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PREFACE

The outbreak of hostilities in the fall of 1962 at the eastern and west-
ern extremities of the far-flung Sino-Indian border was an event of
outstanding significance, the widespread ramifications of which—one
can safely assume—have not yet reached an end. The potential threat
to world peace arising from this conflict could ultimately involve the
vital interests of both Western alliances and the Communist bloc.
The bloc has itself been severely strained by these developments, and
certain areas of opposition between Chinese and Russian interests
have been thrown into sharp relief. The long unacknowledged compe-
tition between India and China for leadership of the Afro-Asian
world has been dramatically forced into the open.

Certain tensions between China and India, growing out of their
diametrically opposed foreign policy aims, were indeed always dis-
cernible, but only in recent years have these differences been taken as
irreconcilable. India has achieved considerable success in her efforts to
reduce world tensions by reversing the trend toward polarization of
nations between the Communist bloc and the West—by increasing
the area of “nonalignment.” The Chinese Communists, who early
took the position of “leaning to one side” and scoffed at “nonalign-
ment” as fraudulent, have appeared increasingly bent on creating and
exacerbating world tensions and on sharpening the polarization proc-
ess. And “leaning to one side” has not brought China the rewards,
even from the Soviet Union, that “nonalignment” has brought India.
Furthermore, Chinese internal failures have been in recent years
rather more conspicuous than the vaunted successes supposedly ob-
tained during its “great leap forward.” China’s boasts began to have a
hollow ring in Asia just at the time when Indian progress gained
world-wide commendation. The Chinese attacks on India may have
had as one purpose to impede further Indian progress by forcing the
diversion of significant Indian resources to defense. However, among
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vi Preface

the various reasons that impelled the Chinese to strike out at India,
there must surely be numbered a severely wounded pride for which,
furthermore, no balm has been offered within the Communist bloc.

Despite the long-range importance of these Himalayan develop-
ments, the background to the Sino-Indian conflict has received in-
sufficient attention in the world press and scholarly journals alike.
Confusion is widespread concerning the border terrain itself, as well
as the nature of the issues involved. A Western observer tends to find
combat over possession of these admittedly remote and bleak areas
somewhat incomprehensible.

In this study, we intend to explore the history of the key Ladakh
area, emphasizing the strategic factors that have caused this region to
be fought over since the dawn of history. In Chapters X and XI, we
shall give extended attention to conflicting Indian and Chinese claims
and counterclaims, in part to clarify the points at issue in a complex
and confusing dispute, and in part to show in some detail how the
Chinese Communists approach negotiation and what tactics they
employ. In Ladakh, for example, after seizing a corridor between Tibet
and Sinkiang by stealth, they have since attempted to gain a “nego-
tiated” Indian surrender of further strategic territory. Indeed, they
have tried to force India into a position that denies her any effective
use of the Himalayan bastion in her own defense. To that end, the
Chinese have employed a dual strategy directed on one level against
India, but designed so as to operate on another level to confuse or de-
ceive the rest of the world. For this purpose, they have made clever
tactical use of deceptive propaganda of various kinds, including spuri-
ous documentation and the frequent reiteration of allegations that
had already been refuted beyond any attempt at rebuttal.

Our major effort has been to place this entire conflict in broad per-
spective, and to explore and illuminate complex interregional relation-
ships, focusing on the Ladakh area, which—whatever the future may
hold—is initially the area of greatest importance in a conflict of yet
unknown dimensions.

The sources that we used include—in addition to documents pub-
lished by Great Britain, China, and India—the relevant archival ma-
terial in the India Office Library, London, and in the National
Archives of India, New Delhi.

For the early history of Ladakh, the main source is the Ladakhi
chronicles. These manuscripts have been thoroughly studied and made
available in English translation. The attempts made by Chinese repre-
sentatives during the 1960 border talks to disparage these chronicles as
utterly worthless were unwarranted. Study of these chronicles was
begun by Tibetanists of German origin in the nineteenth century and
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later carried on by an eminent Italian scholar. These studies were
undertaken long before any dispute arose as to the borders of Ladakh,
and the scholars in question—A. H. Francke, Karl Marx, and Luciano
Petech—were animated solely by a desire to achieve as accurate an
understanding as possible of the early history of Ladakh.

