan, t o the British Provinces-Dr Thomson may more
fitly employ himself in ascertaining the mineral resources along and within
the British f r o n t i e r 4 n no account is the period of their absence to exceed
two years, and on no account are they to cross the Bolor Tagh Mountains to
the Westward, so as to bring themselves into collision with the bigoted and
jealous Mahometans of Independent Turkistan.
16. With this exception, they may be left t o their own discretion as to the
best mode of meeting my wishes in prosecuting their several journeys of
discovery; as I am persuaded that in whatever circumstances they are placed
and whatever difficultiesand privations they may have to undergo, they will
maintain unimpaired the credit and dignity of the British character.
I have the honour to be
with the greatest Respect
Hon'ble Sirs
Your most faithful
humble Servant,
Simla,
The 28 July 1847

(Signed) Hardinge
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Johnson and Forsyth in Chinese Tartary
Johnson in 1865 and Forsyth in 1870, and again in 1873, had repaired
to Khotan (Clinese Ho'tien) and in the process explored the northern
plateaus of Ladakh, Lingzi Tang and the better-known Aksai Chin.
Johnson's status in life, a civil assistant in the GTSI, and the circumstances attending on his visit were in sharp contrast to those of
Forsyth. And yet his singular perseverance against the heaviest of odds
and a keen eye for all that came his way stand out. After the ill-fated
Schlagintweit brothers, he was the first European to explore the barren
wastes of what Drew was to call the Kunlun plains. The controversies
surrounding his stay in Ilchi notwithstanding, the contours Johnson
drew and the descriptions he recorded have broadly stood the test of
time.
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The text draws heavily upon the observations of another remarkable
explorer, Frederic Drew, who in 1869visited these areas as part of his
tour of duty. His findings, which largely corroborated those of Johnson,
were not available-in print at any rate-until after Forsyth's two
missions.
Trotter's description--based on the surveys of 'Pundit' Kishen
Singh-was of the Keria-Polu, northern Changthang route, which,
while avoiding the temtories of the Maharaja, had the unruly Changpas
to contend with. And the Tibetans, far too independent of their
Chinese masters, made it difficult for the latter to have any impact.
Johnson, it is interesting to note, said much the same thing. The only
hindrance on this route, he remarked, came from the opposition of
the Tartar shepherds of Rudok. T o get over it, friendly relations with
the Khan of Khotan, and by implication China's Tibetan subjects,
were a must.

Johnson's Report, 1866
Excerpts from Walker's forwarding notg4
Para 3. He acted on his own responsibility and judgement on the faith of
the guaranteed protection of the Khan Badsha: under this protection he
was secured from one of the chief dangers of the Journey-the risk of being
attacked by the robbers who infest the mountain passes. He ran no small
risk in trusting to the honour of the Ruler of a fanatic Mussulman population;
but his safe return is sufficient proof that he acted advisedly, and that the
confidence he reposed in the honour of the Khan Badsha was not misplaced.
Para 4. He has brought back a great deal of valuable geographi~al
information of regions which have hitherto been a blank on our maps. His
Report contains interesting information of circumstances attending the
revolt of the people of Khotan from the Chinese Government; it also describes
the routes between the provinces of Ladak and those of Khotan and Yarkand,
and points out an easy, though circuitous, route to llchi and the eastern
provinces on the high road to Peking, which avoid the Kiun Lun Range, and
is said to be practicable for wheeled vehicles, and to possess a great advantage
over all other routes, in that wood, grass, and water are obtainable at every
stage. These are the points of chief interest in his Report; in addition to
which there is a good deal of incidental information which is very valuable:
his meeting with the Jew 'Gaphoor', who declared himself to be an Agent of
the Russian Government, is not without significance, in connexion with the
recent movements of Russian Troops towards Kokan and Bokhara, and his
description of Mahomed Ali, who commands the Infantry of the little Army
24

Lt Col. J . T. Walker to India, 23 May 1866, FD, Pol. A, June 1866, Nos. 135-139,
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of Khotan, may enable this clever, intriguing individual to be identified
with one of the leaders who were opposed to the British Government during
the mutiny.

Johnson's Reportz
Para 35. The usual route from Leh t o llchi is over the Karakoram Pass
and through Sanju; but there are several others, which, however, have not
been much used till very lately, viz., the Hindotash diwan, the Brinjga
diwan, and the Polu route. The last of these is the best, as it lies over vast
plains, where water, grass, and wood are obtainable at every halting place.
It is reported that wheeled conveyances may be taken from the Changchenmo
Valley and Rudok t o llchi and Yarkand by it; the only difficulty which exists
is, that a portion of the route passes across the Changthang plain, which is
occupied by shepherds from Rudok, who closed the road last year to travellers
proceeding between Leh and llchi. I have submitted a few remarks relative
to this and other routes, which will be seen in the sequel.
Para 36. The route over the Karakoram Pass is good, but very difficult
owing to the want of grass and wood, the S c u l t i e s being enhanced at certain
seasons of the year when no water is obtainable, the whole of the rivers and
streams, including the great Niobra, being frozen over. The cold is so intense
that men and laden horses have been known to be frozen to death while in
the elevated plain between the Niobra and Karakash Rivers. While I was
marching over this place in November, the cold was so great, that I and the
natives with me could get no sleep during the nights, and our beards used to
be covered with icicles while marching along the road in the sun. The
thermometers which I had could not show the temperature, as they were
not graduated below 15 degree Fahrenheit. This route is sometimes infested
by Hunza robbers, who have established themselves at the village of
Shingshal, situated a little north of the Karakoram. Only so lately as last
season they plundered a very large caravan while on its way from Yarkand
to Leh, and carried the traders and their goods away to their own country,
where they sold the former as slaves to traders from Badakshan, Chitral.
and Khokan. . . .
Para 38. The Brinjga route, the one I travelled over, crosses the northem
ridge of the Changchenmo Valley, and over immense plains perfectly
uninhabited and void of all vegetation, with the exception of the lavender
plant, which is stunted and only found occasionally: fresh water is also very
scarce, that of the numerous lakes in these plains being very brackish, and
in many places undrinkable, owing to the whole of the country being covered
over with a deposit of saltpetre and soda to the depth of from six inches to a
foot. The plains have once been the beds of three vast lakes, judging from
the water-marks and banks, which are distinctly visible. At the northern
FD,Pol. A, June 1866, Nos.135-139,
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extremity of these plains the road dips suddenly down t o the Karakash
River, where a little grass and wood are found, and thence leads up the
snowy passes of Brinjga, which are very high and difficult from the circumstances of there being immense quantities of snow and ice on them.
Horses can be taken by this route, but not without a portion of the road
between the Karakash and Brinjga being cleared of snow and stones. From
the encampment of Brinjga the road follows down a ravine for one march,
and then crosses over numerous passes and streams, including the Khotan
River, which is crossed by a wooden bridge, till it gets into the plains of
Khotan near Bezilia. The route, o n the whole, is very difficult, firstly, from
the intense cold and the want of fuel and water at the above-mentioned
places; from the height of the passes of Brinjga; and, lastly, from the road
between the latter place and Bezilia being very steep and dangerous owing
to the numerous ascents and descents which are met with. . . .
Para 40. The routes chiefly used by traders from Leh t o Yarkand are
those via Kugiar, Kalian, and Sanju, of which the two last named are closed
during the winter from the passes being high, while the former is open ail
the year round, but dangerous at all times from its being infested by robbers.
The taxes at Leh are now levied by Mangalju, Thannadar of Ladak, and not
by contractors, as formerly. It is an extraordinary arrangement that most of
the traders from Leh to Yarkand are agents of the Maharajah, and don't sell
their own goods; this custom interferes with general trade. The Thannadar,
being the customs officer and chief official, has power to demand whatever
cess he thinks proper from traders who are not agents of the Maharajah. In
conversing with the traders and others on the subject of improving the trade
between Central Asia and the Punjab, I learnt that they were anxious that a
competent Government Agent (a European if possible) should be located
at Leh to look after the interests of the traders, who, I must admit, are badly
treated, and to maintain friendly relations with the people of Central Asia,
who are very well-disposed towards the British Government. Great
advantages, both commercial and political, were expected to result from
such a measure. There was also a wish that the several routes beyond the
Karakoram should be made safe by the Maharajah detaching Guards of
adequate strength to occupy the ground within his boundary, in the vicinity
of the plain called 'Kherghiz jungle' on the Khugiar route, and Shadula and
Ilnagar on the Sanju route. The Guard of 25 men which the Maharajah had
at Shadula last season proved insufficient for the protection of the kafilas,
as some of them were plundered by robbers. The object of having these
Guards stationed along the route is to enable them to escort caravans when
passing over dangerous ground. The road from Leh to the Karakoram
requires to be repaired and put into thorough order to enable laden ponies
to travel in safety, especially over the Sarsil and Khardong Passes. This
could be effected by the Maharajah at a very moderate outlay, and would
be a great boon to traders, who under present circumstances almost dread
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of going over the places referred to owing to their horses being lamed by the
sharp stones on these passes, where no footpaths even exist. That sbme
steps of this nature are necessary is evident from the numerous carcasses of
animals to be seen in every direction. If the Maharajah, following the example
of the Chinese, erected post or rest-houses on the road from Leh to Yarkand
at the several halting places within his territory, the inconveniences of
travelling in that rugged and barren country would by no means be inconsiderably lessened.
Para 41. These remarks merely refer to the shortest and most direct
routes to Yarkand and Khotan, which would certainly be preferred to the
route via Polu did the former not labour under the disadvantages named. I
would, however, desire to offer a few remarks on the newly-suggested route
from the Changchenmo and from Rudok via Changthan to Polu, a village
five marches south-east of Ilchi. The only hindrance to this route, now that
fnendly relations have been established with the Khan of Khotan, is the
opposition of the Tartar shepherds of Rudok, who I am of opinion, could be
induced to allow traders to pass through their country by the offer of a small
pecuniary payment guaranteed by the British Government. The opening of
this route would be particularly advantageous to the Punjab traders, as they
could evade the taxes levied at Leh by proceeding direct to Rudok via the
Hindosthan and Tibet road, up to the. Chinese Boundary, after which they
would pass over the Chumurti plains to the Indus, and thence to Rudok,
without touching on the Maharajah's territories. Rudok can also be reached
from Kulu and Mandi by crossing the Baralacha Pass, and going over the
Rukshu plain to Hanle, but this is in the Maharajah's territory. The route
via Rudok and Polu, though circuitous, has many advantages over others,
the chief of which are, that wood, grass and water are obtainable at every
stage; that the road passes over no rugged and high snowy ranges like the
Sarsil and Karakoram Passes; that it is safe from robbers; that it leads not
only to Ilchi and Yarkand, but also, via Lob, to the large and important city
of Karashahar, situated about U)O miles north-east of Ilchi, and which, with
numerous other places of note, are occupied entirely by Kilmak Tartars,
and are on the high-road from Kashgar and Ilchi to Pekin. By this route the
highly-valued Ustarfani shawl wool (superior to the Changthang), which is
produced from the goat found in the Aktag or Thionshan range of mountains, and a variety of other merchandize may be brought down in large
quantities for the Punjab and English markets. qt the present time there is
an excellent opening for exports from India, because all trade between
China and the Mahomedan States of Central Asia is at a complete stand-still.
The Mahomedans. being great tea consumers, would gladly receive Indian
teas at rates which would probably be very remunerative, while the Kilmaks
and other Tartars would be excellent customers for opium, which may be
sent.toKarashahar and the cities of the east. By this route Ilchi may be reached
from the North-Western Provinces of Hindostan, viz., from Delhi,
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Rohilkund, and Meerut, to Gartok (or Gartope), lat. 31 degree 4 6 , long.
80" 30', and Rudok, lat. 33" 24', long. 79" 25', via Almorah and the Niti Pass,
and via Mussoorie and Gangotri, over the Nilang Pass; both the routes being
very feasible, especially the Niti one.

Forsyth's Report
Route 111, 187326
Para 12. Shurnrnal Lungpa (height 17,020 feet), 12 miles.-Cross valley,
and up Chunglung valley to north-east stream runs in narrow gorge. At 4. IT;!
miles narrow steep descent and ascent across gorge coming from north. At
six miles hot springs in river bed, valley bends round to north road, winds in
narrow track on hill side, several steep ascents and descents. Three miles
above hot springs is large ravine leading east, up which is road over
Changlung Yokma Pass on to Lingzi Thung Plain; one mile beyond is
Shummal Lungpa ravine, running east; first half mile narrow and stony,
then opens out; camping ground 1.114 mile from entrance; water and fuel
plentiful; grass very scarce.
Para 13. Camp near Nischu (height 18,630 feet), 14.114 miles.-Up valley
about 3.112 miles to fork, up ravine to eastward at head of which appears a
practicable pass. At half a mile take up ravine north by west up steepish
ascent across Changlung Burma Pass, 19,300 feet high. Descend low hill
into broad shallow valley due east, down valley, which bends to north, and
camp near black jagged hill. No grass or fuel; march throughout good for
laden animals.
Para 14. Camp Lingzi Thung (height 17,680 feet), 16.112 miles.-Down
main valley which makes a great sweep round to north-east, and at 6.112
miles opens out into Shumshul Plain by Kala Pahar. Due north across
plain for six miles cross low ridge with 200 feet rise and 700 feet descent
on north side into Lingzi Thung Plain, due north for five miles and camp
in water-course; fuel and water to be got by digging; no grass. From low
ridge above mentioned, rocky peak at head of Kizil Jilga ravine bears
349 degrees.
Para 15. Jungle Camp, 17 miles.-Across plain for 9 miles, straight for
rocky peak, across low ridges for 8 miles, and camp by small pond. No grass
or fuel, but the latter can be collected on north side of plain where it is
plentiful.

2"Narrative of geographical exploration made by Captain Trotter and his assistants',
Chapter V I I , in Report of A Mission to Yarkund in 1873 under command of
Sir T . D . Forsyrh, K . C . S. I . , C. B . , Bengal Civil Service with Historical and
Geographical Informotion regarding the possessions of rhe Ameer of Yarkund,

Calcutta. 1875.
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Forsyth's R e p o r t
T h e Extreme Eastern Route2'
A traveller from Leh to Khotan might follow the route by the Pangong
Lake, along which the Pundit travelled, but he would more probably take a
short cut from Lukong to the Mangtza Lake, following the ordinary
Changchenmo route to Yarkand as far as the point where that road leaves
the Changchenmo valley. Passing up the latter, he would make his way
eastward to its head, where an easy pass is known to exist leading on to the
high tableland beyond. By adopting this road he would save forty miles
over the more circuitous road by Noh. From Mangtza the road lies over a
series of high plateaux, varying from 16 to 17,000 feet in height, crossed
here and there by low ridges which rise somewhat irregularly from the surface
of the plain which contains numerous lakes, most of them brackish. In
latitude 35 degree 7' north the Pundit crossed at a height of but little more
than 17,000 feet the watershed of a snowy range, which may perhaps be the
true eastern continuation of the Kuen Luen. From the north of the pass the
Kina stream takes its rise; the road follows down it as far as Arash (16,000
feet), but again ascends to the Ghubolik plain, which (17,000 feet above the
sea) connects the snowy range just alluded to with another somewhat lower
range to the north. This last ridge is a buttress of the vast Thibetan plateau.
and in descending the Polu stream from the Ghubolik. At Diwan2"17,500
feet) t o Polu, a distance of 28 miles (including windings), there is a fall of
about 9,000 feet. Polu is a small village in the Khotan district and from it
Khotan (or Ilchi) city may be reached either by the direct road (by Chihar
Imam) which skirts the feet of spurs from the elevated plateau above, or
the traveller may proceed down the stream to Kiria by the route followed
by the Pundit.
Throughout the whole of the road from Khotan to Leh traversed by the
Pundit fuel was abundant everywhere, and there was only one stage where
there was not a good supply of grass. These facts would indicate the line as
one well adapted for the native merchant, to whom time is of no great value.
As far as I can learn however from enquiry it never has been used as a trade
route on a large scale, the chief reason I helieve being fear of the ChangpasZPor Tagh-lik, wandering tribes of Tartars, nominally subject to the
Chinese officials at Gartokh and Rudokh, but probably practically only so
far subject to them that they would abstain from committing violent

*'

Ibid. The survey was made by Kishen Sing Pundit and considered by Trotter to
be one o f the most important geographical results achieved by the mission.
'Sulphur Horse Pass', so called from its being used by the Polu people when bringing
sulphur to Khotan. Sulphur is excavated in large quantities near the lake in the
Ghubolik plain (Trotter).
Chang-pa in Thibetan means Nord-man while the Turki word for the same people
isTaghlik, i . e . . Mountaineer (Trotter).

