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Foreword
by The Rt Hon. Kenneth Younger

THE correct demarcation of the India—China border,
which has been a matter of argument for decades, has
become in the last few years, a major issue in international
affairs.

The large-scale military operations which broke out in
the autumn not only aroused immediate alarm throughout
the world but also cast a shadow over the 1962 attempt
to regulate inter-state relations in Asia on the basis of
non-alignment and of the principles of coexistence
hopefully adopted at the Bandung Conference of 1955.

The dispute has thus acquired significance far beyond
the original territorial claims and is bound now to be
powerfully influenced by such contemporary factors as
the nature and ambitions of the Chinese Communist
régime, the state of public opinion in both countries, and
the current climate of international relations. Nevertheless
the case has so far been argued by both sides largely on
historical grounds, and the greater part of the highly
complicated evidence dates from the period of British rule
in India.

In the following pages Dr Lamb examines the story up
to the transfer of power in India in 1947, on the basis of
both published and unpublished material, including the
British official records, which are available to scholars up
to 1913. The historical evidence cannot any longer be
considered as the sole criterion for settling the dispute,
but its relevance to present and future attempts at reach-
ing an agreement is not in doubt. While the Institute, in
accordance with its invariable rule, refrains from endorsing
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the author’s opinions and conclusions, it presents Dr
Lamb’s study as a scholarly and disinterested contribution
to the understanding of a problem which, until it is
satisfactorily resolved, must be of increasing concern both
to the governments involved and to the world at large.
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I
The Nature of Sino-Indian Dispute

THE British first came into direct territorial contact with
Tibet during the Gurkha War of 1814-16, when they
annexed the Himalayan districts of Kumaon and Garwhal.
Lying between the present western boundary of Nepal
and the Sutlej river, these hill tracts had recently been
occupied by the Gurkhas. With the defeat of the Gurkhas,
the British also gave thought to the annexation of Nepal
itself. But practical considerations deterred them. As
Dr Buchanan-Hamilton, who advised Lord Hastings’s
Government on Himalayan matters, pointed out, a
British occupation of Nepal would create an extremely long
Sino-British border. He noted: ‘a frontier of seven or eight
hundred miles between two powerful nations holding each
other in mutual contempt seems to point at anything but
peace’.?

In recent years the Republic of India has likewise had
to cope with the problem of a long common border with
Chinese territory. In 1954, in the Sino-Indian agreement
of 29 April relating to trade and other contacts between
‘the Tibet Region of China’ and India, the two signatories
did not share Dr Buchanan-Hamilton’s pessimism. Indeed,
they expressed the belief that Sino-Indian relations over
the common border could be conducted with ‘mutual re-
spect for each other’s territorial integrity and sovereignty,
mutual non-aggression, mutual non-interference in each
other’s internal affairs, equality and mutual benefit,

1 See Lamb, Britain and Chinese Central Asia (1960), pp. 37-8.
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and peaceful coexistence’.? The ink was scarcely dry on
these admirable sentiments than there began an increas-
ingly acrimonious exchange of notes, protests, letters, and
memoranda on alleged violations by both sides of the
Sino-Indian border. Of so little value have been the pious
phrases of the Panch Shila, the five elements of peaceful
coexistence enumerated in the 1954 agreement, that by
November 1962 a massive Chinese army was on the march
towards the Indian plains and the Indian Republic was
suffering the worst military disaster of its short life, a
debacle to be compared, perhaps, to the British retreat
from Kabul in the winter of 1841—2.

How can we explain this change, this collapse of the
Sino-Indian romance, which is and will increasingly be
of such importance to the balance of power in Asia? The
problem is without doubt a complex one. Involved in its
solution are considerations arising from the increasing
strain in Sino-Russian relations, and from Chinese
jealousy of India’s economic progress in recent years.
Beneath these factors of far-reaching significance, how-
ever, lies a boundary dispute. While it can possibly be
argued that the boundary dispute is not the sole cause,
even the main cause, of the present state of Sino-Indian
relations, yet there can be no denying that the boundary
dispute has provided the raw material from which
Chinese and Indian diplomats and soldiers have forged
the present crisis. Without the boundary dispute, Chinese
and Indians might well have ceased to be brothers, but
they would have done so in a rather different way. Any
improvement in the attitudes of Peking and New Delhi to
each other, moreover, will almost certainly involve some
settlement of the major points at issue in the boundary
dispute. Any such settlement will involve modifications
in the territorial claims of one side, if not both sides; and