The documentary material in Chinese we examined includes a rare,
privately printed book (Hsi-T'sang Tsou-shu [Tibetan Memorlles and
Reports]) to which we should like to call special attention. This book
is a compilation by Meng Pao, Imperial Resident at Lhasa from 1839
to 1844, of the documents that either originated with him or passqd
through his hands during his tenure. He arranged these state papers in
six volumes according to their subject matter, and they were privately
printed in Peking, presumably in 1851 or soon thereafter. Because of
the destruction by fire in 1850 of all the archives of the Board of
Colonial Affairs at Peking, this collection is the only known source
for certain state papers dealing with Tibet, Nepal, Ladakh, etc., from
1839 to 1844. Volume I deals with the Dogra-Tibetan War of 1841-42,
and has never, so far as we know, been utilized before in English. Be-
cause of the rarity and importance of these documents, English trans-
lations of the more important reports and memorials concerning the
Dogra War are given in the Appendix.

These documents are interesting in several ways. For one thing,
they refute Chou En-lai’s contention that the Central Government
of China knew nothing of what was going on during 1841-42.* For
the Emperor not only received and commented on reports from the
front, but was so pleased with them that he distributed decorations
to those concerned with a lavish hand. The documents are also of
interest because they show some of the steps in the process by which
official Chinese historians—by skillful omission and juxtaposition,
leading the reader to make incorrect inferences without being aware
that he has done so—have reinterpreted history to China’s advantage.
Techniques of this sort were undoubtedly essential to survival under
the Empire, when unpleasant truths had to be kept from the Emperor
at all costs. The end results of this process have often been noted, but
the opportunity to observe steps in the process is less frequently
available.

It is a pleasure to make the following acknowledgments:

To the Ford Foundation, from whose generosity all three of the
authors greatly benefited.

To the Institute of International Studies, University of California,

* “Letter [of Chou En-lai] of September 8, 1959,” in Notes . . . Exchanged
Between the Governments of India and China ([Government of India) Ministry
of External Affairs, White Paper No. II [New Delhi: 1959], p. 28)
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Berkeley, under whose ultimate sponsorship the program of research
that resulted in this volume was conducted.

To the Center for South Asia Studies, of the Institute of Interna-
tional Studies, with which all three authors have been associated.

To all the members of the staff of the India Office Library and of
the National Archives of India, and especially to Mr. V. C. Joshi,
Associate Director of the National Archives of India, whose assistance
greatly facilitated the task of the authors.

To Mr. Hugh E. Richardson, the wellknown British expert on
Tibet and Tibetan history, for his kindness in reading an early draft
of the manuscript and making many valuable suggestions.

To Professor Turrell V. Wylie, Professor of Tibetan Language and
Civilization, University of Washington, for guidance in the standardi-
zation of Tibetan and Ladakhi names.

To the Indian Press Digests Project Research Assistants who par-
ticipated in this study—Leonard Rubin, Bernard Freiwald, and Russell
W. Volckmann.

To our cartographer, Alan S. Fisher.

To Mrs. Corinne D. Bennett, whose help in the preparation of the
manuscript was invaluable, going far beyond the routine aspects of
such a task.

And, finally, to all the many friends and associates whose contribu-
tions are difficult to enumerate or acknowledge here, but whose inter-
est played an important role in sustaining the authors throughout the
work on this study.

MARGARET W. F1SHER
Leo E. Rose
RoBerT A. HUTTENBACK
Institute of International Studies
Berkeley, Cadlifornia
December 20, 1962



CONTENTS

Preface
I. THE SETTING
II. Lapary’s ROLE IN CENTRAL ASIA: A.D. 600900
II1. LApAkH'S EMERGENCE AS AN INDEPENDENT STATE
IV. CoNFLICTING PRESSURES ON LADAKH: A.D. 1300-1600

V. Lapake’s RELATIONS wiTH TIBET AND INDIA IN THE
SEVENTEENTH CENTURY

VI. THE Docra CoNQUEST OF LADAKH
VII. THE DoGrA-TIBETAN WAR OF 184142
VIII. Lapaxs AND GrReaT PowERr RivaLrY: 1845-1950

IX. THE CHINESE CoMMUNIST CONQUEST OF TIBET AND
Its IMpAcT ON LADAKH

X. THE SiNo-INDIAN BORDER TALKS
XI. Anavysis oF CoNFLICTING BorDER CLAIMS
XII. REceNnT DEVELOPMENTS AND EMERGING TRENDS
Notes
Appendix
Bibliography
Geographical Glossary

Index

11
18
26

34
42
49
6o

81
g1

129
147
155
177
185

195



MAPS

Ladakh and Surrounding Areas 2-3
Locale of the Dogra War: 184142 52
Tibet: Major Trade Routes of the Early Twentieth Century  70-71