Appendices
aggression on parties travelling under the protection of those authorities.
Habibula, who was elected King of Khotan when the Chinese were turned
out of the country, sent messengers to try and open up this route in 1864.
They were seized by the Chang-pa and compelled to return to Khotan with
the threat that any subsequent explorers would be put t o death. T h e
inhabitants of Keria and Polu go as far south as Ghubolik to procure sulphur.
They also go west of this towards the head of the Yurung-Kash (or Ilchi)
River where they search for gold and jade, but it would appear that although
the Khotanese claim the country up t o Lake Yeshil Kul, the head of the
Kina River, as their boundary,
from fear of the Chang-pas
-yet practically
they never go quite so far to the south. O n the other hand the Chang-pas
who probably have equal reason to fear the Turks from the plains would
appear not to wander further north than Rikong Chumik, the ridge to the
north of which separates their grazing grounds from plains on the north,
through which flows a considerable stream, passed by the Pundit, asserted
by his guide to be the head of the Yurung-Kash R i ~ e rIt. would
~
thus appear
that owing to the mutual hostility of the two races there is a large tract of
neutral ground which is never occupied by one or the other, extending from
Rikong Chumik to Ghubolik; here the Pundit saw large herds of yak,
antelope, and jungle sheep (oves ammon), which had apparently never
been scared by the sight of man. Near Rikong Chumik were the remains of
numerous huts; others were frequently seen along the road, but fortunately
for the Pundit, he did not meet or see a single human being between Ghubolik
and Noh, a distance of 244 miles, a circumstance which enabled him to
complete his route survey up to Noh3' without interruption.
In the map which has been prepared for submission with this report 1 have not
shown this stream as flowing into Yurung-Kash, but I think it not at all improbable
that it may find its way through a gap which I have left in the Kuen Luen (just between
the letters E. and N. of Luen). I would have inserted it, but it hardly appears wnsistent
with Mr Johnson's statements as to what he saw when ascending these Kuen Luen
peaks in 1865, although, o n the other hand, the fact that the river h e crossed at
Karangolak was a very large and rapid stream would indicate that it probably came
from a considerable distance; knowing also as a fact how the Karakash cuts through
the same range at Shahidula and how extremely difficult it is t o form an accuraie idea
of any mountain range when viewed from a single point, 1 am inclined to regret that I
did not show this stream in my map as the headwaters of the Yurung-Kash o r River of
Khotan (Trotter).
3' From Noh he tried to get t o Rudokh, but was not permitted t o d o so; in fact the
inhabitants tried t o compel him to return by the way he had come, and it was with
great difficulty that he at last got permission togo to Leh direct. Anticipatinga search
by the first people he should encounter. he had, when nearing the village of Noh.
concealed his instruments and papers in a bush. He was duly searched, but of course
nothing was found, and he afterwards succeeded in again getting possession of his
valuables. In Thibet the great difficulty encountered by persons entering in disguise
is always on the frontier, where the examination is very strict. When once allowed to
pass into the interior of the country there is little to fear (Trotter).
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The newly acquired knowledge of this road may perhaps lead to important
practical results, but not until our relations with the Chinese Empire, and
their too independent subordinates in Thibet, are placed on a more satisfactory footing than they are at present. It is apparent by combining the
results of this survey with other information collected by the Survey Pundits
during the past few years, that a road exists between the plains of Hindustan
and Turkestan which entirely avoids the territories of the Maharaja of
Cashmere, and which in the summer months may be traversed without once
crossing snow, or without encountering one really difficult pass, such as we
know to exist on the Karakorum and Changchenmo routes. Leaving the
plains of India at the ancient city of Najibabad (between Hurdwar and
Moradabad), the starting point of the old Royal Road stated by Moorcroft
to have crossed these same mountain systems, a good road about 210 miles
in length, and only crossing one low pass,32leads to the Niti Pass (16,676
feet high) over the main Himalayan range. Descending from the Niti Pass,
due north into the Sutlej valley, and crossing that river at Totling (12,200
feet) by the iron suspension bridge still existing (said according to local
tradition t o have been constructed by Alexander the Great), and crossing
by the Bogo La (19,210 feet) into the Indus valley at Gartokh (14,24Ofeet),
the road would then follow that river to D e m ~ h o k . Thence
)~
it would go
over the Jara Pass due north to Rudokh and Noh, and by the newly surveyed
route to Polo and Khotan.

Treaty of 1870 between the British Government
and the Maharaja of Jammu and Kashmir
for developing trade with Eastern Turkestan
Negotiated by Douglas Forsyth on the eve of his first mission to
Yarkand (1870), the principal objective of the treaty was to improve
trade routes t o Chinese Turkestan lying through the Maharaja's
temtory; especially the one through Changchenmo. The British joint
commissioner who was now to be posted at Leh, was made responsible
for settling trade disputes and arranging for other cognate matters

'' The Langar Pass, 6,500 feet high. which is on the third day's march from the plains
(Trotter).
" A more direct route exists from Totling v i a Dankhar to Demchok (Trotter).
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arising within the two-mile zone on either side of the trade route.
To start with, a British agent at Leh had been appointed in January
1867 'as an experimental measure for one season only'. Ostensibly a
trade agent, his real objective was t o snoop around and gather
information about Chinese Turkestan. When the time came for his
tenure to lapse, the Maharaja understandably was keen that he should
go. Left to himself, John Lawrence, then Governor General, may
have acquiesced but members of his Council and the Secretary of
State in Whitehall were differently persuaded. In the event, the agent
became a permanent fixture in 1869; under the treaty, he emerged as
British joint commissioner at Leh (Art. 111).
Alongside his Kashmiri counterpart, the jurisdiction and authority
of the joint commissioner was clearly defined (Arts. IV-VIII). It was
apparent that from now on the Maharaja was far from being a free
agent in regulating his political much less his commercial relations
with the rulers of Chinese Turkestan. Coupled with the Raj's Officer
On Special Duty in Srinagar who was first appointed in 1852 to look
after the interests of Europeans visiting the Kashmir valley during
summer-and in consequence was to function for six months in a year
only-the Commissioner at Leh secured for the British 'a very strong
foothold in the State'. This was later effectively used to extend the
influence of the Raj and by implication undermine that of the
Maharaja.

Treaty of 1870 between the British G ~ v e r n m e n t ~ ~
and His HIGHNESS MA HA RAJA RA NBIR SINGH, G. C.S. I.,
Maharaja of Jammu and Kashmir,
for the 'development and security' of Trade with Eastern
Turkestan
Whereas, in the interest of the high contracting parties and their respective
subjects it is deemed desirable to afford greater facilities than at present
exist for the development and security of trade with Eastern Turkestan, the
following Articles, have, with this object, been agreed upon:
Article I

With the consent of the Maharaja, officers of the British Government will
be appointed to survey the trade-routes through the Maharaja's territories
from the British frontier of Lahoul to the territories of the Ruler of Yarkand,
including the route via the Chang Chemoo Valley. The Maharaja will depute
an officer of his Government to accompany the surveyors, and will render
them all the assistance in his power. A map of the routes surveyed will be
'JAitchison Treaties. V,pp. 2 6 9 .
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made, an attested copy of which will be given to the Maharaja.

Article I1
Whichever route towards the Chang Chemoo Valley shall, after examination
and survey as above, be declared by the British Government to be the best
suited for the development of trade with Eastern Turkestan, shall be declared
by the Maharaja to be a free highway in perpetuity and at all times for all
travellers and traders.
Article 111
For the supervision and maintenance of the road in its entire length through
the Maharaja's territories, the regulation of traffic on the free highway
described in Article II., the enforcement of regulations that may be hereafter
agreed upon, and the settlement of disputes between carriers, traders,
travellers or others using that road, in which either of the parties or both of
them are subjects of the British Government or of any Foreign State, two
Commissioners shall be annually appointed, one by the British Government
and the other by the Maharaja. In the discharge of their duties and as regards
the period of their residence the Commissioners shall be guided by such
rules as are now separately framed, and may from time to time hereafter be
laid down by the joint authority of the British Government and the Maharaja.
Article IV
The jurisdiction of the Commissioners shall be defined by a line on each
side of the road at a maximum width of two Statute koss, except where it
may be deemed by the Commissioners necessary to include a wider extent
for grazing grounds. Within this maximum width the Surveyors appointed
under Article 1 shall demarcate and map the limits of jurisdiction which
may be decided upon by the Commissioners as most suitable, including
grazing grounds; and the jurisdiction of the Commissioners shall not extend
beyond the limits so demarcated. The land included within these limits shall
remain in the Maharaja's independent possession; and, subject to the
stipulations contained in this Treaty, the Maharaja shall continue to possess
the same rights of full sovereignty therein as in any other part of his territories,
which rights shall not be interfered with in any way by the Joint Commissioners.
Article V
The Maharaja agrees to g v e all possible assistance in enforcing the decisions
of the Commissioners and in preventing the breach of evasion of the regulations established under Article 111.
Article VI
The Maharaja agrees that any person, whether a subject of the British
Government, or of the Maharaja, or of the Ruler of Yarkand, or of any
foreign state, may settle at any place within the jurisdiction of the two
Commissioners, and may provide, keep, maintain. and let for hire at different
stages, the means of carriage and transport for the purposes of trade.
Article VII
The two Commissioners shall be empowered to establish supply depots,

Appendices
and to authorize other persons to establish supply depots at such places on
the road as may appear to them suitable; to fix the rates at which provisions
shall be sold to traders, carriers, settlers, and others, and to fix the rent to
be charged for the use of any rest-houses or serais that may be established
on the road. The officers of the British Government in Kullu, &c, and the
officers of the Maharaja in Ladak shall be instructed to use their best
endeavours to supply provisions on the indent of the Commissioners at
market rates.
Article VIII
The Maharaja agrees to levy no duty whatever on the aforesaid free highway;
and the Maharaja further agrees to abolish all transit duties levied within his
territories on goods transmitted in bond through His Highness' temtories
from Eastern Turkestan to India, and vice versa, on which bulk may not be
broken within the territories of His Highness. O n goods imported into, or
exported from His Highness' territory, whether by the aforesaid free highway
or any other route, the Maharaja may levy such import duties as he may
think fit.
Article I X
The British Government agree to levy no duty on goods transmitted in
bond through British India to Eastern Turkestan, or to the territories of His
Highness the Maharaja. The British Government further agree to abolish
the export duties now levied on shawls and other textile fabrics manufactured
in the territories of the Maharaja and exported to countries beyond the
limits of British India.
Article X
This Treaty, consisting of ten Articles, has this day been concluded by Thomas
Douglas Forsyth, C.B., in virtue of the full powers vested in him by His
Excellency the Right Hon'ble Richard Southwell Bourke, Earl of Mayo,
Viscount Mayo of Monycrower, Baron Naas of Naas, K.P.,G.M.S.I.,
P.C., &c, &c, Viceroy and Governor General of India, on the part of the
British Government, and by His Highness Maharaja Runbeer Singh,
aforesaid; and it is agreed that a copy of this Treaty, duly ratified by His
Excellency the Viceroy and Governor General of India shall be delivered to
the Maharaja on or before the 7th September 1870.
Signed, sealed, and exchanged at Sealkote on the second day of April in
the year of our Lord one thousand eight hundred and seventy, corresponding
with the 22nd day of Bysakh, Sumbut 1927.
Signature of the Maharaja of Cashmere

T. D. Forsyth
Ma yo
This Treaty was ratified by His Excellency the Viceroy and Governor
General of India at Sealkote on the 2nd day of May in the year 1870.
C. U. Aitchison,
Officiating Secretary to the Government of India,
Foreign Department.
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George Macartney and
Huang Tachin's Map
George Macartney and Huang Tachin occupy important places in any
meaningful discussion on the MacDonald line; Sir Claude MacDonald
was no more than the bearer of the March 1899 note. Macartney,
who had initially accompanied Younghusband on the latter's visit to
the Pamirs in 1890 had stayed back in Kashgar in a tentative capacity.
Eventually, he remained at Kashgar for more than a quarter century,
for the first eighteen years in an undefined, even ambiguous, position
enjoying no status with the government in Peking.
Huang Tachin was a Chinese diplomat who made excelleqt use of
his sojourn in Europe to map out whatever was available on the
Russo-Chinese frontier.
The first part of the appendix refers not only to Huang Tachin's
map but also to Chinese explorations in the frontier region; the second,
to Peking's perception of the Karakoram boundary, while the third is
revealing about news (intelligence) gathering by the 'Special Assistant for Chinese Affairs to the Resident in Kashmir', as Macartney
was designated by the Raj.

1. No. 141, duted Kashgar
23 July 189Y5
Prom-George Macartney, Esq., Special Assistant for Chinese Affairs to
the Resident in Kashmir
T-The
Resident in Kashmir
In my letter No. 105of the 12th June last, I had the honour to forward you
a rough copy of a map made by Hung Ta-chen, late Chinese Minister to the
Court of St Petersburgh, showing the Russo-Chinese frontier on the
Pamirs. I now beg leave to transmit to you herewith a tracing of a portion of
another map made by the same official, showing the boundary between
Chinese and British Kashmir territories; and, at the same time, to draw
your attention to the fact that in this map this boundary is not shown as running
along the crest of the Karakoram range as one might have supposed if the
watershed between the Indus and Yarkand riper valleys was to be taken as
the boundary; but is shown somewhat to the north of that watershed, and
following the banks of that portion of the Yarkand river which was explored
by Captain Younghusband in the summer of 1889.
2. Whether there would be any advantage in our extending our frontier
35

Proc. 97, in FL), Sec. F, October 1893, Nos. 96102.
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to the northern side of the Karakoram range, is a question on which I am
incompetent to express an opinion. But it has occurred to me that one day,
when the Russians shall have taken possession of Sarikul and Ruskum, we
may have to consider the advisability, from a strategical point of view, of
either advancing or waiving the claims which Kanjut is said to have over
certain places beyond its generally recognised boundary; and when such a
contingency arises, we may find it to our interest to have all the evidence we
can discover to show that the Chinese frontier never actually extended as
far as the Karakoram range; and possibly then this map of Hung Ta-chen
may not be without its use.
3. I may also mention that at present there is a Chinese official in Kashgar,
surnamed Li, who has, for some time past been making enquiries about the
position of that portion of the boundary of the Kashgar district which is
conterminous with Kashmir. It has not been possible for me to discover what
the result of his researches has been; but doubtless he will sooner or later
submit a report on his explorations; and possibly the Chinese Government
will take some action thereon for the laying down of the frontier over the
country examined by him-action which we may have to take some cognizance of.
P. S.-I believe that Hung Ta-chen's maps, which are in a series of 35
sheets, may be purchased at Shanghai.
,.a