2 For text of this document see White Paper I, pp. g8-101.
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before one can think about India or China surrendering
disputed territory one should have a clear idea as to the
reasons why the territory in question should in fact be
disputed at all. This means, of course, that some attempt
should be made to look at the dispute from the points of
view of both sides. Even Chinese Communists may have
strong feelings about giving up portions of what they have
been taught to regard as their mother land; one should,
before dismissing out of hand the Chinese case, as so many
western journalists now tend to do, try to see the situation
through Chinese, as well as Indian, spectacles.

Rather than attempt a detailed analysis of the factual
content of the charges and countercharges which Peking
and New Delhi have flung at each other for the last six
years or so, a rather different method has been adopted
here by which, it is hoped, some light may be shed on the
essential nature of the boundary dispute gua boundary. The
boundary which independent India now claims was
inherited from British India, and it is unlikely that any
present Indian statesman would argue that the legal
alignment of the Sino-Indian border has been modified
in any significant way since 15 August 1947. It is probable,
therefore, that an examination of the boundary as it had
become at the moment of the transfer of power may be
useful.

Imperial borders

When the British ruled India before partition the
British boundary in northern Kashmir, where British
territory marched with that of Sinkiang (or Chinese
Turkestan), extended for some 300 miles to the west of
the Karakoram Pass. This stretch of boundary, from the
Karakoram Pass to Afghanistan, the Chinese have refused
to discuss with India since they are reluctant, not sur-
prisingly, to mix the Sino-Indian boundary dispute with
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the long-standing and frequently acrimonious Indo-
Pakistani dispute over Kashmir. Today, de facto if not de
jure, the greater part of the boundary to the west of the
Karakoram Pass is the concern of Pakistan. It is a boun-
dary where the possibility of disputes with China has
existed just as much as it does farther to the east. It is thus
proposed to consider here also this sector, the Sino-
Pakistani border now settled by an agreement between
China and Pakistan, since its history is closely connected
with that of the northern boundary of Ladakh.3

India, therefore, is not the only state with a common
border with China; and much of the interest and historical
significance of the present Sino-Indian boundary question
lies in the way in which it has differed in its development
from the boundary questions between China and her
other neighbours. Since 1960 China has settled her long
and complicated boundaries with Nepal and Burma; and
in late 1962 and early 1963 she arrived at peaceful
boundary agreements with Mongolia and Pakistan, at
least in principle if not in the shape of final signed and
ratified instruments.? The boundary between the eastern
part of Sinkiang and Russia was delimited in 1884. The
boundary between the Indian-protected state of Sikkim
and Tibet was delimited in 18go, and subsequently not
very successful attempts were made at joint demarcation:
at all events, the Chinese at present seem prepared to
accept the Sikkim—-Tibet boundary as it stands. Thus only
three stretches of what Owen Lattimore has termed the
‘Inner Asian frontiers of China’ remain to be delimited:
the boundary between western Sinkiang and Russia, the
boundary between Bhutan and Tibet, and the boundary
between India and Sinkiang and Tibet. A survey of these

3 See N. Ahmad, in International Affairs (1962).
4 For a map of Chinese Central Asia showing the delimited and undefined
boundaries, see The Economist, 5 Jan. 1963, p. 23.
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other Chinese boundaries shows that China can make a
peaceful boundary settlement with her neighbours, and
can, as in the Sino-Burmese negotiations culminating in
the treaty of January 1960, surrender claim to extensive
tracts of territory. China can even, and again the Sino-
Burmese case provides the example, accept sections of
boundary which have already been laid down unilaterally
by an imperialist Power.> Why, then, has the Sino-Indian
boundary question become the cause of what is, in all but
name, war? And will the Sino-Russian boundary in the
Pamirs, as yet undelimited formally, also be the scene of
bloodshed ? These questions are well outside the scope of
this little work; but the student of the Sino-Indian
boundary should not overlook them.