HIMALAYAN BATTLEGROUND

Sino-Indian Rivalry in Ladakh



T —
68 7o 42 72 74_ 7% 78 & 2 82 *lﬂ 9°J4'- 9.
. .’ ? 1‘1 F
\ —
N ,
SUGAT
QARAWAL Y8 yinwan® —tth
-~ n MALIK  SHARNK
> RN 1
P S
L’
% 7 /
(, H
H SKAROY F _L,
{ :
,. ;
v | y
A 1 hl'\ P W CLCUN 7Y 38
38 -- " [N masades Ltuncea\}
~ / ) \ K.:gil . Chenl 2
"‘ 3 o " p ' ".l' T\
re 4 ] v HOT 8 n’ \
" ? : ‘: j \ / Leh DAMG UGULD \-"\§ ™
il T & [] - - —‘,' Rl
1\‘,‘ = ~ Aee o™ ) 2 \ Pengeny Luke
% P T Ty G -: ... i --a;w 4 (hotan Chinese Claims in c;;\:'s':\é\d:. AF
aanCa s Ladakh: 1956 & 1960 P TN TN 0 Rudek
., . \ ams
o * S S 1956 .S\m\\'&.\\&Q < \\\\\} 36
cILaIT T [sa , 196o: rvtieeenririd 3
20 i T AN B N —a
-- " Q‘
o '----\\M.:,‘:.'h ‘\’\1/_‘ ’l—\ .
2 N ! JEalas - : - DEMCHON ,‘
CHANG e man - PO N WD
» TANG bt et el ‘\._\4
. .
s "
’
1
Vol
> 1%
dLKASHIMIL R TIBET
kY * NISHTWAR -
S ~ S a
(9 - Y e A
t ‘-‘In.m\u \! h k , THOX = JALUNG
‘\--\\- ,.—" *Chembe e fowa a0 n
A a  pzONG
S \
- Q
Lehore
3o J 30
. asa
AND SURROQUNDING AREAS
Legend
NATIONAL DOUNBARIES o = — .RIVEARS o\ Delhi 8
P"- ALGIONAL BOUNDARILY —..._ROADS .
cHINgSE CLAIMS (158}, .. PASSES =
BHUTA-~
Scale:
Beamifrni® leeovilidivite i " gyl
Sources:
Survey of India
‘Indie and  Adjacent Countrles®

indan Press  Digaste : ]
‘ 70 12 . 74 76 78






THE SETTING

Prior to the Tibetan uprising against their Chinese Communist over-
lords, Ladakh received only infrequent mention in the world press.
Indeed, it is unlikely that many persons in the Western world could
then have located Ladakh with any precision, or even, perhaps, have
stated with any confidence the nationality of the Ladakhis. Certainly
very few would have credited a prediction that armed clashes and the
threat of full-scale war between India and China would arise over pos-
session of the high alkaline plain known as the Aksai Chin (“white
stone” desert) where the frontiers of Tibet, Sinkiang, and Ladakh
march together. The Aksai Chin is beyond doubt among the world’s
bleakest stretches, a land where—as Nehru put it—no people live and
no blade of grass grows. Yet the armed clashes have taken place, and
there is no certainty that the conflict can be resolved through nego-
tiation.

As threats of war are replaced by the grim realities of armed combat,
questions continue to be raised as to the true nature of the dispute.
Is it—as it sometimes appears—largely a matter of touchy national
honor in which neither side can withdraw from a strong public stand
without serious loss of face? Are the issues themselves as narrow and
legalistic as most of the arguments so heatedly hurled back and forth
between the hostile governments? The answer to both questions can
only be: assuredly not. National honor and the minutiae of legal in-
terpretation have their roles in this dispute, but basically the issues
hinge on considerations affecting national security and the broad
economic and political interests of India and China, and also involv-
ing long-term interests of neighboring states, among them the Soviet
Union. The answers are to be found in the strategic realities and
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6 Himalayan Battleground

potentialities of Central Asian topography on the one hand, and its
mineral resources on the other. (Prominent among the latter are the
known oil resources of Sinkiang and the gold and uranium deposits in
western Tibet.)

Central Asia has a long history as the center of chronic turbulence
from which violent explosions have periodically erupted and spread
disaster—either directly or by chain reaction—over enormous dis-
tances. Over the centuries, China was the principal sufferer, but north-
ern India, despite the Himalayan wall, did not entirely escape. That
cities as far removed as Rome and Moscow also felt the sting of con-
quest has never been forgotten. During the last few centuries, how-
ever, the process was for the most part reversed. Pressure from the
more developed civilizations succeeded in diminishing the area and
scope of this former reservoir of turbulence. Three expanding empires
—Chinese, Indian, and Russian—drew ever closer together as they
gradually subdued the turbulence on their respective frontiers through
conquest, subsidy, or intimidation. By common consent, however,
autonomous territories were left—until recently—to act as buffers be-
tween the major powers, to reduce mutual fears, and to minimize the
danger of accidental embroilment over frontier incidents.