2 . No. 230, dared Kashgar
the 8th December 1893.%
From-George Macartney, Esq., Special Assistant for Chinese Affairs to
the Resident in Kashmir,
To-The Resident in Kashmir.
I have already, in letters Nos. 141 and 182, dated the 23rd July and 28th
September, respectively, brought to your notice that a certain Chinese official,
surnamed Li, had, for some months past, been making investigations in
regard to that portion of the Chinese boundary which is conterminous with
Kashmir. This person has now left Kashgar, having gone to China on account
of the death of his mother. I saw him, however. before his departure, and
asked him what had been the results of his enquiries; and I may state that.
-although he avoided giving me a clear reply on the subject, he led me to
suppose that he had been advocating, in his report, a method of demarcation
based on the water-system of Kashmir and Chinese Turkestan.
2. I should also report that the question of boundary between British and
Chinese territories in these parts appears to have of late been engaging the
attention of Pan Ta-lao-yieh, the District Magistrate of Yarkand. He wrote,
H a i Ta-lao-yieh informed me, about three months ago to the Taotai.
suggesting that the limits of the Yarkand district (which includes Shahidulla,
7h101.&R . u P & s ~ ~ ~ .
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Raskam, Sarikul, &c.) should be clearly defined; and the reason he had for
making the suggestion was this. About four or five months ago, the Taotai
forwarded to the District Magistrate a copy of a large Russian map on which
the names of places had been translated in Chinese by Hsu Ta-jen, the present
Chinese Minister to the Court of St Petersburgh, and with this map some
translations, made in the Tsungli Yamen, of certain records of the explorations of Lieutenant-Colonel Gordon, Colonel Grombchevsky, Captain
Younghusband and others in the Pamir and Sarikul regions. Pan Ta-lao-yieh
discovered, whilst perusing these documents, that one of the explorers (Hai
Ta-lao-yieh did not remember which one it was) had stated that the Yarkand
river formed the limits of Chinese jurisdiction; and then, on refening to Hsu
Ta-jen's map, he noticed that that river had been marked at two different
place+first, along the stream that flows by Chiragh Saldi and Chong Jungle;
and second, along the watercourse comprised between Chushman and
Yarkand. The idea then occurred to Pan Ta-lao-yieh that Russia or
England might one day be claiming the watercourse between Chushman
and Yarkand as the real Yarkand river, and contend that Chinese jurisdiction
was limited by it.
3. Hai Ta-lao-yieh further informed me that the District Magistrate's
memorandum on this subject had been forwarded by the Taotai to the
Provincial Governor; but that hitherto no reply had been received from
head-quarters.
4. 1 may mention that I have seen at Hai Ta-lao-yieh's a facsimile copy of
the map above alluded to. Its scale was, I suppose, about 1 inch to 12 miles;
and it must have included all the country in the Upper Oxus and Indus valley
basins. situated between longitude 69" 76' and latitude 34" 39'. The name
'Yarkand River' was, as had been remarked by the District Magistrate of
Yarkand. transcribed twice on it.
5. There were three inaccuracies I observed in this document which I
ought perhaps to bring to your notice.
6. First.-My attention was drawn to a red dotted line delineated along
that portion of the Yarkand river which is comprised between Ak-tagh and
Chong jungle. What this line was meant for I cannot say. Hai Ta-lao-yieh
thought, however, that perhaps its object was to show the Chinese boundary.
7. Second.-The Hindu Kush range was shown. from about Langar, as
taking a south-easterly direction, and in such a manner as to place Kanjut
and Nagar on the northern slope of it. It is to be hoped that no Agent of the
Russian Government gave assistance in the preparation of the map. for if
any such person had a hand in it, he could scarcely escape the imputation of
having endeavoured, by imposing on the geographical ignorance of Hsu-Tajen, to cozen him into the belief that England, in her occupation of Kanjut
and Nagar, had annexed a region at the north of the Hindu Kush, instead of
at the south of it.
8. Third.-Aktash had been marked as if it was at the east of the Sarikul
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watershed, and not at the west of it, which is its proper position.
9. 1 trust that the details respecting inaccuracies in the translation of a
Russian map into Chinese will not be considered futile; but it should be
borne in mind that this map of Hsu Ta-jen's is now being made use of by the
Chinese Government in their negotiations with the Russian Government
on the Pamir question, and consequently bears the character of an official
document.

3. Note from the Tsungle Yamen
dated the 31st March 189437
Kuang Ho, Hsu. XX., 2.25.

On 19th February 1894, His Excellency the British Minister called at the
Yamen, and in the course of conversation stated that the Chinese authorities
had placed a boundary stone upon a mountain range on the south border of
Yarkand. This district had not been the subject of arrangement between
India and China, and China should not proceed to fix the frontier by herself.
The Prince and Ministers replied t o the effect that investigation was
necessary. They subsequently referred to the Yamen records and found
that the British Mission called at the Yamen in June 1893, and made a
statement to the following effect:British subjects sometime ago erected a fort at Shahidulla, a place some
400 li to the north of Ladakh, a dependency of Kashmir, and directly southeast of the Chinese possession [of] Yarkand, but China claiming the place
to be within her frontier, they had been withdrawn.
Chinese authorities had now erected a boundary mark at Karakoram
(Karakorom) for what purpose not known, and the British Minister expected
the Yamen to make inquiries by telegraph of the local authorities.
The Yamen accordingly sent telegraphic inquiries, and subsequently
received a telegraphic reply from the Governor of the New Dominion,
as follows:'Shahidulla, otherwise Sai Tu La. British subjects built an earth-work in
1890. Afterwards, knowing that it was a station of ours, they withdrew.
Karakoram, otherwise Ka La Hu Lu Mu, is a grazing ground of our
Mohammedan subjects, and has always beep Chinese territory. This
mountain range is the watershed between rivers flowing north and south,
and is the natural boundary.'
A despatch subsequently arrived from the Governor which ran as follows:Karakoram, otherwise Ka La Hu Lu Mu, is called by the Mohammedans
Hci Shih Ta Mountains (Black Stone Great Mountains). From Yeh Cheng
Hsien (Yarkand city?) the road leads south by devious mountain paths for
650 li to the Su Kai Ti (Suget) guard station; 30 li to the west of this is Sai Tu
" 0'Conor to
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La; 350 li to the south is the Ka La Hu Lu Mu mountain range, which is the
south limit of Yarkand territory. Our Mohammedan subjects can all testify
to this. In 1892 the former Governor of the New Dominion, Wei, ordered
the Taotai of Kashgar t o erect a boundary round the Ka La Hu Lu Mu, for
the purpose of marking clearly the frontier, and of continuing as a lasting
record.
The Yamen has the honour to observe that Karakoram is called by China
Ka La Hu Lu Mu, in the southern territory of Yarkand, and has up to the
present time been in the Government of the two districts So Che and Khoten.
The remarks of His Excellency the British Minister as to the erection of a
stone pillar would seem to refer to this place. The locality is without doubt
within the temtory of China, and has no connection with India.
The Yamen has the honour to inform His Excellency the British Minister
accordingly.
(Seal of Yamen)

4 . Abstract of News-reports received from the

Special Assistant for Chinese Affairs to the Resident in Kashmir
for the fortnight ending 30th June 1894.38

21 June 1894
News. Hai-ta-lao-yieh, Provincial Governor's Deputy for Pamir frontier
investigations, and Lew-tai-ho, Chief of the Police in the Yangishahr, have
been ordered to proceed shortly to the Pamirs to make certain local investigations. As a vacancy has occurred on the retirement of Li-ta-lao-yieh,
Provincial Governor's Deputy for enquiring into the position of the KashgarKashmir frontier, it is stated that Lew-tai-ho will be appointed to fill it.

News. Munshi Buniad Ali reported that certain traders in Yarkand had
petitioned the District Magistrate to be allowed to send caravans this year
to Ladakh by the Kukiar or the Sanju route, but that permission had been
refused them. The District Magistrate stated, however, that, when the
Anglo-Chinese frontier, which at present was not settled, should have been
determined, they might be opened.
Remarks by the Special Assistant

The intelligence that some traders have made such a petition is beyond
doubt true. It seems that, ever since Captain Younghusband's Mission of
1890, the Chinese have felt a vague necessity of having the y ash gar-Kashmir
frontier permanently settled. The enquiries they have recently made into
the position of that frontier tends to show this. Personally I hope that, if an
'"roc.

303 in FD, Sec. F, August 1894, Nos.300-5, entries for 21 and 24 June 1894.

Appendices
arrangement for a delimitation takes place between England and China, we
shall seize the opportunity of making at the same time with the latter a rough
and ready agreement for carrying on the commerce between India and
Kashgaria.

The Mir of Hunza's Annual
Tribute to the Ch'ing Emperor
The Mir of Hunza's annual tribute of gold dust to the Ch'ing emperorwho, in turn, bestowed on him rolls of satin of much greater worthhad its beginnings towards the latter part of the eighteenth century.
The practice was to continue, almost uninterrupted, even a quarter
century after the October 1911 revolution when a republic replaced
the empire. In its essence, the tribute established the traditional vassalsuzerain relationship so typical of the Ch'ing tributary system and
argued strongly in favour of the mutuality of interests it served. Prestige
to the Emperor and his throne and a number of tangible-intangible
benefits to Hunza's ruler.

Peking Gazette (manuscript copy) of 14th May 189539
T'ao-Mo, the Governor of the New Dominion, submits a memorial to the
Throne, forwarding the tribute of gold from a Muhammadan State. It has
always been the custom, he states, when the Muhammadan State of Kanjut,
situated to the south of Sarikol, tenders its annual payment of gold dust, to
report the matter to the Throne and to bestow upon its Ruler presents of
rolls of satin.
The Taot'ai of Kashgar, Huang Kunga-ta, now reports having received
from the chieftain of Kanjut, Muhammad Nazim, an ounce and- a-half of
gold dust as tribute for the 21st year of Kuang Hsu (1895) and in compliance
with established usage, the Taot'ai has forwarded for reverent acceptance
by the chieftain two pieces of large sized satin conferred upon him by
the Emperor.
The Taot'ai humbly requests that a memorial should be submitted to the
Throne on the subject.
FD, Sec. F, August 1895, Nos. 207-210.
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Finding that the procedure is in due form the Governor has forwarded
the gold dust to the Imperial Household Department for transmission to its
high destination, and he now begs t o bring the matter with all due reverence
to the knowledge of Her Majesty.
Rescript! Let the Yamen concerned take note.
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Younghusband's note on the Boundary
between Hunza and Chinese Turkestan
Younghusband's note is revealing in terms of his considered view
that while India should not base its northern frontier on Hunza's
'shadowy' claims to Raskam and the Taghdumbash, the claims as
such 'should not be overlooked'. The best way to prevent the Russians
from creating difficulties was to push the 'sluggish' Chinese in by
emphasizing that their claims to these areas were 'not altogether free
from dispute'. And with the Chinese moving in-as at Shahidulla in
1 8 8 G t h e 'temporary object' of keeping the Russians from actual
contact with the states of the Hindu Kush would be achieved. Which
in turn would enable the British to consolidate their own position.

A Note on the Boundclry between Hunza and Chinese Turkestan
by Captain Francis Younghusband, C .I. E.40
Though Hu~lzais naturally bounded by the great watershed which divides
the basin of the lndus on the south from the basin of the Oxus and Yarkand
Rivers on the north, and which is known in various parts as the Karakoram.
the Mustagh or the Hindu Kush range, yet this natural boundary does not in
fact represent the actual limits to which the Rulers of Hunza consider their
rights of dominion to extend. Claims to tribute from the inhabitants of the
Tagh-dum-bash Pamir have consistently been put forward by these Chiefs;
a fortified post on the north side of the main range has been occupied for
many years by their levies, and the right of occupying the district of Raskam
(lying along the upper valley of the Yarkand River) has even been put forward by them.

"' FD. Sec. F. K W No.2. January 1898, Nos. 1 6 1 6 9 .
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In the autumn of 1889 when deputed by the Government of India on a
special mission to this then unknown region, I found the district of Raskam
bore traces of former cultivation and habitation-the furrows could be
clearly seen; old apricot trees were still standing; and in one or two places
there were the remains of smelting furnaces where copper or iron ore had
been extracted. The district had evidently at one time closely resembled
such districts as Mastuj in Chitral, and the only reason it was unoccupied
was that the inhabitants of Chinese Turkestan or of the Pamirs. who would
have settled there, were afraid now to d o so on account of the frequency of
the raids which the Rulers of Hunza had directed against the valley during
its former occupation.
It was in this district of Raskam that, just as I had completed my exploration
of it I met the Russian traveller, Captain Gromchevsky, who had been
deputed by his Government on a similar mission to my own.
From the Raskam District I proceeded towards the Shimshal Pass, and at a
day's march distance on the north side of the great watershed-at a place
called Darwaza-I found a small fort or tower occupied by 20 men of Hunza.
The Tagh-dum-bash Pamir was then visited by me, and this I found
occupied by Kirghiz who, as is usual among weak tribes and States in Central
Asia, owned a sort of allegiance to two parties at the same time. At the time
of my visit the Ruler of Hunza was levying the customary tax (or blackmail
as it might more justly be called) from the Kirghiz in the same way as he had
been levying a similar blackmail from the Kugiar and other districts
indisputably under Chinese authority. Yet at the very same time that the
Hunza Chief was levying this blackmail from the Kirghiz, an official deputed
by the Chinese Governor of Kashgar was calling together the Kirghiz
headmen and severally censuring them for allowing me to have entered
Chinese territory without a passport from the Chinese Government!
These facts, recorded elsewhere. I here recapitulate to show the condition
of affairs before frontier questions had been raised; before the Russians
had advanced on to the Pamirs, and before we had invaded Hunza, or even
established our present Agency at Gilg~t.
Now, we have established our control over the wild raiders of Hunza.
The inhabitants of the country round have no longer reason to fear attack
while they are peacefully cultivating their fields; and according to Mr.
Macartney's reports they are looking with jealous eyes upon the unoccupied
but cultivable district of Raskam. The inhabitants of the Tagh-dum-bash
Pamir have petitioned the Chinese authorities to be allowed to cultivate the
land in Raskam. Men from Hunza who had already proceeded there had
been taken prisoner by the Chinese authorities; and the whole of the boundary
hetween Hunza and Chinese Turkestan-that
is between India and
China-has been raised.
This question becomes of the more importance from the recent advance
of the Russians across the Pamirs over territory in which they had not the
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faintest shadow of a legitimate claim; and which brings them into direct
contact with the debatable ground above referred to, between Hunza and
Turkistan. When Colonel Yonoff showed me in my tent on the Little Pamir
in 1891 a map with the Little Pamir and a large portion of Afghan territory
coloured green as Russian territory, 1 expressed astonishment at the extent
of the Russian claims. H e laughed and remarked that what I saw was merely
what they were then claiming. H e said they had just as much right to the
Tagh-dum-bash as to the other Pamirs. After the recent Pamir negotiations
an insidious Russian advance on the Tagh-dum-bash might not be as easy of
accomplishment as Colonel Yonoff contemplated. But in all considerations
on our Northern Frontier we have to keep before us the probability of an
eventual Russian occupation of Chinese Turkistan. China may remain in
possession for many years yet, but her Turkistan Provinces are entirely at
the mercy of Russia, so that what may to-day be the frontier between India
and China, may twenty years hence be the frontier between India and Russia.
Should the frontier line between India and Russia be along the greater
watershed dividing the rivers of India from the rivers of Central Asia; should it
be allowed to meander about across indefinite valleys and ridges on the far
side of the boundary formed by nature? This is the real question now to be
considered, and the opinion 1 have formed after having crossed every single
pass across this watershed from the Karakoram Pass on the east to the
Baroghil Pass on the west is that for the boundary rampart of an Empire no
stronger or better-defined a frontier could be found. The Passes are lofty
and difficult of passage for any but small parties, and they are practically
closed by snow for more than half the year. The defence of country south of
this line is easy; the defence of country north of it against a European Power
would be attended with the utmost difficulty.
I can see, therefore, no useful object which would be attained by saddling
ourselves with the responsibility of upholding shadowy claims of Hunza
over territory on the northern side of the Passes.
At the same time what slight claims Hunza possesses over Raskam or
Tagh-dum-bash temtory may be useful to us for present temporary purposes,
and should not, in my opinion, be entirely overlooked. It will not be for
many years yet that the Russians will occupy Chinese Turkistan. But, in the
meanwhile, they may find opportunities, or as they may consider it, necessities
for nibbling away at Chinese territory and absorbing the remaining Pamlr
they have still left to the Chinese. By that time they would have become
heartily tired of living at the high altitudesof the Pamirs and would crave for
the more comfortable elevation of the Raskam District, which in its lower
part is less than 8,000 feet above sea level. Here crops may be grown, and a
more suitable spot for permanent military occupation be found than is to be
met with anywhere south of Osh. The longer the Russians can be kept from
occupying such a position, the more convenient will it be for our dealings
with the frontier State which that position immediately touches; and if we
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are not prepared to occupy the district ourselves, our interest will be best
served by seeing that the Chinese occupy it definitely and decisively, and
the best method of ensuring that the sluggish Chinese should occupy the
district with anything like firmness of authority is to allow them to see that
their right to it is not altogether free from dispute. They may then occupy
Raskam as they occupied Shahidulla in 1890. In any case, the occupation is
not likely to be of permanent value, but it may serve the temporary object
of keeping the Russians for a few years longer from actual contact with the
States of the Hindu Kush and this is a matter of no small importance to us
during the present time while we are consolidating our position among them.
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Ardagh's Memorandum and India's Reaction
Sir John Ardagh's memorandum and India's reaction to it may be
said to register the high-water mark of all that had gone into the halfcentury between the boundary commissions of 1846-7 and the more
detailed explorations of the last few decades of the nineteenth century.
Having served two successive governors general, Lansdowne and
(briefly) Elgin, it is only fair to point out that Ardagh was no stranger
to the strategies being mapped out at the highest levels of government in CalcuttaISimla. The interesting point, though, is that by the
time his memorandum came to be written, and debated, strategic
thinking had undergone a sea change. In the event, the GovernorGeneral and his Council as well as the army top brass refused to
endorse any contours 'beyond the great mountain ranges', much less
were they amenable to incorporating into India territories to which
the Chinese had even the vaguest of claims. It was a 'most difficult
and impracticable country' and its inclusion would weaken the military
position without securing 'any corresponding advantage'.