The present Sino-Indian dispute, it is worth noting in
conclusion, is the product of a situation which was not
in many respects created by the present disputants. The
boundary between India and Chinese Turkestan and
Tibet was formed under régimes which no longer rule.
The China of the Manchus and the Republic has gone
from the mainland, and its forlorn remnant on Formosa
is not likely in the foreseeable future to have a direct
interest in Central Asian issues. The British have left
India. The Sino-Indian border as it stands today, how-
ever, was very much the product of Manchu and Chinese
Republican policy on the one hand, and of British policy
on the other. The post-imperialist Indian Republic and
the Chinese People’s Republic are, in effect, trying to
solve a problem which their imperialist predecessors found
either insoluble or undesirable to solve. To a student of
the history of European expansion in Asia their efforts
are of absorbing interest. Frontier policy to the majority
of Asian nationalist writers in the past was very much

& For an account of the Sino-Burmese boundary negotiations see
Whittam, in Pacific Affairs (1961), and Woodman (1962).
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the preserve of the colonialists. The ‘great game’ of the
nineteenth century between Russia and England in Asia
was a game, so it was often said, which did not affect the
interests of the Indian people except in so far as it added
to their burden of taxation. Now two non-imperialist
powers are playing the ‘great game’ for all it is worth,
and it is clear that the Indian people are profoundly
affected by frontier matters. The present crisis, in fact,
provides that which all scientists are said to desire, a
control against which to check conclusions, a touchstone
for an assessment of past imperialist frontier policy. One
may well wonder whether the experience of the Sino-
Indian boundary will be repeated, for example, in Africa,
where many new nations are separated from each other
by boundaries left to them by the former colonial powers.

For the details of the recent history of the Sino-Indian
boundary dispute, and of the claims which had been
advanced by both sides,® the reader should consult the
extensive literature of the subject. Some representative
titles are given in the Select Bibliography (p. 183). It is
not my purpose to discuss in detail here the present Indian
and Chinese claims: but, as points of reference for the
1947 standpoint, some brief account of them is required.
The present dispute involves more than 2,000 miles of
boundary. For convenience of discussion this has been
divided up into three sectors, the Western, Middle, and
Eastern Sectors. The Western Sector is the boundary
between Kashmir and Sinkiang and Tibet. It starts at
the Karakoram Pass in the extreme north of Kashmir,
and extends to the Spiti-Tibet border just north of where
the Sutlej cuts its way through the Himalayan range. The

¢ I have based the statements of claims in this section mainly on the
Indian Officials’ Report (for the Indian case) and Chinese Officials’ Report (for
the Chinese case). For good unofficial statements of the Indian case see
Rao (1962); Shelvankar (1962); Bains (1962); Chakravarti (1961).
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Middle Sector, much shorter in length, involves the
boundary between Punjab, Himachal Pradesh, and Uttar
Pradesh (in India) and Tibet. It runs along the crest of
the Himalayas from the Sutlej to the Nepalese border.
The Eastern Sector is that stretch of boundary in the
Assam Himalayas between Bhutan and Burma.

The Western Sector

The Western Sector boundary is over 1,000 miles long,
and here somewhat more than 15,000 square miles are
contested. (Map 1.) It is hard to give precise figures for
the area because the extent of Chinese claims seems to
increase slightly from time to time. In this sector there
are really two quite distinct disputes. The first is the issue
of Aksai Chin, the desolate high wastes of the extreme
north-east of Kashmir, across which the Chinese have
built a motor road linking western Tibet with Sinkiang.?
The second is the issue of the Ladakh-Tibet boundary
from the Changchenmo valley (north of the Panggong
lake) to the region of Spiti where East Punjab has a
common border with Tibet. The bulk of the contested
area lies in the Aksai Chin region. South of the Panggong
lake there are a number of contested points, near Chushul
and at Demchok on the Indus for example. The Chang-
chenmo serves as a connecting region between the Chinese
claims in Aksai Chin and those south of Panggong lake.

The Middle Sector

The Middle Sector disputed boundary is about 400
miles long, and on this there are several disputed points,
in Spiti, at Bara Hoti, in the Nilang region, and near the
Shipki Pass (Map 1). The total contested area is not very
great, perhaps under 200 square miles. The disputes here

7 For some observations on this road, see M. W. Fisher and L. E. Rose,
‘Ladakh and the Sino-Indian Border Crisis’, Asian Survey, ii (1962).