Today, China, Russia, and India confront one another in Central
Asia under greatly changed circumstances. That these three ancient
empires have, in the last half century, acquired characteristics vastly
different from their predecessors is a matter that preoccupies many of
the world’s chancelleries and need not be labored here. Certain conse-
quences of these changes, however, may well be stressed.

One has been the near elimination of the old buffer system. With
the tightening of China’s control over Sinkiang and its conquest of
Tibet, only Mongolia—bolstered now with U.N. membership—inter-
venes in the vast stretches between Communist China and the Soviet
Union. In the Himalaya, only Nepal—also a U.N. member—and the
semi-independent states of Bhutan and Sikkim cut into the long and
impressive frontier between China and India. Chinese activity in
Tibet put pressure on these Himalayan states which, in various subtle
ways, verged on intimidation. In their efforts to absorb Tibet, the
Chinese Communists followed policies that transformed a peaceful,
harmless, neighboring country into a fresh area of turbulence. In at-
tempting to crush the Tibetan revolt while at the same time denying
its existence, the Chinese used methods that brought China and India
into sharp conflict. Mutual fears and tensions were exacerbated, and
the threat that border incidents might provoke open warfare was
dangerously increased.

The question of Peking’s ultimate designs must remain as yet in
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the realm of controversy. Perhaps the Chinese are primarily engaged
in pursuing opportunistic policies intended to reap all possible advan-
tages short of war. It is at least equally plausible, however, that they
are carefully laying the groundwork for a more sinister long-range
plan, and that their current activities in Ladakh and elsewhere are
designed to advance a number of objectives simultaneously. Whatever
may yet unfold, one conclusion can be drawn with relative certainty.
The road that the Chinese first “built” * in 1956-57 across Ladakh
was important to the maintenance of their control over Tibet. With-
out such a supply route, the officially unacknowledged Khampa revolt
in eastern Tibet might have reached dangerous proportions.

What were the topographical problems faced by Peking in 1956?
Access to Tibet is easiest from the south and west. The direct routes
from China proper run through exceptionally difficult terrain where
ambushes can be easily prepared. In the homeland of the sturdy
Khampas, banditry was endemic and guerrilla bands can even now
find virtually ideal conditions. To quell a revolt in Kham by moving
into Tibet directly from the east would have been a major task at-
tended by political as well as military risks, since all Tibet would have
risen against such a move. The Chinese chose to deny all rumors of
trouble in Kham and find another way to supply their garrisons in
Tibet. The relatively easy southern routes would not do, for they run
through Bhutan, Sikkim, Nepal, and India, and are not only some
distance from China but also subject to customs control posts, where
inconvenient questions would be raised. The major trade route from
the northwest, passing through Leh, not only is subject to Indian
customs control, but is reached from Sinkiang over the difficult Kara-
koram Pass, which can be relied on for only a few months of the year.
But the almost forgotten bypass route through the Aksai Chin—long
abandoned by traders and other travelers because of the dreaded sum-
mer heat and absence of water—is a serviceable winter route, as two
invasions occurring in the early winter months have demonstrated—
one in the early eighteenth century by the Dsungars when they took
Lhasa from the rear, and the other in 1950 by the Chinese Commu-
nists themselves. The Chinese quietly set about improving this route,
and it soon gained the status of a major road, connecting Yarkand and
Khotan with Rudok, Gartok, and finally Taklakot, a trade and agri-

* As Nehru pointed out to the Indian Parliament on August 31, 1959, roads in
these areas “are of a peculiar type. The only thing you have to do to build a road
is to even the ground a little and remove the stones and shrubs.” (Jawaharlal
Nehru, Indid’s Foreign Policy, Selected Speeches, September, 1946-April, 1961
[Delhi: (Government of India) Ministry of Information and Broadcasting, Publi-
cations Divisions, 1961], p. 333.)
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cultural center of long recognized strategic interest just north of the
point where the borders of Tibet, Nepal, and India meet.*

It is instructive to note in passing that the old east-west “grand
route” between the Kashmir valley and Lhasa, a caravan route that
also served to link the trading centers of the Indus valley with the
settlements along the Tsangpo (or Brahmaputra) River, was soon rele-
gated to minor importance, as evidenced by Chinese maps showing it
as no more than a “minor road or trail.”t That new major east-west
roads have avoided the normal route along the Tsangpo is highly sug-
gestive. It would appear from the maps that Chinese road building in
Tibet has been designed primarily for military purposes and second-

arily for the exploitation of the gold and uranium deposits in western
Tibet.