I . The Northern Frontier of India
from the Pamirs to Tibet 4 1
The collapse of China in the late China-Japan war showed the futility of our
trusting to that Power as a possible ally, and there is every reason to believe
Intelligence Division, War Officeto Foreign Office, 1 January 1897, Proc. 165, in
FD, Sec. F. January 1898, Nos. 1 W 1 6 9 .
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that she will be equally useless as a buffer between Russia and the Northern
Frontier of India.
The war was followed by a serious Mahomedan rebellion in the provinces
of Kansu which has been dragging on ever since, and has lately received an
additional stimulus by the adhesion of the Kolao Secret Society, the most
powerful and ubiquitous organization of its kind in China.
China maintains her hold on Kashgaria by one single line of communication. namely the road between Kashgar and Peking which passes through
the disaffected Mahomedan district of Kansu, and is some 3,500 miles in
length.
Though this alone is sufficient to demonstrate the precarious nature
of China's sovereignty in Kashgaria, it may be added that in July last
Mr. Macartney reported that the stability of Chinese rule in Kashgaria had
been much shaken and that riots were taking place, not so much due to the
inhabitants as to the unruly Chinese soldiers quartered there.
The general history of Russian expansion in Central Asia, the eagerness
with which she has advanced her borders towards India over such inhospitable
regions as the Pamirs, the comparative fertility and natural wealth of
Kashgaria as well as the political activity displayed by the Russian representative in Kashgar lead one to suppose that an eventual Russian occupation
is far from improbable. In this connection too it is worthy of remark that
Russia has not demarcated her frontier with Kashgaria further south than
the Uzbel Pass between the latitudes of Kashgar and Yarkand thus leaving
herself untrammelled in the natural process of expansion from the Pamirs
eastward.
The rumours current during the summer of 1896of an impending Russian
advance into Kashgaria appear to have been unfounded. Mr. Macartney,
confirming this view, is of opinion that the Russians have made no preparations for intervening, as the time is not yet ripe, and as a Russian demonstration, unless it were immediately followed up by annexation, would only
serve to strengthen the hands of the Chinese by intimidating the rebels.
If then the eventual annexation of Kashgaria by Russia is to be expected.
we may be sure that Russia, as in the past, will endeavour to push her boundary as far south as she can, for political reasons, even if no real military
advantage is sought. It is evident therefore that sooner or later we shall have to
conclude a definite agreement regarding the Northern Frontier of India.
We have been accustomed to regard the great mountain ranges to the
north of Chitral. Hunza, and Ladakh as the natural frontier of India; and in
a general sense they form an acceptable defensive boundary, easy to define,
difficult to pass, and fairly dividing the peoples on either side. But 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 security, and for information as to the movements of an enemy, cannot be adequately carried out
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unless we can circulate freely at the foot of the glacis formed by the northern
slope, along these longitudinal valleys which Nature has provided on the
northern side at a comparatively short distance from the crest-a configuration which, it may be observed, does not present itself on the southern slope
of the range.
For military purposes, therefore a frontier following the highest watersheds is defective, and we should aim at keeping our enemy from any possibility of establishing himself on the glacis, occupying these longitudinal
valleys, and there preparing to surprise the passes. We should therefore
seek a boundary which shall leave all these longitudinal valleys in our possession or at least under our influence.
The application of this principle to the further demarcation of the northern
frontier of India leads to the following results. The Hindu-Kush, the Mustagh
Range, and the Karakorum Range, form the principal line of water-parting
between the basin of the Indus on the south, and the basins of the Oxus and
the Yarkand rivers on the north.
On this range are situated, inter alia, the Kilik, Mintaka. Khunjerab,
Shimshal, Mustagh, and Karakorum passes: access to which we desire to
debar to a possible enemy, by retaining within our territory the approaches
to them on the northern side, and the lateral communications between
these approaches.
This object is to be obtained by drawing our line of frontier so as to include
the basins of the Danga Bash river and its effluents above Dehda, at the
junction of the Ili Su and Karatchukar, called by Captain Younghusband
Kurghan-i-Ujadbai; of the Yarkand river above the point where it breaks
through the range of mountains marked by the Sargon and llbis Birkar
Passes, at about latitude 37" north and longitude 75" 50' east on Mr. Curzon's
map, published by the Royal Geographical Society; and of the Karakash
river above at a point between Shahidullah and the Sanju or Grim Passes.
Those three basins would afford a fully adequate sphere of influence beyond
the main crests.
During the disturbances in Kashgaria Shahidullah was occupied by
Kashmir .
At the time of Sir Douglas Forsyth's mission to Yarkand in 1873 the frontier
post of Kashgaria was situated at Shahidullah. When Captain Younghusband
visited that place in 1889 the fort had long been abandoned and he granted
money to a Kirghiz chief to rebuild it and keep it in repair, as a protection to the
trade route from Leh to Yarkand. He forestalled Captain G r o m b t c h e v ~ k ~ ,
whom he met on the Yarkand River.
In 1890 the Chinese pulled down the Shahidullah fort, and built another
near the Sujet Pass. wherc. in 1892, Lord Dunmore saw a notice board to
the effect that 'anyone crossing the Chinese frontier without reporting himself at this fort will be imprisoned.'
In 1874. Dr Bellew found an abandoned Chinese outpost at Kirghiz Tam
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near Shiragh Saldi. In 1889 Captain Younghusband likewise found Shiragh
Saldi outside the recognized Chinese Frontier.
We are therefore justified in claiming up to the crests of the Kuen-Lun
Range.
We now represent on our maps the Yarkand as a boundary-the
Taghdumbash Pamir is claimed by China, at least as far as Bayik. It is therefore clear that the three basins described above may encroach upon Chinese
territory to a certain extent which may be difficult to define, and our solicitude should be to obtain from China an agreement that any part of those
basins which may eventually be found to lie outside our frontier, shall not
be ceded to any country but Great Britain. If China were strong enough to
maintain possession, and to act the part of a buffer state, this assurance
would not be needed; but in view of her decadence, and of the prospect of
Kashgar. Yarkand and Khotan falling before long into the hands of Russia,
it will be well to take timely precautions to prevent her from becoming so
close a neighbour to the mountain rampart of India as she has lately become
on the Chitral Frontier.
The present value of this very sparsely inhabited country is insignificant,
but its importance as a security to the Indian Frontier is considerable.
The same principles and arguments may have to be applied at a future
period to the Upper Basins of the Indus, the Sutlej and even the Brahmaputra,
in the event of a prospective absorption of Tibet by Russia. At the present
moment however, we are only concerned in the definition of a frontier
between British India and Kashgar, Yarkand and Khotan.
Dealing first with the main portion of the line, marked on our maps as
following the Yarkand River, we find that Captain Younghusband in 1889
pointed out that this stream would form a bad boundary, as it is fordable,
and the road along the valley frequently crosses from one side to another.
This objection is well founded. If we are to keep this valley which contains
mines of iron and copper, hot springs, and possibly petroleum and gold;
and which, formerly cultivated, has within late years become depopulated
in consequence of Kanjuti raids-now at an end in consequence of our
occupation of Hunza: we should include the northern slope of its basin up to
the crests of the Kuen Lun Mountains. It is not likely that China in her present state would offer much objection, or indeed that her influence extends
to the south of the Kuen Lun. This then is the line which it would be preferable
to claim. But, if it be found that there should arise insuperable objections to
the Kuen Line, and that we cannot adopt the line of the river, there is yet a
third alternative which will still give us a glacis in front of the ~ustagh-viz:
the mountain crest commencing at the summit marked 14680, near the
Kurbu Pass, passing by the Uruk Pass to the summit marked 8815, crossing
the mouth of the Mustagh or Uprang river, and following the line of waterparting between that river and the Yarkand River, to which it would descend
at a point near the ruins of Kugart Auza and mount on the northern side at
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some point between the Sokh-buluk and Sujet Passes, following the latter
range eastwards across the ~ a r a k a s h and
: onwards to the point where the
frontier makes its great bend southward.
This second line as defined by river basins would comprise within our temtory the basin of the Mustagh River from its junction with the Yarkand river or
Raskam Dana, the basin of the Upper Yarkand River above the ruins of
Kugart Auza, and the basin of the Karakash above latitude 36 degree north.
At the western extremity of both this line and the Kuen Lun Line we have
to deal with Chinese claims to the Taghdumbash Pamir. The Chinese have
their furthest post up the valley at Chadir Tash or Bayik, where the road
from the Bayik Pass meets the Karatchukar river. Above that point the
nomad Kirghiz pay taxes to both China and Hunza, and we may claim on
behalf of Hunza the basin of the Karatchukar above some point between
the Bayik Chinese post, and Mintaka Aksai, the boundary to the north of
the river being one of the spurs descending from the Povalo Shveikovski
Peak. This would cover the debouches from the Tagerman-su, MikhmanGuli, Kuturuk, Wakh-jir. Kilik, Mintaka and Karchenai Passes. It is therefore of much importance to secure the possessions of Mintaka Aksai.
On the eastern side of the Taghdumbash Pamir, the debouches of the
Khunjerab and Kurbu passes can be secured by the possession of Mazar
Sultan Sayid Hassan. A parallel of latitude south of the Bayik post is the
simplest mode of laying down a boundary here so as to include Mazar Sayid
Hassan. From thence the boundary should mount to the waterparting near
the Zeplep Pass, and thence join the Kuen Lun, the Yarkand River or the
Uruk lines, already described.
Under the circumstances of China quoted at the commencement of this
paper, the settlement of this frontier question appears now to be urgent. If
we delay, we shall have Russia to deal with instead of China, and she will
assuredly claim up to the very farthest extent of the pretensions of her predecessors in title-at least to the very summits of the Mustagh and the
Himalayas.
I venture therefore to recommend that the matter should now be brought
to the notice of the Government of India, if the proposal meets with approval
at the Foreign and lndia Offices.
When the Government of lndia has studied the question, and pronounced an opinion as to the line which would be most advantageous, the
matter will, on our part, be ripe for further action. But, as it may happen
that, at that moment. other considerations may render it unadvisable to
communicate with China, it may be well to point out that there are other
steps, short of actual delimitation or international agreement, which would
tend greatly to strengthen our position, while awaiting a favourable opportunity for arriving at a definite settlement.
The Governor-General's Agents and Officers adjacent to the frontier
may arrange to procure the recognition of our supremacy and protection by
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the chiefs of the local tribes; and to assert it by acts of sovereignty, annually
exercised within the limits decided upon; and in this manner acquire a title
by prescription.
(Sd) J. C. Ardagh,
Major General
D. M. I.

lst, January, 1897.

2. India's Reaction to Ardagh's Memorandum
THE R I G H T HON'BLE L O R D G E O R G E F. HAMILTON.42
Her Majesty's Secretary for India.

F O R T WILLIAM, the 23rd December 1897
My LORD.
Your Lordship's Secret despatch No. 5, dated the 12th February 1897,
transmitted for our consideration a letter from the Foreign Office, enclosing a
memorandum by the Director of Military Intelligence on the northern frontier of India, contiguous to the Chinese dominons. We understand that Her
Majesty's Government remain of opinion that it would not be polite to bring
before the Chinese Government the question of the settlement of their
boundaries with Kashmir, Hunza and Afghanistan. The matter for examination is therefore whether it is advisable to take any other steps in the
direction of consolidating the boundaries of India in the region under notice.
2. Sir John Ardagh considers a frontier following the highest watershed
defective for military purposes, and suggests that we should aim at keeping
our enemy from any possibility of establishing himself on the glacis. occupying
the longitudinal valleys, and there preparing to surprise the passes; he
proposes that, if it is inadvisable to communicate with China on the subject,
our frontier officers might arrange to procure the recognition of our supremacy and protection by the chiefs of the local tribes, and to assert it by acts
of sovereignty, annually exercised within the limits decided upon, and in
this manner acquire a title by prescliption. He thinks it unlikely that China.
in her present state, would offer much objection. Our experience leads to
an opposite conclusion.
3. The Chinese have. on more than one occasion, evinced a determination
to assert their territorial rights in the direction of the Indian frontier. Your
Lordship will remember the pertinacity with which they insisted on what
they consider their suzerain rights over Hunza, as demonstrated by the 'tribute' of gold which Hunza still pays to Kashgar. They have erected boundary
pillars on the Karakoram. In October last year the Taotai of Kashgar, purIndia to Secretary of State, 23 December 1897, FD, Sec. F. January 1898, Procs.
1W169.
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porting to act under instructions from the Governor of the New Dominion,
made a verbal representation to Mr Macartney to the effect that, in a certain
copy of a Johnston's Atlas, Aksai Chin had been marked as within British
territory, while the tract belonged entirely to China. Still more recently, in
replying to an application for a passport for one of the officers of the Gilgit
Agency to cross the Kilik to shoot, the Taotai evinced his interest in China's
rights to the Taghdumbash up to the very borders of Hunza, by conceding
the request subject to the condition that the British officer should not stay
more than ten days in Chinese temtory. Again, during the month of October
1897, a report reached us from our Political Agent at Gilgit that the Chinese
authorities have arrested some Kanjutis who were cultivating a small piece
of land in Raskam, and have written to the Mir of Hunza that he must not
allow his subjects t o come there again. We believe that any attempt t o
incorporate within our frontier either of the zones mentioned by Sir John
Ardagh would involve real risk of strained relations with China, and might
tend to precipitate the active interposition of Russia in Kashgaria, which it
should be our aim to postpone as long as possible.
4. We are unable to concur altogether in Sir John Ardagh's suggestions
on military grounds. He advocates an advance beyond the great mountain
ranges which we regard as our natural frontier, o n the ground that it is
impossible to watch the actual watershed. Sir John Ardagh is no doubt right
in theory, and the crest of a mountain range does not ordinarily form a good
military frontier. In the present instance, however, we see no strategic
advantage in going beyond mountains over which no hostile advance is ever
likely to be attempted. Moreover, the alternative frontiers which Sir John
Ardagh proposes practically coincide with the watersheds of other ranges.
Our objection is mainly based on the opinion of officers who have visited
this region. They unanimously represent the present mountain 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 between ourselves and our outposts a belt of the most difficult and
impracticable country, it would unduly extend and weaken our military
position without, in our opinion, securing any corresponding advantage.
NO invader has ever approached India from this direction where nature has
placed such formidable barriers.
We have the honour to be,
MY LORD
Your Lordship's most obedient, humble servants,
(Signed)
Elgin
G . S. White
J . Westland
M. D. Chalmers
E. H. H. Collen
A. C. Trevor
C. M. Rivaz
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The MacDonald Note
The MacDonald note of March 1899 based on the earlier, October
1898 despatch of the Government of India, sought to define the
northern frontier of India vis-a-vis Chinese Turkistan all the way
from the Little Pamir in the west to the Kunlun range marking the
eastern boundary of Ladakh. It was not deemed necessary to mark
out the frontier; all that needed to be done was to identify some of its
'clearly marked geographical features'. But more important than
defining the frontier was the proffered deal on Hunza whereby China
was to 'relinquish her shadowy claims to suzerainty' in return for the
Mir forswearing his claims to most of the Tagdumbash and Raskam
districts. T o make it more palatable, the Raj threw in the Aksai Chin
bait--so that that 'large tract of country to the north of the great
dividing range' which had hitherto been outside Peking's boundary
would now be recognized as Chinese territory.