SINKIANG

)

[A] Western Sector
Middle Sector

— e = Chinese claim
---------- Indian =~ -
Sinkiang—Tibet
Motor Road

Areas claimed by
: Chinese

£5.M.

Mar 1. THE PrESENT BOUNDARY DisPUTE, WESTERN AND

MIDDLE SECTORS




The Nature of the Sino-Indian Dispute 9

were the first to receive wide notice, and they are of far
less gravity than those on the other two sectors.

The Eastern Sector

The Eastern Sector boundary which India claims is the
McMahon Line, following the crest of the Assam Hima-
laya between Bhutan and Burma over a length of slightly
more than 700 miles (Map 2). China denies the validity
of this alignment, and claims a quite different boundary,
running along the foot of the Himalayan range. The
territory between the two lines is now referred to in India
as the North East Frontier Agency (NEFA), and it is
about 32,000 square miles in area. There are two distinct
disputes in this sector. On the one hand the Chinese and
Indians contest possessions of the whole of Himalayan
NEFA. On the other, there are some arguments, to the
north of Tawang and in the region of Longju, where the
Subansiri river enters Tibet, as to exactly where the
McMahon Line, which the Chinese always call ‘illegal’,
runs. The Chinese say that the Indians have established
posts at a number of points north of the ‘illegal’ McMahon
Line.

Claims and counter-claims

For the entire length of the disputed boundary the
Chinese say that there has been no valid definition in the
past, and that the entire alignment requires negotiation.
The McMahon Line, and the treaties and engagements
which formalized it in 1914, are, the Chinese say, invalid,
illegal, and the result of imperialist trickery. On the Middle
and Western Sectors, the Chinese add, no attempt at
legal definition has been made at all. They then go on
to argue that from their evidence, maps, Chinese and
Tibetan administrative records, travel accounts, and the
like, there can be no doubt that the Chinese alignment is
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the correct one, a contention which the Indian side, not
surprisingly, has rejected.

The Indian side has maintained that the entire length
of the disputed Sino-Indian boundary has been defined
by treaty, tradition, and administrative usage. The
Western Sector, they state, was defined by a Tibet-
Ladakh agreement of 1684, confirmed by a Dogra-
Ladakh engagement of 1842 which, in turn, was affirmed
by an Anglo-Chinese exchange of notes in 1846—7. Indian
possession of Aksai Chin was further confirmed by a
British note to the Chinese Government in 1899. The
Middle Sector, while not the subject of any major treaty,
had yet been under the administration of states on the
Indian side of the boundary since at least the seventeenth
century. The Eastern Sector, say the Indians, was defined
by a valid exchange of notes between British India and
Tibet on 24—25 March 1914. These were confirmed in
the Simla Convention, initialed by a Chinese plenipo-
tentiary on 2% April 1914. The resultant McMahon Line,
named after the chief British delegate to the Simla
Conference of 1913—14, was no new boundary, however.
It merely formalized an alignment up to which Indian
rulers had been administering as far back as the centuries
before the Christian era when were compiled the great
Sanskrit epics such as the Mahabharata and the Ramayana.
British officials had before 1914 been in the habit of
travelling up to the McMahon Line, and by means of a
series of treaties and the payment of subsidies they had
brought the tribes of what is now NEFA under effective
British rule long before McMahon thought of his line.
By so doing the British were merely following the footsteps
of their predecessors in Assam, the Ahom dynasty, which
in turn was carrying out a practice already well established
by such medieval Indian dynasties as the Pala of Bengal.