With regard to the problem facing the Chinese during 1956-57, it
seems clear that the Aksai Chin route was essential to Chinese plans
for the exploitation of a sullen Tibet. Indeed, in the event of any
serious weakening of the Peking Government, this area might well
prove to be the key to the Chinese hold on Tibet.

What does Chinese possession of this area mean to India? Quite
apart from the loss of territory, and the proof that China’s intentions
are actively hostile, the same factors that make the area strategic for
China could not but affect Indian security adversely. It has been asked
how the Chinese could complete a road across Indian territory with-
out the knowledge of the Indian Government. A number of factors
combined to make this possible: The work involved in improving the
route was minimal; and the choking off of trade between Sinkiang and
Ladakh removed the possibility that Indian traders might readily ob-
serve the development of new traffic patterns beyond the Karakoram
Pass. If a permanent Indian trade agency had been at Gartok (in West
Tibet) —as provided by the 1954 Sino-Indian treaty—news of this road
would undoubtedly have reached India earlier, but the Chinese, using
one pretext after another, had contrived to reduce the agency’s period
of operations to a few weeks in the year.

It was not that the unexpectedly comprehensive character of the

* Later, a second route through the Aksai Chin was made, slicing off consider-
ably more territory. Furthermore, the Chinese have stated their intention to extend
their railroad along this same route from Khotan to Taklakot.

t This designation is shown on Plate 3, “China, Railroads and Selected Roads,
May, 1959,” F{‘Jnited States] Central Intelligence Agency, China: Provisional Atlas
of Communist Administrative Units (Washington: [U.S.} Department of Com-
merce, Office of Technical Services, 1959). This famous old caravan route started
from Srinagar, led over the Zoji Pass to Leh and thence to the sacred lakes area,

the Tsangpo valley, Shigatse, and Lhasa. From the Tibetan capital, several routes
branched off to Peking and other Chinese cities.
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Chinese occupation of Tibet had failed to arouse Indian apprehen-
sions. Prudence had dictated reticence while New Delhi strove to
salvage as much as possible of the former Indian position in Tibet, but
it is clear that the Government of India was from the first aware that
a “dead” frontier had suddenly become very much alive. Nevertheless,
a compromise was necessary in the allocation of India’s sparse re-
sources between the demands of frontier defenses and India’s no less
complex and conceivably much more pressing developmental prob-
lems. The decision was to place major emphasis on economic develop-
ment, to cultivate amicable relations with Peking, and to move quietly
to strengthen the more strategic areas of the border. This assessment
in 1950-51 of India’s most pressing defense needs missed the signifi-
cance of the relatively unpublicized Chinese entry into West Tibet,
and focused on the better understood problems of the northeastern
frontier area, the strategic importance of which had been highlighted
during World War II. Moreover, it was in respect to the boundaries
of the latter that the major discrepancies appeared between published
Chinese and Indian maps. Some attention was also given to the mid-
dle section of the Himalayan border—i.e., that portion west of Nepal
and east of Ladakh where important passes between India and the
sacred lakes region of West Tibet had been traveled over in the past
by traders and pilgrims.

The vital importance of Kashmir to the defense of India had long
been recognized, but in 1950 and for several years thereafter, it was
Kashmir’s border with Pakistan that received the most attention. The
barren wastes fronting on Sinkiang—rarely visited once the caravan
trade ceased—might well have been considered just that portion of the
long Indian frontier for which natural defenses were most adequate,
and such an assessment would have been corroborated by earlier Brit-
ish experience. For intensive exploration in the nineteenth century
had convinced the British rulers of India that the Karakoram Pass was
far too difhcult to permit passage of an armed force of dangerous pro-
portions, but that no better route between Chinese Turkestan (Sin-
kiang) and Ladakh existed. Leh, situated on the upper Indus where
this north-south route crossed the major east-west Central Asian trade
route, grew in importance, both as a trade center and listening post.