Sir C . MacDonald to the Tsung-li Y ~ r n e n ~ ~
Peking
14th March 1899
MM. les Ministres,
I have the honour, by direction of Her Majesty's Government, to address
your Highness and your Excellencies on the subject of the boundary between
the Indian State of Cashmere and the New Dominion of Chinese Turkestan.
In the year 1891 the Indian Government had occasion to repress by force
of arms certain rebellious conduct on the part of the Ruler of the State of
Kanjut, a tributary of Cashmere. The Chinese Government then laid claim
to the allegiance of Kanjut by virtue of a tribute of 1l/z ounces of gold dust
paid by its Ruler each year to the Governor of the New Dominion, who
gave in return some pieces of silk.
It appears that the boundaries of the State of Kanjut with China have
never been clearly defined. The Kanjutis claim an extensive tract of land in
the Tagdumbash Pamir, extending as far north as Tashkurgan, and they
also claim the district known as Raskam to the south of Sarikol. The rights
of Kanjut over part of the Tagdumbash Pamir were admitted by the Taotai
of Kashgar in a letter to the Mir of Hunza, dated February 1896, and last
year the question of the Raskam district was the subject of negotiations between Kanjut and the officials of the New Dominion, in which the latter
admitted that some of the Raskam land should be given to the Kanjutis.
43

Sub-encl. 1 , in Encl. 1 . Proc. 188 in FD, Sec. F, August 1898, Nos. 168-201.

Appendices

22 1

It is now proposed by the Indian Government that for the sake of avoiding
any dispute or uncertainty in the future, a clear understanding should be
come to with the Chinese Government as to the frontier between the two
States. T o obtain this clear understanding, it is necessary that China should
relinquish her shadowy claim to suzerainty over the State of Kanjut. The
Indian Government, on the other hand, will, on behalf of Kanjut, relinquish her claims to most of the Tagdumbash and Raskam districts.
It will not be necessary to mark out the frontier. The natural frontier is
the crest of a range of mighty mountains, a great part of which is quite inaccessible. It will be sufficient if the two Governments will enter into an
agreement to recognise the frontier as laid down by its clearly marked geographical features. The Line proposed by the Indian Government is briefly as
follows: It may be seen by reference to the map of the Russo-Chinese frontier brought by the late Minister, Hung Chun, from St Petersburg, and in
possession of the Y amen.
Commencing on the Little Pamir, from the peak at which the AngloRussian Boundary Commission of 1895 ended their work, it runs southeast, crossing the Karachikar stream at Mintaka Aghazi; thence proceeding
in the same direction it joins at the Karchenai Pass the crest of the main
ridge of the Mustagh range. It follows this to the south, passing by the
Kunjerab Pass, and continuing southwards to the peak just north of the
Shimshal Pass. At this point the boundary leaves the crest and follows a spur
running east approximately parallel to the road from the Shimshal to the
Hunza post at Darwaza. The line turning south through the Darwaza post
crosses the road from the Shimshal Pass at that point, and then ascends the
nearest high spur, and regains the main crests which the boundary will again
follow, passing the Mustagh, Gusherbrun, and Saltoro Passes by the
Karakoram. From the Karakoram Pass the crests of the range run east for
about half a degree (100 li), and then turn south to a little below the thirtyfifth parallel of north latitude. Rounding then what in our maps is shown as
the source of the Karakash, the line of hills to be followed runs north-east to
a point east of Kizil Gilga, and from there in a south-easterly direction
follows the Lak Tsung Range until that meets the spur running south from
the K'un-lun range, which has hitherto been shown on our maps as the eastern
boundary of Ladakh. This is a little east of 80"east longitude.
Your Highness and your Excellencies will see by examining this line that
a large tract of country to the north of the great dividing range shown in
Hung Chun's map as outside the Chinese boundary will be recognised as
Chinese territory.
I beg your Highness and your Excellencies to consider the matter, and to
favour me with an early reply.
I avail. & c.,
(Signed) Claude M. Macdonald
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Peking's Reactions to the MacDonald Note
The MacDonald ngte did not ever elicit an official Chinese response.
British diplomats in Peking however did sum up, fairly succinctly,
Chinese thinking on the subject. Interestingly enough, both Sir
Ernest Satow in November 1903 and Sir John Jordan, exactly three
years later. had almost identical perceptions. Sir Ernest recalled the
earlier far from happy British experience with regard to the undelimited
portions of the frontier between China and Burma and underlined
that any proposal about renunciation by the Chinese of their suzerainty over Hunza would be 'extremely distasteful' and evaded 'as
long as possible'.
Jordan's thinking was no different.

I . Sarow to L a n ~ d o w n e ~ ~
No. 371

Peking
3rd November 1903

MY LORD,
Memorandum, Precis of papers. Observations

I have the honour to enclose herewith a precis of the papers relating to
Raskam in the archives of this Legation, which relates the history of the
case as far as is possible with the material at my disposal. There are however
a small number of other documents of which we have no copies, that may
perhaps throw light upon one or two points. A summary entitled 'Observations' is also added.
It may possibly be the opinion of His Majesty's Government that this
question had better be allowed to rest where it is. In case it should however
be thought necessary hereafter to re-open the discussion. I would beg leave
to draw Your Lordship's attention to the fact, mentioned in the memorandum. that the Chinese Government began to make use of Russian objections as an excuse for not completing the grant of lands. immediately after
the delivery of the note proposing a definition of the boundary between
Kashmir and Kashgaria, and the renunciation by the Chinese of their suzerainty over Kanjut. Those who know the Chinese will admit that such a
proposal would probably be extremely distasteful to them, and that the?
would evade it as long as possible.
The question of defining the frontier has been entirely lost sight of in thc
prolonged dispute about the lands in Raskam. The Chinese Government
have never replied to the note of Sir Claude MacDonald on the subject.
4.1
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although the Governor of the New Dominion reported before July 1899 in
favour of the proposed frontier conditions. Nor have any instructions ever
been received by this legation to press the matter.
Our experience with regard to the two undelimited portions of the frontier
between Burma and the Chinese possessions shows how difficult it is to
bring the Chinese Government to agree to any arrangement of the sort.
If the word 'ousted', employed by Mr Macartney in reference t o the
establishment of Chinese subjects (probably Kirghiz are meant) in the
Raskam Valley, was used by him in the sense of 'expel' (term adopted by
the India Office) then it was apparently not in accordance with fact, the
Kanjutis not having received possession of the lands on which the Chinese
subjects were settled. If he merely meant it in the sense of 'forestalled', the
India Office expression, repeated by myself on the authority of my instructions, it gave unfortunately an opportunity to the Chinese Government
of successfully refuting a statement made by direction of His Majesty's
Government.
A copy of this despatch is being sent to the Government of India.
I have the honour to be, with the highest respect,
MY LORD,
Your Lordship's most obedient, humble Servant.
ERNEST SATOW.
The Marquess of Lansdowne, K. G . , etc. etc. etc.

2. Jordan to Grey45
No. 471

Peking
13th November 1906

Enclo., Pro.
No. 212

SIR,
I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your despatch No. 307
(Secret F.. October 1906. Nos. 68-78) of 6th September last in which you
desire to be informed whether the present is an opportune moment for
approaching the Chinese Government with a view to obtaining a settlement
of the Kanjut question on the basis that the Government of India should
abandon the Hunza claims to Raskam and to the Taghdumbash Pamir,
provided the Chinese Government agree to sever their connection with
Hunza, to accept the frontier between Kashmir and the New Dominion as
proposed by the Indian Government and to recognize the appointment of
Mr Macartney as Consul at Kashgar (Secret F., February 1905, Nos.
165-202).
In reply I have the honour to observe that the chief objection which I see
to raising the question at the present lies in the proposal relating to the
Kashgar establishment.
45
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O n August 25th last His Britannic Majesty's Charged 'Affaires notified
the Wai-wu-Pu that His Majesty's Government had come to the 'conclusion
that it was necessary to confer on Mr Macartney the title of Consul and the
Chinese ~ o v e r n m e n thave received that announcement with silence.
Although their silence by no means conveys assent and may indeed, in
existing practice, be rather interpreted as implying dissent, still the absence
of a reply seems to me to strengthen our case as time goes on, and I doubt
the wisdom of opening the question again so soon, especially if importance
is t o be attached to this concession as a factor in a general settlement of the
Hunza affair.
I am also inclined to think that there is little prospect of inducing the
Chinese Government to renounce their claims over Hunza, however shadowy
they may appear to be from our standpoint, in return for the concessions
offered by the Indian Government. The impression which a perusal of the
correspondence has left on my mind is that the occupancy rights of the
Kanjutis in the Raskam Valley were never viewed with much disfavour by
the Chinese, and that the abandonment of that portion of the Hunza claim
would not form a valuable asset in negotiating an arrangement with the
Chinese Government.
O n the other hand, the Central Government here would, I think, be disposed to set considerable store by a continuance of their connection with
Hunza, and I agree with Sir E . Satow's view as expressed in his despatch
No. 371 (Enclo. to No. 32 in Secret F., April 1904, Nos. 31-46) of the 3rd
November 1903, that any proposal t o renounce this connection would be
very distasteful to them and evaded as long as possible.
We know with what tenacity they clung to similar claims in the case of
Corea, Burma and Tonquin, and although the tie with Kanjut is much
weaker, the annual tribute forms the subject of a memorial in the Peking
Gazette, and represents, with the quinquennial mission from Nepal, the
only remnant of China's once extended suzerainty over distant regions on
the frontiers of the Empire.
Apart from this, there is also the difficulty to which Sir E. Satow has
alluded, of bringing the Chinese Government to agree to any rectification
of frontiers in remote districts of which they have very imperfect geographical
knowledge.
Without attaching undue importance to these considerations, I think ~t
right that they should be mentioned before negotiations are commenced, as
the Indian Government are apparently under the impression that their
terms may be regarded as very liberal.
I have, etc.,
J . N. Jordan
The Right Hon'ble
Sir E. Grey, Bart., M. P.,
etc., etc., etc.,

India and the MacDonald Boundary,
The September 1917 letter from the Government of India's foreign
secretary to his counterpart in Whitehall spells out the Raj's position
on the MacDonald line of March 1899. The occasion was inconsequential-the arrest of two German nationals who, posing as Norwegians and armed with false passports, had been found wandering
around Raskam, an area which was technically beyond British limits.
Bray clearly underlined the Raj's perceptions: that the limits set by
the MacDonald line 'exist only on paper', nor could the line be viewed
as 'a fixed and final international boundary'. India was not 'absolutely bound by it' having on more than one occasion altered it unilaterally. The shifting Chinese stance with regard to Hunza's claims to
cultivation rights in Raskam also comes in for comment. The Chinese
had deliberately cancelled the agreements which gave the land to
Hunza conditionally but had on two occasions 'acquiesced' in the
latter occupying it 'unconditionally'. In the event, there was justification for recognition of the Mir's de facro position.

[Demi-Oficial]"
No. 165 F. C . , dated Simla, the 7th September 191 7
(Confidential).
From-D ENYS BRA Y , Esq., C . I. E., Foreign Secretary to
the Government of India in the Foreign and Political Department,
T+J. E. SH UCKB URGH, Esq., Secretary, Political Department,
India Office, London.
Please refer to your letter No. P. 1626, dated the 26th April 1917, regarding
the legality of the arrest of Dinkelmann and Waurick.
2. The letter from the Resident in Kashmir, No. 84-C, dated the 28th
June 1917 (see weekly letter No. 61-M, dated the 10th August 1917), furnishes
full details of their arrest, and I enclose a tracing of a portion of the map
taken from Dinkelmann, from which it will be seen that the actual arrest
took place just south of the Raskam river-within the tract claimed by the
Mir of Hunza but outside Hunza proper and consequently beyond what has
up to the present been recognized by ourselves as British limits.
These limits however exist only on paper and have been indicated by us
not as the result of any treaty or engagement with China nor as finally and
definitely marking the bounds of our sphere of influence, nor altogether as
forming a scientific or strategic border; but partly because they follow a
Foreign and Pol. Deptt . , Sec. F, Nov. 1917, Nos. 167.
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lofty and well-defined watershed and partly in order to assign some limit to
China's indefinite political relations in that neighbourhood. The Chinese
Government were invited to accept the line in Sir Claude MacDonald's
despatch dated the 14th March 1899; but as nothing resulted, it was proposed
in Lord Curzon's despatch, No. 70 (Secret-Frontier), dated the 24th March
1904, to inform the Chinese Government that we assumed their concurrence.
His Majesty's Government however demurred in their telegram dated the
10th August 1904. The line was slightly modified in Lord Curzon's despatches
Nos. 20 and 153 (Secret-Frontier), dated the 26th January and 10th August
1905, but it was decided on the advice of Sir J. Jordan (vide his letter to Sir
E. Grey, No. 471, dated the 13th November 1906) that it was not desirable
t o press matters with the Chinese Government, and the boundary has
accordingly never been accepted by China.
That it cannot be regarded as in any sense a fixed and final international
boundary appears from the suggestion made in Lord Hardinge's telegram
dated the 12th September 1912, and repeated in his telegram dated the 14th
October 1915. that as a basis for negotiation in the event of the then
impending Russian occupation of the Chinese New Dominion, the first
essential was to demand recognition of a boundary line which would include
the Tagdumbash. Raskam, Shahidulla and Aksai Chin within our limits.
3. We cannot therefore regard ourselves as absolutely bound by a border
line which we have ourselves laid down without the concurrence of the
other party concerned, which we have already more than once altered
without reference to this other party, and the substantial pushing forward
of which we have already advocated should a certain chain of circumstances
render this desirable. Though we restrain our activities, so far as possible,
to our own side of our self-imposed border-line, we cannot plead guilty to
any breach of international law (more especially as China, with respect to
her New Dominion, is apparently not a party to international law as understood by European nations) if we receive from one of our own subjects two
Germans (posing as they were as Norwegians and equipped as they were
with false passports, we are justified in calling them spies) whom he had
arrested, a few miles, it may be, beyond the reputed boundary but within
limits to which in one form or another he had laid claims for generations.
4. Hunza's claims to Raskam by right of conquest were never questioned
and were frequently recognized by China up to 1897, when, for political
reasons. we advised Hunza to make terms with China for the occupancy of
the tract. Since then the Chinese twice cancelled the agreements which gave
these lands to Hunza under certain conditions (Lord Curzon's despatches
Nos. 158 and 21 (Secret-Frontier, dated the 17th August 1899 and 8th
February 1900). and the Mir at the request of the Chinese withdrew from
Raskam. The lands remained uncultivated till 1911, when some Kirghiz
started cultivation-a step which the Mir regarded as a breach of faith on
the part of China, there having been a tacit understanding that if the Kanjutis
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were prevented from cultivating Raskam no one else would be allowed to
cultivate there. With our approval the Mir resumed cultivation in 1914 and
was advised t o hold the lands unless forced by superior numbers to vacate
(weekly letter No. 21-M, dated the 27th May 1915). The Chinese Government
did not interfere and the Mir's men have occupied Raskam and cultivated
the valley ever since, despite a little local opposition (see Gilgit Diaries for
1914 and 1915). In May 1915, the Taotai of Kashgar practically acquiesced
in the Kanjut occupation of Raskam and subsequently said that as a former
Taotai had given Raskam to the Khan of Kanjut it could not now be taken
back-a decision confirmed by the Amban of Yarkand (Gilgit Diaries, May
and June 1915). The Gilgit Diary for October 1915, recorded the impression
that the Chinese had acquiesced in Hunza's occupation of the land on the
west bank of the Raskam river. The position then would appear to be that
though the Chinese have deliberately cancelled the agreements which gave
the land to Hunza conditionally, their responsible officials have on two
occasions acquiesced in Hunza occupying the land unconditionally and that
till China definitely asserts the Mir's actual status with respect to Hunza
there is justification for recognizing his de facto possession.
5. But seeing that China has now cast in her lot with the Allies against
Germany the legality of the arrest of these two Germans is presumably, as
you say, of academic interest only.