In these arguments we may not, perhaps, be able to
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detect the realities of the Sino-Indian conflict, which is
certainly concerned with more than such points of anti-
quarian interest as the precise limits of Pala rule. The
claims and counter-claims, however, supply the language
of the dispute, whatever its real substance may be. It is
clearly of importance to attempt to decipher this language;
and here a historical approach suggests itself. The dispute
has been largely conducted on the basis of historical
material. What happened in 1914 at the Simla Confer-
ence? What was the true story of the Dogra—Tibet
engagement of 1842 ? These questions, and a large number
like them, have filled hundreds of pages of Indian and
Chinese official publications. One method of considering
such material would be to provide a kind of commentary
on the existing texts, the Chinese and Indian statements
of claim. However, this method has its disadvantages. As
historians, the Chinese representatives to the Sino-Indian
talks of 1960 and early 1961, when most of these issues
were presented, have not lived up to the high traditions
of classical Chinese historiography. We are given yet
another example of the truism that the greatest barrier
to writing good history is a dominating theory of history.
The Indians, on the other hand, have used their history
in a way which Western scholars can understand and
relish; but they have done so at great length. To 245
items of evidence, mainly of historical nature, which the
Chinese produced in 1960-1, the Indians replied with no
less than 630 items.® A commentary would, therefore,
have to devote far more space to the Indian than to the
Chinese argument, and if it were at all critical, it would
seem, unfairly, to be more critical of India than China.
It would also have to devote itself to the tedious, and
profitless, business of rebutting Marxist nonsense. For

8 A summary of the Indian arguments is available in MEA, Concluding
Chapter of the Report of the Indian Officials on the Boundary Question (1961).
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example: the Chinese have said that one of the major
causes of the present crisis in Sino-Indian relations has
been Prime Minister Nehru’s co-operation with the
capitalist Tata family in creating a war scare so as to
increase arms production, and hence, to augment Tata
profits. This sort of thing, at least outside Communist
countries, does not really need refuting.

Rather than undertake a point-by-point consideration
of the mass of evidence about the history and nature of the
Sino-Indian border which has been produced by the two
disputants, the following plan has been adopted. Three
sections are devoted to a discussion of the general back-
ground of the Sino-Indian boundary, its people, its early
history, its geography, and the kind of evidence which
we have to deal with when attempting to decide on its
correct alignment. Three sections describe the history of
the boundary in the Western Sector from early in the
nineteenth century, when the British first became con-
cerned with this part of the world, until the end of
British rule in 1947. Two sections deal with the origins
of the McMahon Line boundary, and with British admini-
stration in the hill tracts south of that boundary up to
1947. In the final section, by way of a summary, there is
a brief analysis of the actual state of British administration
along the Chinese and Tibetan border in 1947, with
some observations as to possible modifications in the
boundary alignment.
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Frontiers and Peoples

Frontiers and boundaries

S1r Henry McMahon (of whom more will be heard later),
in an address to the Royal Society of Arts in 1935, made
an interesting distinction between the terms ‘frontier’
and ‘boundary’.! A frontier, he said, meant a wide tract
of border land which, perhaps by virtue of its ruggedness
or other difficulty, served as a buffer between two states.
Thus the Western Desert provides a frontier, in
McMahon’s sense, between Egypt and Libya. A boun-
dary, he continued, was a clearly defined line, expressed
either as a verbal description (‘delimited’) or as a series
of physical marks on the ground (‘demarcated’). A fron-
tier, in other words, McMahon saw as an approximation,
more or less a question expecting the answer ‘in roughly
such and such a region’; while a boundary was a positive
and precise statement of the limits of sovereignty.

The mountain ranges, the Himalaya and the Kara-
koram, which separate the Indian subcontinent from
Chinese Central Asia, make an excellent frontier in
McMahon’s sense. They are not, however, such ideal
regions for boundary making. Much of the present
boundary dispute springs from this fact. From the earliest
times of which we have any knowledge these mountains
have separated north from south. Principalities and powers
may have ebbed and flowed across the passes between the
Punjab and Afghanistan, the famous North West Frontier,

Y J. Rl Soc. Arts (1935—6), p. 3; see also generally Curzon (1907).
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but the northern mountain barrier has had a fairly
uneventful history. Rulers in the Indian plains, with,
inevitably, a few exceptions like one of the fourteenth-
century Delhi Sultans, have not undertaken conquest
across the Himalaya or Karakoram; nor have major
migrations or invasions come down into the valleys of the
Indus and the Ganges over these ranges. There is thus no
doubt as to where the northern ‘frontier’ of India should
be. But exactly where does India stop and non-India
begin? This is quite another question.