Leh, however, had been bypassed before and was to be bypassed
again. If the lessons of earlier Ladakhi history had been well and truly
learned, the Government of India might have kept a closer watch
on the Aksai Chin. But it was not immediately understood in New
Delhi that the reasoning that relegated Ladakh to a position of lesser
strategic importance had been based in part on technological con-
siderations that had radically changed. If the Tibetans had been in
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control of their homeland, these considerations could have safely been
ignored, but a unified and dynamic China controlled Sinkiang and
Tibet, and modern technological developments made it possible to use
the arid wastes of northeastern Ladakh to link together into an all-
weather communications system routes that previously could be trav-
ersed only seasonally, and even then with difhiculty. From earlier
Central Asian history, the following conclusions can be drawn: West
Tibet* and Ladakh together form a natural geographic unit reaching
from the Mayum Pass to the Zoji Pass; this area—if joined together
under the control of an aggressive power based south of the Himalaya
—could, under conditions of conventional warfare, provide a vital and
perhaps decisive key to Central Asia. Under present conditions, with
Sinkiang and all of Tibet in Chinese possession, the addition of the
Aksai Chin area of Ladakh could outflank Leh and offer strategic pos-
sibilities that—to put it at its mildest—no Government of India could
conceivably ignore.

A study of Ladakh’s history during a millennium and a half demon-
strates that the present struggle over this desolate area is part of an
old, established pattern. Indeed, the similarity between current de-
velopments and those of centuries past is strikingly evident—further
proof that strategic considerations, including those dictated by topog-
raphy, have long dominated politics in this area. For these reasons, an
analysis of the role Ladakh has played in Central Asian, Indian, and
Chinese affairs will follow, in order to place the present dispute in its
proper historical perspective.

* West Tibet (Mnga-ris in Tibetan) is often referred to as Ari, Nari, or Ngari in
English, and as Ari and Ali in official Chinese documents written in English.
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LADAKH’S ROLE IN CENTRAL ASIA:
A.D. 600-900

The early history of Ladakh is shrouded in mystery. The myths and
legends with which the Ladakhi chronicles commence bear a distinct
resemblance to those of both Central Asia and India, leading one to
suspect that they may be in large part examples of borrowed history.
Not until the establishment in the first half of the tenth century of a
Ladakhi dynasty of Tibetan origin can we consider that these chroni-
cles are dealing with historical events, and such accounts as we do have
of the dynasty’s almost 60o-year rule are by and large sparse and uncom-
municative. The chronicles expand in scope and content only with
the rise of the Namgyal (Rnam-rgyal) dynasty in the latter half of the
fifteenth century.

Nevertheless, a careful reading of the earlier chronicles, taken to-
gether with the brief and tantalizingly obscure references to Ladakh
found in Tibetan, Mongolian, Chinese, and Kashmiri sources, yields
at least an outline of major developments in Ladakh and the sur-
rounding territories. On this basis—tentative though it must remain—
it is possible to speculate on the role of Ladakh in the complex system
of power politics from the seventh to the tenth centuries. We shall
accordingly venture to carry our analysis of the main trends affecting
Ladakhi history back to this remote period.

In Central Asia, China, and for a time in India also, the seventh
century witnessed the culmination of integrative drives, begun in the
previous century, to weld together new empires from the petty chief-
doms that had emerged from the ruins of old empires. The short-lived
Sui dynasty (581-618) reunited most of China proper under a cen-
tralized administration, providing a sound foundation for the even

11
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more vigorous T’ang dynasty (618-9o7), which soon embarked on a
series of campaigns to consolidate the northwest frontier of China. In
630, the Turks of eastern Turkestan were completely routed by a
Chinese army, and during the next two decades, the petty states of
western as well as eastern Turkestan offered their submission to the
T’ang emperors.

The struggle to dominate Central Asia was not, however, restricted
to China and Turkestan (modern Sinkiang), but directly involved
Tibet, Kashmir, Baltistan, Ladakh, and to a lesser extent, northern
India and Nepal. In Tibet, a dynastic line, whose influence prior to
the seventh century had been mainly restricted to a small area south
of the Tsangpo River, began a rapid expansion of its domains. The
most famous of its kings, Song-tsen-gam-po (Srong-btsan-sgam-po),
made Tibet the dominant military power of the area for a time, and
was able to demand and receive a royal princess in marriage from both
Nepal and China. With the founding of his capital at Lhasa (c. 640),
a new route was briefly opened connecting China with India by way
of Lhasa and Nepal.*

In Kashmir, the Karkota Naga dynastv was founded more or less
contemporaneously.} Harsha Vardhana of Kanauj (606-48), brought
much of northern India briefly under his sway. The two middle dec-
ades of the seventh century were marked by comparatively extensive
contacts between northern India, Nepal, Tibet, Kashmir, and China.
There is much that is still unknown about the interrelations of these
kingdoms, but a catalytic role—whatever its exact nature—can cer-
tainly be claimed for Tibet.