Howell's Note on Hunza's Rights
in Raskam, June 1931
Howell's note of 10 June 1931 sums up New Delhi's official reaction
to the Mir of Hunza's demand that he be assured compensation in the
event of a complete breakdown of his relations with China. The issue
that had brought matters to a head was the alleged Chinese claim to
jurisdiction over the Mir's men who cultivated in Raskam. Howell
found a great deal in the Chinese stance that was reasonable-and a
lot in the Mir's that was not. The Mir, he argued, needed Chinese
goodwill-and could not afford a quarrel; nor was New Delhi prepared to promise compensation.
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Office note by E. B. Howell
10 June 193147
The Persian used by the Taotai of Kashgar is a terribly difficult language,
but assuming his letter to the Mir to have been correctly translated, as no
doubt it has been, I understand it to contain a conditional offer which may
be summarised thus: 'We have been very kind to you and have exempted
your flocks from tax on the Taghdumbash Pamir and are prepared to go on
doing so, if you pay revenue.in Raskam.' I agree with the opinion that thisis
a very reasonable offer. The Mir is apparently prepared to pay revenue, but
not willing t o accept the jurisdiction of Chinese courts on his people in
Raskam, and would prefer to let matters slide for a year or two, and asksfor
compensation in the event of a rupture of amicable relations resulting. The
local officers assess the probable amount of compensation in the neighbourhood of Rs 5,0001- per annum. Where exactly this suggestion of submission to
Chinese jurisdiction comes from, I d o not make out. It was first mentioned
by Col. Ogilvie and I think that it would have been better in reply to say that
it would be time enough to consider the point when the Chinese raised it. So
far as I am aware the Chinese d o not demur to the exercise of patriarchal
authority by Kirghiz headmen, their subjects, and I suppose the Mir claims
no more. He apparently sends about 20 men each year to Raskam to plough
and sow and rather more in the autumn to reap. I cannot imagine that the
Chinese would ever send an Amban to reside in such a remote place or that
the issue could ever become a live one. The Mir has however cleverly taken
advantage of the excuse thus afforded to claim compensation, if the course
which he recommends should result in rupture with the Chinese. What the
Mir does not know about dealing with the Chinese is not worth knowing
and it is a devious thing to advise a different course to him. Nonetheless I
am quite clcar that the Mir cannot really afforl a quarred with the Chinese
and that we certainly ought not to promise compensation. I have revised the
draft in the light of these remarks, but before it issue, I should like to know
whether Captain Shemff has any remarks to offer. He received a copy of
Todd's D 0 of the 15th Jan(?) direct and my draft telegram may issue.
A minor point that Mr Todd definitely ignores is that the whole produce
of the Raskam lands is only 40 maunds. In 1925 it was only 16, owing to the
weather. The Mir's share'would be considerably less and the revenue
insignificant.
Copies of Col. Ogilvie's d.0. and its enclosures should have been sent at
once to the India Office, Peking. London, Kashgar (but not Gilgit, which
ought to be supplied by Resident in Kashmir) at once when received. A lot
of time has now been wasted, which cannot be caught up, but this should be
done at once.
(Sd) E. B. Howell.
47

Foreign and Political Department, File No.55-X (Secret) of 1930.
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The Keith Johnston Atlas
Alexander Keith Johnston, Sr, Geographer to the Queen for Scotland and
co-founder of the firm of W. & A. K. Johnston, was awarded the RGS
(Royal Geographical Society) Patron's Medal in 1871.
In 1861, Johnston had produced The Royal Atlas of Modern Geography1
which contained a map of 'The Northern Frontier of British Hindoostan'.
The Chinese in 1962 abstracted a 'Reference Map', a poor copy of the
original for their Sino-Indian Boundary Question.* The Chinese version is
titled: 'The Northern Frontier of British Hindoostan by the office of the
Surveyor General, Calcutta (1862)', and has at the bottom, 'Extracted in
the Surveyor-General's Office, Calcutta, from Keith Johnston's Atlas,
1860.'
There are some errors here: the Atlas was published in 1861, not 1860;
the name was Alexander K(eith) Johnston, not merely Keith Johnston. But
this apart, the Chinese have over-printed in green, 'Tsungling or the
Karakoram range', instead of the original 'Karakoram'.
A new edition of Johnston's atlas (with a special index to each map and
'additions and corrections to the present date') was brought out in 1892 by
Johnston's younger brother, T . B. Johnston. It was this edition that Lt Col.
Gore referred to in his 'Note on Aksai Chin' addressed to the Foreign
Department in February 1897. Strahan, the Surveyor General. indicated
that a tracing from the atlas, which he enclosed for the department, showed
the Chinese boundary 'with Aksai Chin in China e n t i r e l ~ ' . ~
In 1868. Johnston published his Handy Royal Atlas of Modern Geography of which a new edition appeared in 1873.
George Macartney's trusted lieutenant, Munshi Ahmad Din, who was
manning the Kashgar outpost during Macartney's absence on leave, had
visited the Taotai by appointment in December 1895, accompanied by the
Kashgar Agency's Chinese Munshi, and handed over an atlas which he
erroneously referred to as 'Keith Johnston's Royal at la^'.^
I

Edinburgh; London, William Blackwood.

* 2nd (enlarged) edition. Foreign Languages Press, Peking, 1962.

' Note by A . Strahan. 8 February 1897 in KW. FD, Sec F. January 1898. Nos. 1 6 1 6 9 .
A Foreign Department note, dated 7 January 1897, and initialled 'A. S.' (A. Stapleton)
indicated that the department did not have a copy of the Handy Royal Atlas. For the
text see ihid.
' Kashgar Diary for the fortnight ending 15th December 1895', Proc. 259 in FD, Sec F,
March 1896. Nos. 24G262.
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The Atlas presented to the Taotai appears in fact to have been yet
another Atlas of India, containing sixteen maps and an index, with an introduction by Sir W . W . Hunterss It was not, as La11 has suggested, Keith
Johnston's Handy Royal Atlas of 1878, for no such edition appears to exist.6

Edinburgh and London. W. and A . K . Johnston. 1894.
Lall, Akrai Chin. p. 165.

Biographical and Descriptive
Notes
AGNEW,
P. A. V. Member of the covenanted civil service and of the first boundary
commission (1846); later Assistant to the British Resident in Lahore; murdered at
Multan on the eve of the Second Anglo-Sikh War (1848-9).
ARDAGH,
SIRJOHNCHARLES
(lWL1907) Commissioned in the Royal Engineers and
attached to the Intelligence Branch of the British war office, 1875; considered an
expert in strategic geography, he served in the Balkans, Italy, Egypt; private secretary
to Lord Lansdowne and briefly to Lord Elgin, 1888-94; director of military intelligence in the War Office, 1896-1905, his work during the Boer War (189e1902)
much appreciated; served on the Council of the Royal Geographical Society and
the Institution of Civil Engineers.
AUCKLAND,
GEORGEEDEN,1st Earl of (1784-1849) Governor General of India,
1835-42; his role in the First Afghan War (1839-42), a subject of considerable
controversy; also accused of financial mismanagement.
AVA Just south of Mandalay, the mid-nineteenth century capital of Burma. The
British had acquired absolute control over southern Burma following the First
Anglo-Burmese War (1824-6).
BALTISTANLiterally, 'land of the Baltis', a Muslim people of Tibetan origin; a
difficult, rugged, mountain area in north central Kashmir in which K2 and other
peaks of the Karakoram range are located; Skardu is its principal settlement.
BASGO A large village on the right bank of the Indus, about twenty-five kilometres
below Leh, situated in a hollow at the foot of a plateau; owing to its sheltered position, it is one of the warmest places in Ladakh in winter; the Basgo gompa is built on
the mountainside above.
BASHAHR
(Rampur) A district of Himachal Pradesh that shares a b ~ r d e r ~ w iTibet;
th
formerly a princely hill-state in the Panjab.
BIDDULPH,
COLONEL
JOHN(1840-?) Entered the Bengal Cavalry, 1858; joined the
Indian Staff Corps and served as A D C to the Viceroy, Lord Northbrook, 1873-4;
member of the second Forsyth mission to Yarkand. 1873; deputed on a secret mission to
countries beyond Gilgit, 1877; author of Tribes of the Hindu Kush, 1880.
BRAY,SIRDENYS
DE SAUMEREZ
(1875-1951) ICS, 1898; served in the Panjab. NWFP.
and Baluchistan (where he conducted the first complete census, 1911); Deputy
Foreign Secretary, 1916; Foreign Secretary, 1920-30; member of the India Council,
London. 1930-7; adviser to Secretary of State for India. 1937.
CHANG
LA An important pass on the Ladakh-Tibet border; four principal routes
lead from it-to the Shyok valley and the Karakoram pass; to the Chang Chenmo
valley and Pamzal and thence to either Lingzi Tang or the Lanak La; to the Pangong
lake basin; to Chushul whence one could go either to Rudok via the Spanggur lake or
to Gartok by way of Demchok.
CHANG
CHENMOThe 'great northern' valley of Ladakh, extending from the junction

Biographical and Descriptive Notes
of the Chang Chenmo and Shyok rivers to Lanak La; a branch valley leads up north
to the Lingzi Tang plains; in autumn the valley offers excellent grazing for flocks
from the Lukung, Phobrong and Tankse districts.
CHANGTANG
(Chang Tang) Literally, 'northern plains', the vast northern region of
Tibet comprising a series of desert plateaux. basins and massive but low mountains
(2,500 m. or above); too cold and dry for grass, trees or cultivated crops; for some
eight months the ground is frozen; in summer, large areas become swampy.
CUNNINGHAM.
SIRALEXANDER
(1814-93) A member of both first and second boundary commissions (1846-8), he was the first to observe the continuity of the Zaskar
range and to distinguish it from the axis of the Great Himalaya; fought in the Second
Anglo-Sikh War (1848-9) and retired from the army as major general, 1861. His
L a d a k , 1854, remains a definitive work on the subject. He was the first DirectorGeneral of the Archaeological Survey of India.
CURRIE,
SIRFREDERICK
(17S1875) Foreign Secretary to the Government of India,
1842; drew up the treaty settlement with the Sikhs and later succeeded Henry Lawrence
as Resident at Lahore, 1848; rose to be member of the Governor-General's Supreme
Council, 1849; later member of the Council of India, in London.
CURZON,
GEORGE
NATHANIEL
(1859-1925) First Baron, later Marquess Curzon of
Kedleston; Viceroy and Governor-General of India, 189e1905; with a brilliant
mind and great application, he left a deep imprint on the foreign policy of the Raj
especially in regard to Afghanistan ,Tibet and the Persian Gulf; his tenure ended in
bitter controversy with the Partition of Bengal and disagreements with Kitchener;
later (1919-24) Foreign Secretary in the British Cabinet.
DALGLEISH.
ANDREW
(?-1888) An energetic pioneer of trade between Kashmir and
Yarkand; the Chinese issued him a free passport to enter Chinese Turkestan, 1883;
accompanied A. D. Carey as Turkish interpreter in his travels in Chinese Turkestan
and along the frontiers of Tibet. 1883;killed by a Kakkar Pathan on his way to Yarkand,
1888; his map especially acknowledged by the RGS.
m a r a j a (1838-93) Youngest son of Maharaja Ranjit
DALIP(Duleep) SINGH,
Singh (d. 1839); axended the throne (1843), at the age of five; following British
annexation of the Panjab (1849), was pensioned off; later lived abroad, mostly in
England, as a ward of Queen Victoria.
WILLIAM
(185tS194.6) Member of the ICS who served in the Panjab.
DANE.SIRLOUIS
1876-92; was chief secretary to the Panjab government, 1898-9; Resident in
Kashmir, 1901; Foreign Secretary to Government of India, 190W; head of the mission
to Kabul to negotiate a treaty with the Amir, 19045; Lieutenant-Governor of the
Panjab. 1908-13.
DAVIS.JOHNFRANCIS
(1795-1890) Rose from being a writer in the East India
Company's factory of Canton (1813) to be its president (1832); British ~lenipotentiary
and chief superintendent of trade in China as well as governor and commander-inchief at Hong Kong. 1844-8; his negotiations with the Chinese to open Canton to
trade earned censure and he resigned in protest, 1848. Of his published works,
Sketches of China. 1841, 2 vols., and Chinese Miscellanies. 1865, are well known.
DAWAN
( Daban, Tapan ) Turki for 'pass'.
DEASY.
HENRY
HUGHPETER(1-1947)
Joined the 16th Lancers, 1888; explored
Western Tibet (18%) and received the R G S Gold Medal for exploration and survey
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work in central Asia; his survey of the Polu-Aksai Chin route (1899) was hindered by
the Chinese under persistent Russian instigation; later created a record in motoring.
Author of In Tibet and Chinese Turkestan, 1901.
DEPSANG
(Dipsang) Tibetan for 'open, elevated plain'; specifically, the cup-shaped
plain with a mean elevation of 5,180 metres in the upper Shyok valley which is separated from the Karakoram pass by the Chip Chap valley; crossed on the summer
route by the Karakoram pass between Kizil Angur and Daulat Beg Oldi.
DREW,FREDERIC
(1836-91) Joined the Geological Survey of Great Britain, 1855;
employed by the Maharaja of Kashmir to prospect for minerals and supervise his
forest administration, 1862; Governor of Ladakh, 1869-72; his Jummoo and Kushmir
Territories, 1875, is considered the definitive work on Kashmir's frontiers.
~ ~ In the 13-article Anglo-Chinese Treaty of Nanking (1842), the
THE1 1 ARTICLE
1lth article related to the right to correspond and communicate direct with Peking.
E L Gand
~ KINKARDINE,
VICTOR
ALEXANDER
BRUCE,
ninth Earl of (184S1917) Viceroy
and Governor-General of India, 1894-9; his tenure witnessed severe country-wide
famines and an epidemic of plague in Bombay (1896-7); prolonged campaigns on the
north-west frontier occasioned by the Afridi revolt, 1897-9.
ELIAS,NEY(184497) F R G S, 1865; led an expedition to examine the channels of
the Hwang Ho river, 1868; crossed the Gobi desert covering nearly 1,800 kilometres
(1872); travelled over the Karakoram to Yarkand (1879) and Kashgar (1885) and
thence to the Pamirs and Oxus; in Sikkim, 1888-9 and the Shan States of Burma,
1888-90; Agent at Meshed and later Consul General, 1895-6.
F o ~ s mSIR
, THOMAS
DOUGLAS
(1827-86) 1 C S; after a varied career in the Panjab,
Delhi and Oudh, visited Leh (1867) to promote trade with Turkestan and established
the Palampur fair; sent to Russia on a diplomatic mission, 1869; leader of two
diplomatic-cum-trade missions to Yarkand. 1870, 1873; his first mission gave an
exaggerated view of trade potentialities; his second added significantly to geographical
and strategic knowledge; envoy to Burma, 1875.
GARTOK(Garo) In Tibetan, 'high fortress'; administrative centre of Nga-ri, Western
Tibet.
GILGITA mountainous district in north-west Jammu and Kashmir, where a British
political agency was established in 1878; transferred to Kashmir in 1947; now under
the control of Pakistan.
GODWIN-AUSTEN,
HENRY
HAVERSHAM
(18361923) Entered the army and served in
the Second Anglo-Burmese War (1852) and the Panjab; joined the G T S 1 (1857)
and surveyed large tracts in the Himalaya; on special duty with the Bhutan Field
Force, 1864; explored and surveyed the Karakoram range whose major peak, K2,
bears his name.
GORE,STGEORGE
CORBET
(1849--?) Joined Royal Engineers, 1870; later in the Surveyor-General's Department; saw active service in the Second Anglo-Afghan War
(1878-80); member of the Afghan Boundary Commission, 1884-6; Surveyor-General
of India. 1899-1904.
G ~ J O EAn ancient kingdom in the mountainous region of upper Sutlej in southwestern Tibet; famous for its capital at Tsaparang (Chabrang) and a royal palace and
gompa at Toling; its downfall came in the seventeenth century.
GUL.AB
(Goolab) SINGH.
Maharaja (1792-1857) The Dogra ruler of Jammu who
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emerged in 1846 as the Maharaja of Jammu and Kashmir; a British prottgt.
GYA Tributary of the Indus, with the village situated on the left bank; at the end of
the Gya valley is the Tagalang (Taglung) pass which gives access to the Rupshu
plateau in Ladakh's south-east.
HANLE TO Ladakh's extreme south-east, a subdivision of the Hemis kardari or
collectorate; the Hanle plain is about 10-15 kilometres in diameter with several streams
winding over its surface; the village (Hanle) is a halting place on the Tsaparang-Leh
route.
HARDINGE,
CHARLES,
BARONHARDINGE
of Penhurst (18W-1944) Joined Foreign
Office, 1880; Ambassador at St Petersburg; Permanent Under Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs. 1907-10; Viceroy and Governor-General of India. 1910-16. Among
his books are Old Diplomacy. 1947 and My Indian Years, 1948.
HARDINGE,
HENRY,First Viscount Hardinge of Lahore (1785-1856) GovernorGeneral of British India. 1845-8; criticised for his 'forbearance' in not annexing the
Sikh state after its rout in the First Anglo-Sikh War (1845-6).
HARICHAND,
DEWANOne of Maharaja Gulab Singh's senior ministers who, after
the death of Zorawar Singh, was sent to reconquer Ladakh; later, in 1845, when
Jammu was besieged, lie was placed in charge of the main army; after 1846 he was in
charge of expeditions to Hunza and Gilgit to put down tribal revolts; rendered aid to
the British during the Rebellion of 1857.
HAYWARD,
GEORGEW. (?-1870) Commissioned by the RGS; surveyed the
Karakoram and Chang Chenmo regions; travelled to Yarkand; killed by the Mir. 1870.
HEMISA karduri or collectorate of Ladakh; site of the largest and wealthiest of gompas
in Ladakh with nearly a thousand monks and nuns; situated on the left bank of the
Indus, 30 kilometres above Leh.
HOWELL.
SIREVELYN
BARKELEY
(1877-1971) ICS, 1900; served in NWFP, 1-14:
Deputy Foreign Secretary, 1922; officiating Foreign Secretary, 19234 and 192G7;
Resident in Kashmir. 1927-9; Foreign Secretary, 1930-2.
HUANG
TACHIN
(Hung Chun, Hung Tajen, Huang Ta-Chin) (d. 1893) Chinese diplomat accredited to Russia, Germany. Austria-Hungary and Holland (187Gw);
senior Vice President of the Board of War and attached to the Tsungli Yamen, 18W3;
rendered into Chinese a series of 35 maps, relating for the most part to Sino-Russian
borders; the series. Cungn Echrao-chieh t'u was published in Shanghai, 1890.
ILCHI Turki Khotan (Ho'tien).
JOHNSON.
W. H. Civil assistant in the GTSl who placed a triangulation station in the
Great Himalaya at a height of 5,810 m, east of the Nela pass (1854); made triangulations in Kashmir (185743) for the GTSl which for 60 years were to remain the highest
in the world; his journey to llchi (1865) evoked a lot of controversy; after 1870.
served as Kashmir's Governor in Ladakh.
JORDAN,
SIRJOHNNEWELL
(1852-1925) Joined China consular service as student
interpreter in Peking, 1876; served as consul at various port towns, 1876-85; Chinese
secretary in the British Legation. 1891; Consul General and later British Minister
resident in Korea (Seoul), 18961906; succeeded Sir Ernest Satow as Minister in
Peking. 1-20;
accompanied Balfour to the Washington Conference (1921). His
despatches were models of conciseness and lucidity.
KAFIRISTAN
(Nuristan) A mountainous district in the Afghan borderland, south of
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the Hindu Kush; inhabited by a small number of Kafirs (non-believers) of ancient
Iranian origin.
KANG-RITibetan. 'ice mountain' or 'snow peak'; oken applied to Mt Kailash.
KARA(Qara) Turki, 'black'.
KARAKORAM
Turki, 'black gravel'; the range in a general north-west south-east
direction runs roughly parallel with the Kailash and Himalaya ranges; said to be the
'whitest, snowiest, and iciest range' ouside the polar regions; emanating from the
Pamir knot, it contains massive glaciers and a peak, Godwin-Austen or K2,next to
Mt Everest in height. At an elevation of 5,575 metres (18,290 ft), the Karakoram
pass falls technically outside the Karakoram mountains; all major caravan routes
from Leh to the Sinkiang plains lie through the pass which links the upper Indus and
the upper Yarkand river systems. The Karakoram stream is a tributary of the Yarkand
river and rises north of the pass.
KASHGAR
(SU-fu),KASHGARIA
Region located at the western end of the Tarim basin
near a gap in the mountains separating Chinese from Russian Turkestan; from
earliest times, of great political, strategic and commercial importance. Kushgaria is
broadly the south-western part of Chinese Turkestan bounded by the Tien Shan
range; in the dineteenth century, the term was loosely used for the whole of Eastern
or Chinese Turkestan.
KERIYA
(Yu-Tiew) Located to the east of Khotan on the Keriya river; a major route
leads via Polu to the Tibetan Changtang; Leh can be reached via the Lanak La.
KEYING
(Ch'iying) Tartar general of Canton who, in July 1842, was made Imperial
Commissioner and negotiated with the British over ending the First Opium War
(1839-42); later Governor-General of Liang-Kiang, stationed at Nanking, for
opening of ports, development of trade regulations and general superintendence of
Sinewestern relations in the coastal provinces of Kiangsu. Chekiang and Fukien;
the general direction of foreign relations at Canton was entrusted to his care (1843-8).
KHARAK
SINGH,
Maharaja The eldest son and slow-witted successor of Maharaja
Ranjit Singh; murdered in 1840.
KHOTAN
(Hotien) A district and important commercial town in south-western Sinkiang on the edge of the Tarirn basin astride the ancient Silk route; the caravan trade
route from Leh crossed the Karakoram and Sugat passes and reached Khotan after
traversing the Qara Qash valley.
KINNAUR
A district of Himachal Pradesh bordering western Tibet; divided by the
Sutlej gorge with Spiti to its north and the Baspa valley to the south.
KUNLUN
(Kuen Lun) Range of mountains stretching almost sixteen hundred
kilometres from the Pamirs to western China, forming a barrier between the Changtang
of Tibet to its south and the Tarim basin to its north; the Aksai Chin constitutesa
significant gap in the western Kunlun chain.
LANAK
L A At the head of the Chang Chenrno valley on the Ladakh-Tibet frontier;
elevation, 5,500 metres; its top, nearly level, is covered with boulders.
LAWRENCE.
HENRY
(180657) Successfully led British forces in the First Anglo-Sikh
War (18454); later (1848-9) president of the board of administration at Lahore;
Chief Commissioner in Awadh, 1857.
L Y AI..
L SIRAI.FRED
COMYN
(1835-191 1) ICS; commissioner in Bihar, 185747;
secretary to government in the Home (1873-4) and Foreign Departments (1878-82);
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Lieutenant-Governor of North-Westem Provinces, 1882-7; member of the Council
of India, lEI88-1903. Among his better-known works are British Dominion in India,
Asiatic Studies, and Life of Warren Hustings.
MCMAHON,
SIRARTHUR
HENRY
(1862-1949) Joined Indian Political Department,
1890; demarcated boundary between Baluchistan and Afghanistan, 1894-6: Political
Agent, Dhir, Swat. Chitral and British Commissioner, Seistan mission, 1903-5;
Agent to Governor-General and Chief Commissioner, Baluchistan, 1905-11; British
Plenipotentiary. Simla Conference, 1913-14; last Foreign Secretary to hold combined
charge of the Foreign and Political Departments.
M A C A R ~ EGEORGE
Y,
(1864-1945) With a Chinese mother and childhood spent at
Nanking, spoke the language and was familiar with most aspects of Chinese life;
apart from French. Russian and German. he mastered Persian, Hindustani, Turki;
appointed Special Assistant for Chinese Affairs to the Resident in Kashmir (1893),
with recognition given by the Peking government only in 1908; invaluable as a British
observer who for over a quarter century (18W1918) successfully anticipated, and
countered. Russian moves; unofficial adviser to the Chinese, sometimes writing the
Taotai's despatches for him.
MACDONALD.
SIR CLAUDE
MAXWELL
(1852-1915) Took part in the Egyptian
campaign (1882) and the Suakin expedition (1884-5); Agent and Consul General at
Zanzibar and in the Cameroons, 1887-95; British minister at Peking, 1896-1900; on
transfer to Tokyo (October 1900), successfully negotiated the Anglo-Japanese
Alliance (1902).
MARYUM
(Mayum, Mariam La) pass Marks the dividing line between the Tibetan
provinces of Tsang and Nga-ri or West Tibet and Ladakh.
MAYO.RICHARD
SOUTHWELL
BOURKE,
sixth Earl of Mayo (1822-72) Viceroy and
Governor-General of India, 1 S 7 2 ; sought to foster closer relations with neighbouring states such as Afghanistan, Burma, Kalat, Nepal and Yarkand.
MENON,
K. P. S. (1898-1982) ICS, 1921; later seconded to Indian Political Service;
Agent General in China. 1943; Ambassador to China, 1947-8; Secretary, Ministry of
External Affairs, 1948-52; Ambassador to USSR, 1952-61. Among his works, The
Flying Troika. 1963 and Many Worldr (autobiography), 1966, deserve notice.
METCALFE.
SIRHERBERT
AUBREY
FRANCIS
(1883-1957) ICS; Assistant Secretary to
Viceroy. 191&19; sewed in the NWFP, 1917-30; Counsellor to Legation. Kabul,
1 9 2 M ; Foreign Secretary to Government of India, 1932-9; Resident and Chief
Commissioner, Baluchistan , 193943.
MINSAR
(Missar) Ladakhi enclave in West Tibet close to Lake Manasarowar; during
the Dogra-Tibet War ( 1841-2). the Dogras stored their supplies here.
MUHAMMAD
NAZIMKHAN.Mir of Hunza (d. 1939) Succeeded his half-brother Safdar
Ali Khan who had fled in the wake of the British incursion (1891) and sought refuge
in Chinese Turkestan; recognized as Mir in April. was formally installed in September
1892; in 1936. on British advice. snapped his ties with China in return for some
financial compensation and a title; succeeded by his son, Muhammad Ghazan Khan.
MUAAGH
(Mustagh) Turki. 'ice mountain'; another term for the Karakoram range.
OGILVIE.
LIEUTENANT
COLONEL
SIR GEORGEDRUMMOND
(1882-1966) Entered
Indian Army, 1900; seconded to the Indian Political Service. lW5; officiating political
Secretary. 1923; Resident in Kashmir, 1929-31; Agent to the overn nor-General,
Central India and later Rajputana, 1931-7.
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PALMERSTON,
Henry John Temple, Viscount Palmerston (17W1865) Held office
for more than 48 years, 38 of these as Cabinet Minister; Foreign Secretary, 183041
and 1846-51; British Prime Minister, 185565.
PAMIRSThe Barn-i-duniya, literally 'roof of the world', an elevated highland in
central Asia with mountains, deep canyons and rolling plateaus; falls mainly in the
Tadzik republic of the Soviet Union but extends into Afghanistan and Sinkiang; consists of a series of high mountain valley-the
true 'pamirs'-at 3,6004,200 metres,
largely covered with grass, on which the nomadic Kirghiz pasture their sheep, goats
and other livestock. The Pamir knof is a central mountain knot from which mountain
chains-the Hindu Kush, the Sulaiman, the Alai, the Tien Shan, the Himalaya, the
Karakoram, and Kunlun-radiate, like the arms of an octopus.
PANGONG
LAKE(TSOMonanglari) Literally, 'lake of the great hollow', is the largest
lake in Ladakh, marking its border with Tibet, at an elevation of 4.265 metres. The
area of the lake continues to shrink and its waters are no longer fresh.
PEI-HO Also Hai river, which meets the sea in the Gulf of Chihli; its blockade could
threaten the security of the Chinese capital, hence its importance in comm~~nicating
direct with the Manchu court.
POLU(Polur) A village at the head of the Kenya gorge whence a route winds down
south into the Tibetan Changtang.
PURANGAn ancient kingdom between the Maryum pass and the Kailash range with
Taklakot, on the Karnali river, as its most important centre.
PURIG(Punk) An ancient kingdom between Baltistan and Ladakh, comprising the
valleys between Zoji La and Fotu La; now a district of Kashmir, with Kargil as its
headquarters.
QARA(Kara) Turki, 'black'.
QARA(Kara) CHUKAR
river Part of the Yarkand river system which flows east to
meet the Oprang (lower Shaksgam) river.
QARAQASH(Kara Kash) river East of the Karakoram pass, it drains the northern
edge of the Karakoram range; a route descending the Qara Qash valley leads into
Khotan.
QIZIL(Kizil) JILGALiterally, 'red valley'; a staging post on the caravan route north
to Shahidulla via the Lingzi Tang plains.
RAKAS
TAL One of the sacred lakes (the other is Manasarowar) in the vicinity of the
holy Mt Kailash.
RANBIR
(Runbeer) SINGH.
Maharaja of Kashmir (r. 185745) In his fight with the
Raj, the Maharaja steadily lost ground, viz. acceptance of a Joint British Commissioner at Leh. 1870; extending the stay of the British Officer on Special Duty, from
six to eight months. 1873; stationing of a British Agent at Gilgit, 1877; at Ranbir
Singh's death (1885), the Officer on Special Duty became a full-fledged British
Resident.
RATANUWazir of Raja Gulab Singh who, along with Dewan Hari Chund, had
marched to the relief of the Dogra army after Zorawar Singh's debacle (1841); won a
decisive victory over the Tibetans near Chushul, and carried back a Chinese general,
two Tibetan ministers and some fifty officers and men as prisoners.
R ~ J D O(Ruthog)
K
A frontier district on the Ladakh-West Tibet border; formerly, a
subdivision of the Tihetan district of Nari Khorsum.
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SATOW,SIR ERNESTMASON(184S1929) Joined the consufqr service as student
interpreter in the British Legation at Tokyo. 1861; appointed Japanese Secretary.
1868; British Minister at Peking, 1895-1906; member of the Privy Council, 1906; the
only known European who represented his country in both China and Japan and
could speak the languages of each.
SHAHGHOLAMPresumably Ghulam Khan, son of Rahim Khan, a Hindu convert to
Islam who is said to have been responsible for the desecration of Buddhist monasteries during the Dogra invasion (1841-2) and was tortured to death by the Tibetans.
SHAHIDULLA
Staging post on the Qara Qash river, astride the main caravan route
over the Karakoram pass and reached after the border post of Sugat; could also be
reached via the Chang Chenmo valley and Lingzi Tang, without crossing the
Karakoram; from Shahidulla there is a route west to the Raskam valley.
SHAKSGAM
VALLEYOn the northern slope of the Karakoramrange, roughly parallel
to the Raskam valley. but separated from it by the Aghil mountains.
SHAW.ROBERT
BARKLEY
(1839-79) A tea planter in Kangra (Himachal Pradesh), he
travelled as a merchant to Kashgar and Yarkand, 1868-9; later accompanied Forsyth's
mission to Yakub Beg. 1870; received the R G S Gold Medal, 1872; served as British
Joint Commissioner at Leh. 1874; Resident in Mandalay. 1878-9. His Visits to High
Tartary, Yarkand and Kashgar, 1871, is well known.
CAPTAIN
GEORGEVice Consul at Kashgar, August 1927; Acting Consul
SHERRIFF.
General. 1927. 193CL3;succeeded Frank Ludlow at the British Mission. Lhasa. 1944.
SHUCKBURGH.
JOHNEVELYN
(1877-1953) With the India Office. 1900-21. retiring as
Secretary to the Political Department; first Assistant Secretary of State in charge of
the defunct Turkish empire in Mesopotamia, Palestine, Trans-Jordan: Deputy
Under Secretary of State, 1931; moved to Colonial Office, 193942.
SHYOK
(Shayok. Khumdan) The principal mountain tributary of the Indus which it
joins north of Skardu. The upper Shyok is known as the Chip Chap; the winter route
to Yarkand from Leh follows the course of the river as far as Daulat Beg Oldi, crossing and re-crossing it repeatedly. Shyok village is on the left bank of the river, being
the sixth march from Leh by the winter route.
SPANGGUR
(Pongur) lake Like the Pangong lake to the north, it marks the LadakhTibet border.
STOLICZKA.
FERDINAN
(?-1874)
D
Palaeontologist and zoologist, he joined the
Geological Survey of India, 1862; scientific member of the second Forsyth mission
( 1 8 7 H ) and wrote papers on the geology of the route to Kashgar.
S ~ H A < . H ~HENRY
Y.
Member of the second boundary commission (38467) who
reached Lake Manasarowar and Rakas Tal and explored the Chang Chenmo valley,
1846; his Map of Nari Khor.surn, 1851, shows a boundary broadly in consonance with
the traditional Indian alignment; his Map of Ladakh gives neither details nor any
boundary line.
SC:GATPASS(Suget Dawan) A major pass on the LebYarkand trade route; it crosses
the Ak Tagh, a spur of the Kunlun, separating the upper Yarkand and Qara Qash
valleys.
SL!RK~IA
(Zurkhang)
NG
A Tibetan minister who. after the Dogra-Tibet Treaty of
1842, is said to have been honoured by the Dogra ruler, Gulab Singh.
TANKSE
(Tanktse) A kardari or collectorate of the province of Ladakh; Tankse
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village is situated on the right bank of the Lung-chu river, nearly half-way between
Chang La and the north-west end of the Pangong lake; a halting place on the Chang
Chenmo route and the last where supplies are procurable.
TARTAR
KESHAN
(Ch'i-shan) Appointed Imperial Commissioner at Canton (1840)
he was, in the course of the First Opium War (1838-42), dismissed and recalled to
Peking in chains, June 1841; was spared a death sentence, but exiled to the Amur;
later, despatched to Lhasa as Imperial Commissioner.
THOMSON,
THOMAS
(1817-78) A botanist with a medical degree, he was in the medical
service of the East India Company; after his work on the second boundary commission (184&7), he explored the route to Yarkand; later travelled with Sir J. D.
Hooker in Sikkim and Assam on botanical research, 1847-51. Apart from his Western
Himalayas and Tibet, 1852, he wrote for scientific journals.
TODD,SIRHERBERT
JOHN(1893-?) Joined Indian Political Service, 1919; Assistant
Political Agent, Sibi, and later Kalat, 1921-2; Political Agent, Gilgit, 1927, and
Quetta-Pishin, 1932; Secretary, B-ritish Baluchistan, 1941; Resident for the Madras
states, 1943.
TROTTER, LIEUTENANT
COLONELHENRY(1841-1919) Bengal Engineers, 1860;
served in the G T S I, 1863-'75; was a member of the second Forsyth mission, 18734,
as a geographer; saw special service in China, 1876; served as Military AttachC, Constantinople and later held diplomatic posts in Kurdistan, Constantinople, Syria,'
Rumania.
(Urumqi, 'Tihwa) Capital of Sinkiang and principal trade centre of its
URUMCHI
northern or Dzungarian region.
WALKER,GENERAL
JAMESTHOMAS
(1828-96) Bombay Engineers, 1846; made a
military survey of the frontier from Peshawar to Dera lsmail Khan, 1850-3; joined
the G T S 1,1853, and was Superintendent, 1861-3; from 1871 published A n Account
of !he Operations of the G 7'sI , bringing out nine of the twenty volumes; did useful
work as a geographer and in promoting tidal observations; Surveyor-General of
India, 1878-83; promoted General, 1884.
WILLIAMSON,
FREDERICK
(1891-1935) I C S , 1914; secretary to Resident in Mysore,
1922-3; Assistant Commissioner, N WFP, 1924; Consul General, Kashgar, 1927-30;
Political Officer in Sikkim, 1931-5; died in Lhasa while on a visit, November 1935.
YARKAND
(So-ch'e) A major oasis and trade centre on the busy caravan route in
south-west Sinkiang; situated on the Yarkand river which irrigates the oasis at the
end of the Takla Makan desert.
RIVERRising from the Karakoram range it drains the western part of the
YARKAND
Tarim basin; the upper Yarkand, better known as the Raskam, flows first north-west
and later north-east to Yarkand where it joins the Khotan to form the Tarim, by
which name the entire basin is known.
YOUNGHUSBAND,
SIRFRANCIS
EDWARD
(1863-1945) Trained at Sandhurst, joined
the First Royal Dragoons at Meerut, 1882; explored Manchuria (1886) and made the
Peking-India overland journey, crossing the 5,790 metre glacier pass across the
Muztagh range, 1887; visited Shahidulla and Raskam, 1888-9; explored the Pamirs.
1890; led an armed expedition into Tibet, 19034; Resident in Kashmir, 1-9.
His
Heart of a Continent, 1896, has remained a classic and been reprinted, 1988.
ZORAWAR
SINGH
KAHLURIA
(1786-1842) Joined Raja Gulab Singh's service (1815),
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and given charge of Reasi fort; governor of Kishtwar, 1823; conquered Ladakh,
1834-9; the Dogra-Tibet War (1841-2) proved a military disaster, leading to his
death on the battlefield.