A new facet was added to these complexities with the advance of
the Islamic Arabian empire into Central Asia late in the seventh cen-
tury and with the fall of Sind to the Arabs in 712. Kashmir was at that
time an important Buddhist center and one of the primary channels
through which Buddhism had been transplanted to Central Asia and
China. For the main line of communication from India to China ran
at that time through the Kashmir valley, Baltistan, Nubra (a northern
district of Ladakh), and across the Karakoram and Sugat passes into
Turkestan, and thence to China. It can be presumed that Buddhism

* This route, which many centuries later became of major importance, was
closed after a scant two decades by the intermittent warfare that then marked
Tibet’s relations with China.

t The date when this dynasty was founded still remains doubtful. U. N. Muker-
jee accepts 625. (“Chronology of the Karkota Niga Dynasty of Kashmir, the
Ancient Land of the Nagas,” Uttara Bharati, IV, No. 2 [March, 1958], 49-53.)
G. L. Kaul sets the date at 602. (Kashmir Through the Ages, 5,000 B.C. to 1954
A.D., a Historical Survey [Srinagar, Kashmir: Chronicle Publishing House, 1954],

p- 31.)
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had, by that time, already left an imprint upon Ladakh, or at least
upon the small settlements that may have sprung up along the major
communication routes.

West Tibet (i.e., the territory west of the Mayum Pass, called Zan
Zun in Tibetan chronicles of that date) was in the first half of the
seventh century independent of the Tibetan kingdom whose capital
was Lhasa. Under the Lig dynasty,* Zan Zun’s dominance included ter-
ritory south of the Himalayan crest and extended at least to the Kunlun
range and possibly to Khotan. It cannot be stated with assurance that
Ladakh constituted a province within this empire, but Tucci, noting
both the location of the capital of the Lig dynasty near Tsaparang,
not far from the Ladakh border, and the major trade route connecting
West Tibet with Turkestan through Ladakh, is inclined to doubt that
Ladakh could have remained outside it.!

The bitter struggle between Tibet and China was resumed in 660,
and lasted for nearly three centuries in all, involving at one time or
another most of the neighboring states. There were three principal
areas in which the contest was waged: Szechuan, lying directly east
of Tibet; Tsinghai (Koko Nor) and Kansu in the northeast; and
Turkestan (the “Four Garrisons,” i.e., Kashgar, Khotan, Kucha, and
Karashahr) to the north and northwest. It was the war over Turkestan
that involved Kashmir, Baltistan, Ladakh, and West Tibet. If Chi-
nese dominance of Turkestan was to be challenged successfully, a
first requisite was to control West Tibet and the passages into Thurke-
stan. West Tibet was accordingly brought under Tibetan hegemony
at some point during Song-tsen-gam-po’s reign. After several years of
fluctuating Tibetan fortunes, the territory of the “Four Garrisons” was
conquered in 670 and held for more than twenty years before a Chi-
nese expeditionary force—taking advantage of dissension within Tibet
—recovered Turkestan for the T"ang empire.

Soon thereafter, Baltistan and Ladakh became the chief arena of
the struggle between Tibet and China to control the passes into
‘Turkestan, a struggle into which Kashmir was actively drawn. And
the conflict became even wider with increasing Arab pressure against
the domains of both China and Kashmir, which brought the two
kingdoms together in an alliance of sorts against the advancing Arabs
on the one hand and the Tibetans on the other. Chinese records state

* This dynasty appears to have been Indian or Turki rather than Tibetan in
origin, and there is ground for believing that culturally and linguistically the area
remained more closely tied to India and Turkestan than to Tibet, even as late as
the tenth century. (L. Petech, “A Study on the Chronicles of Ladakh, Indian
Tibet,” Indian Historical Quarterly, XV, No. 4, Supplement [December, 1939],
39-189.)
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that during 713-14 three Indian embassies visited the Chinese court
to ask for aid against both Arabs and Tibetans.? It is known that at
least one of these embassies was sent by King “Tchen-ko-lo-pi-li” of
Kashmir, who has been identified as Chandrapida Vajraditya.? Al-
ready one can discern the pattern of alliances that characterized much
of eighth-century politics in this vast area: China, Kashmir, and other
Indian states versus the Arabs and the Tibetans—the latter finding
allies from time to time among the powerful Shan kings of Yunnan
and the local Turki rulers in Turkestan.

There were relatively few periods in the eighth century that were
free of active hostilities. Much of the combat centered on the Balti-
stan-Turkestan area—roughly that where today Indian troops face
Pakistani troops across a cease-fire line, and not far from where Indian
and Chinese military forces are engaged in a grim struggle in which,
once again, control of crucial Central Asian access routes is at stake.