Bibliographic Note
The basic source material on which this book rests is the records of the Government
of India preserved in the National Archives of India, largely those pertaining to the
Foreign Department, Secret Consultations. There are also Foreign Department,
Secret Proceedings, Foreign Department Proceedings, marked Secret (Frontier),
Memoranda and Keep Withs. I have also utilized proceedings marked 'External A'
and, in a very few cases, 'External B'. Of particular interest, and most revealing, are
the 'Keep Withs' which put together what is an essential backdrop to the proceedings:
exchanges of 'D(emi) O(fficia1)' letters, secret memoranda and 'Notes' at the highest
levels of government.
Collections such as the Foreign Department, Political Branch Consultations and
Proceedings, Foreign Department External Confidential Proceedings 'A' and 'B',
while they provide priceless information, were not directly relevant, and hence
remain unlisted in the annotations.
In 1914, the Foreign Department came to be designated Foreign and Political
Department. Later, in 1922-3, when a new filing system was introduced in the FPD,
the earlier system of lumping together proceedings relating to a number of individual
heads-e.g. 'Affairs of Tibet', 'Affairs of Mongolia'-changed; there was now a vast
plethora of files containing a relatively small number of proceedings on all sorts of
subjects. Files in the post 1922-3 period get split at times under various heads, making
the tricky task of piecing together small bits of information on a specific theme a
daunting one, requiring a great deal of patient selection of heads and careful reading.
India Office Records have been used sparingly; they are largely those obtained
through the courtesy of the National Archives of India, friends visiting London or
those for which microfilms are available at the NAI.
There is a great deal of rich material in the reports and accounts of the operations
conducted by the Great Trignometrical Survey of India. and of the Surveyor General
of India. I have also sparingly utilized material from reports of the Geological Survey of
India. Proceedings of the Royal Geographical Society, later carried by its organ, the
Geographical Journal, which serve as supplements to official survey reports, have
also been scanned.
The corpus of published work on Ladakh and the north-western frontier is relatively
meagre and from the researcher's point of view singularly uneven. It is neither practical
nor necessary to review it in its entirety; the following paragraphs list only a few of
the more important and relevant items.
The earliest account, by William Moorcroft and George Trebeck, called Travels in
the Himalayan province.^ of Hindustan and the Punjab, in Ladak and Kashmir, in
Peshawar, Kabul, Kunduz and Bokhara, 2 vols., 1837 (reprint. 1971) is both detailed
and dependable. Alexander Cunningham's Ladak: Physical, Statistical and Hirtorical, with notices of surrounding countries, 1852 (reprint, 1970) has a vast range
and contains, in one bulky volume, a lot of information (not always reliable).
Thomas Thornson's Western Himalayas and Tibet, 1852 (reprint, 1978). and
Henry Stra~hey'sPhysical Geography of Western Tibet, 1853, are also useful.
For the more curious, the Schlagintweit brothers' Results of a Scientific Mission to
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lndia and High Asia, 4 vols., 18614, may be of interest.
Of the survey, W. H. Johnson's 'Report of his Journey to Ilchi, the capital of Khotan
in Chinese Territory', JRGS, xxxvii, 1867, and Thomas Douglas Forsyth's Reports of
a Mission to Yarkund in 1873,1875, are invaluable. Apart from a useful survey of the
route he took, Johnson provides a first-hand and fascinating account of the Khotan
revolt against Ch'ing misrule in high Asia. Forsyth, a decade later, describes how
Yakub Beg, the Andijani rebel, was able t o consolidate his rule in Kashgaria and
sought both British and Russian support to give it legitimacy and permanence. Two
almost contemporary accounts are G . W. Hayward's 'Journey from Leh to Yarkand
and Kashgar and exploration of the sources of the Yarkand River', JRGS, XI, 1870,
and by the tea-planter, and later part-time government official, Robert Shaw, whose
Visits to High Tartary, Kashgar and Yarkand was published in 1871 (reprint, 1988).
While Shaw is impartial, Hayward is highly critical of the Dogra ruler of Kashmir.
O n the other hand, Frederic Drew, who, starting as a geological prospector and
forest administrator, rose to be the Maharaja's Governor of Ladakh, wrote his Jwnmoo
and Kashmir Territories: A geographical account, published in 1875 (reprint, 1976).
giving first-hand and detailed information on all that comprised the Maharaja's
dominion with great sympathy and understanding. His later and much shorter The
Northern Barrier of India, 1877 (reprint, 1971), furnishes a popular account of his
earlier, definitive, work. Hamilton Bower's Report of a Journey in Chinese Turkesfan in
1889-90,1891, provides interesting details; his later and more comprehensive, Diary
of a Journey Across Tibet, 1894, is not directly relevant to our purpose.
Of the later explorers, two stand out, Francis Younghusband and Ney Elias. The
former's Heart of A Continent, 1896 (reprint, 1986) is a vivid account of his amazing
travels from Peking over the Muztagh pass. into India. Elias, who wrote little
beyond official memoranda and reports but whose earlier missions were no less
important than his later exploits, has been lucky in his biographer: Gerald Morgan's
Ney Elias, 1971, shows great mastery of detail and understanding of his subject.
A veritable mine of information on nineteenth-century Ladakh is the Gazetteer of
Karhmir and L.udak, 1890 (reprint. 1974). Compiled in the Quarter-Master General's
branch in Calcutta, it has a comprehensive chapter on geography as well as topography. Based on all the information and data that travellers, explorers and goverment
officials had obtained, it has a unique section on as many as seventy-five trade and
travel routes, furnishing detailed descriptions of staging posts and all that they
offered the weary traveller and his mount.
Central to our concern is Alastair Lamb's The Sino-Indian Border in Ladakh.
1973. a slender (1 13-page) but extremely useful study, throwing up a lot of hitherto
unused source material. Expanding on his earlier essay, The China-India Border: the
Origins of the Disputed Boundaries, 1964, the Ladakh study also provides useful
sketch maps which with their explanatory notes take up a little over a third of the
text. Lamb's limitation is his exclusive reliance on archival records at the
Whitehall end. In sharp contrast, Margaret W. Fisher, Leo E. Rose and Robert
A . Huttenback's Himalayan Battleground: Sino-Indian Rivalry in Ladakh, 1963,
makes good use of Indian archival sources as well as those in the lndia Office
Library and the Public Record Office in b n d o n . Use has also been made of a rare,
privately printed Chinese compilation of official documents which throws
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light on the Dogra-Tibet conflict under Zorawar Singh.
C. L. Datta's Ladakh and the Western Himalayan Politics 181%1848, 1973, deals
primarily with the Dogra conquest of Ladakh, Baltistan and Western Tibet and is a
scholarly work resting on primary source material. Another well- written account of
exploration on the western frontier, with a wider range than Ladakh, is John Keay's
The Gilgit Game: the Explorers of the Western Himalayas, 1979. Kulbhushan
Warikoo's Central Asia and Kashmir, 1989, focuses on Anglo-Russian rivalry in
which Ladakh figures prominently, on account of its political and commercial
importance.
For scholarly and authoritative historical detail, however, nothing can take the
place of Luciano Petech's The Kingdom of Ladakh: c. 950-1842, 1977, which rests
squarely on Ladakhi, Chinese and Tibetan sources. Janet Rizvi's Ludakh: Crossroads
of High Asia, 1983, is a different kettle of fish altogether. Its great strength lies in
providing both the general reader and the scholar with a useful introduction to the
land and its people.
On the cultural plane, Madanjeet Singh's Himalayan Art, 1971; David Snellgrove
and Tadeusz Skorupski's The Cultural Heritage of Ladakh, 1977, and Our Cultural
Fabric: the Cultural Heritage of Ladakh, 1978, are rewarding reading and provide an
indispensable background to the historical setting.
Two recent studies merit attention. A major part of John Lall's Aksai Chin and
Sino-Indian Conflict, 1988, is devoted to a detailed description of how the western
frontier evolved under the Raj, all the way from the Pamirs to Demchok. Drawing
heavily upon archival sources, it provides some useful insights. Steven A. Hoffmann's India and the chi^ Crisis, 1990, described as 'a new case study of India's
decision-making between 1959 and 1963' rests on a new-fangled 'crisis' model. Its
summary of the growth and evolution of British policy in the western or Ladakh sector
does however deserve scrutiny.
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