In 722, a Chinese force (said to number 4,000 soldiers) coming to
the aid of Baltistan was able to prevent Tibetan domination of the
passes into Turkestan. Ten years later, the great Kashmiri monarch
Lalitaditya Muktapida not only turned back a Tibetan invasion of
Baltistan, but also advanced into the northwest area of the Tibetan
empire. But in 737, the Tibetans launched yet another invasion of
Baltistan, aimed, it appears, at the exclusion of Kashmiri influence
from the crucial pass areas. This time China was able to extend aid
to Kashmir and Baltistan only indirectly, by a diversion in Koko Nor,
in northeastern Tibet. This maneuver’s lack of success is attested by
a note in the Chinese annals not long after, which states that the King
of Baltistan was “in alliance” with the Tibetans.

Once again the fortunes of war shifted, and in 747, a large Chinese
force—presumably acting in conjunction with the Kashmiris*—success-
fully crossed the passes and re-established T’ang influence in Baltistan.
Chinese garrisons were placed as far west as Gilgit in an effort to
counter an Arab advance. But the Chinese success was only temporary,
for in 751, the Arabs inflicted a serious defeat on them, forcing them
to withdraw from the Gilgit garrison and to surrender much of west-
ern Turkestan to the Abbasid caliphate.* This Chinese disaster en-
abled the Tibetan King Tri-de-tsuk-tsen (Khri-lde-gtsug-btsan) to bring
Baltistan once again under his control. His successor, Tri-song-de-tsen

* At some point between the Tibetan invasion of Baltistan in 737 and this ex-
pedition, the Chinese annals record the visit of a Kashmiri embassy to the court of
China (U. N. Mukerjee, op. cit., p. 50). We can presume that this mission was
directly connected with the deteriorating situation in Baltistan, and may have been
successful in effecting a Kashmiri-Chinese alliance leading to the expedition of 747
and the expulsion of the Tibetans from Baltistan.



Ladakh in Central Asia: 600-goo 15

(Khri-srong-lde-btsan, 755-97), carried the Tibetan empire to what
was to be its maximum expansion—conquering Turkestan, most of
Kansu, and a large portion of Szechuan from the sorely beset T’ang
emperors. In 763, Tibetan forces even captured Ch’ang-an, the west-
ern capital of China, and held it for 15 days before they were forced
to retreat. The Kashmiri empire, King Lalitaditya’s remarkable
achievement, did not long survive that monarch’s death in 760, and
the Tibetan empire became the dominant power throughout Central
Asia, capable of applying almost continuous pressure against the hill
states south of the Himalaya.’

The precise fate of Ladakh during this period of turmoil is not
clearly delineated in the chronicles of Tibet, China, Kashmir, or even
Ladakh itself. The silence on this matter is scarcely surprising, how-
ever. Ladakh’s geographical position leaves no room for doubt that its
ancient caravan routes must have often served as a path first for con-
quest and then for retreat of the opposing armies as they alternated
between victory and defeat. Ladakh could do little but bow to its
successive conquerors, and its relatively passive role as an artery rather
than as a military objective in itself doubtless diminished its impor-
tance in the chronicles.

Ladakh’s main allegiance may well have been to Tibet from the
first period of Tibetan expansion in the late sixth century on. The
Ladakhi chronicles appear to support this conclusion, since they in
fact consist, for that period, of the annals of the Lhasa kings. This
evidence cannot be considered conclusive, since the pride with which
later Ladakhi dynasties insisted that they were descended from the
Lhasa kings may have influenced the content of the chronicles as they
have come down to us, but there is no real reason to doubt Ladakh’s
subordination to Tibet during most of this time. It certainly must have
become a part of the Tibetan empire no later than the conquest of
Baltistan in the middle of the eighth century. Yet Tibetan rule may
well have been nominal in Ladakh, since this sparsely settled area
appears to have retained the cultural imprint characteristic of the
mountainous region stretching from Gilgit through Baltistan and
Ladakh to the sub-Himalayan hill states.

Tibetan power reached new heights when a scries of decisive victories
over the Chinese between 760 and 780 culminated in a peace treaty in
783, the terms of which were very favorable to Tibet. However, this
settlement proved no more enduring than those that had preceded it.
Within five years, hostilities commenced anew on a grand scale. The
early period of the war was marked by consistent Tibetan successes,
notably in Turkestan, where the Tibetan empire was extended to the
area around modern Urumchi. But developments became unfavorable
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for Tibet after 79o, primarily because of the collapse of its alliances
with the Arabs to the west and with the Shans to the east. For the
Shan Kings of Yunna