While the mountain ranges of the north have been on
the whole strong shields against major invasions and
migrations, they have not been anything like so effective
in preventing the passage of small groups to and fro
within the mountain area itself. Pressures from the north
have in places met pressures from the south, and popula-
tions and sovereignties have mingled. There have been
migrations from one part of the mountain barrier to
another. Patterns of grazing have changed, economic
factors have caused foothill dwellers to move higher up
the slope. The result, politically, has been in many areas
of the mountain barrier to create what one British observer
described in 1842 as ‘a multiplicity of relations and a
diversion of allegiance’.2 Drawing a line between any two
clear sovereignties is here no easy task. It is certain, in
any event, that an arbitrary formula for demarcation, as
for instance the claim that the true boundary follows such
and such a watershed, will usually clash with existing
relationships among people who have never seen a map
and who do not know what a watershed is.

Hunza

At the extreme western end of the Karakoram range,
where Pakistan now meets China, there is an excellent

2J. D. Cunningham, 3 Aug. 1842, quoted in Lamb (1960), p. 72.
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watershed line separating the waters of the Indus system
from those of the Tarim Basin in Sinkiang. From Afghan
Wakhan to the Karakoram Pass by way of the Mintaka,
Shimshal, and Mustagh Passes this line has for a half
century at least been the effective border; but it is by no
means the boundary line claimed by tradition. The people
who occupy the valleys immediately to the south of this
watershed, the Kanjuts of Hunza and Nagar, used to be
famous bandits. They raided far into Chinese Turkestan,
robbing caravans and taking captives for sale into slavery.
As a result, the Chinese authorities deemed it wise to
enter into some relationship with the Kanjut chiefs in the
hope of limiting, if not stopping the raids completely.
Thus by the early 18gos, when British rule was finally
established over Hunza and Nagar, the Chinese had come
to look on Hunza as a tributary state, and the rulers of
Hunza had acquired in exchange what they regarded as
valuable property rights north of the watershed in the
upper valleys of the Raskam river system and in the
grazing land of the Taghdumbash Pamir (or Sarikol). In
fifty years the British failed to find a completely satis-
factory solution to the problem of the status of Hunza?
(Map 8).

The watershed line along the present Sino-Pakistan
border is unique in Himalayan and Karakoram geography
in that it actually indicates the summit of a dividing wall
between two low-lying and relatively densely populated
districts, the Punjab and Western Sinkiang. Farther to
the east India’s northern mountain barrier ceases to mark
such a clear divide because it becomes not so much a wall
as the crumbling edge of a high platform. The Tibetan
plateau sits on top of this series of ranges, and the Indian
plains lie at the base. Rivers flow from the plateau down

3 This question has given rise to an extensive literature. See, e.g.,
Schomberg (1935) and in JRCAS (1951), pp. 73-81.
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to the plain below in a number of cases cutting right
through the crests of the frontier ranges. Thus the Indus
and the Sutlej both have their sources far within the
Tibetan territory; while Tibet’s largest river, the Tsangpo,
after flowing eastward for some 1,000 miles along the
northern side of the Himalayas, suddenly makes an abrupt
southward turn into Assam where it becomes the great
Brahmaputra river. No less than six major rivers, the
Indus, Sutlej, Nyamjang, Subansiri, Brahmaputra, and
Lohit, and several minor streams, cut through the Indian
northern frontier; and the exact point where the boundary
crosses these rivers has been a subject of much dispute.

Peoples of the Tibetan plateau

The much discussed ‘watershed’ boundary, in fact, is
less concerned with the outlines of river systems (or there
would have been good arguments for including the entire
Indus—Sutlej-Tsangpo system within India) than with
attempting to find a practical definition for the edges of
the Tibetan plateau. But the Tibetan plateau is a region
with its own peculiar climate and populations, and its
confines are by no means limited to the political boun-
daries of the Tibetan state. A glance at a good physical
map of the Ladakh region will show that here India has
extended her direct political influence on to the Tibetan
plateau itself. The disputed area of Aksai Chin is part of
a geographical feature which extends eastwards for thou-
sands of miles of desolate wasteland, occupied only by
scattered nomad groups. Indeed, the term Aksai Chin
refers to a far wider area than the portion of Ladakh at
present disputed: strictly, the disputed Aksai Chin should
be called West Aksai Chin. The eastern boundary of
Ladakh is not a sharp line between plateau and plain;
it is an attempt to separate one section of the plateau from
another. In the process the political boundaries have often
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failed to coincide with ethnic boundaries. With the
exception of the extreme west of Ladakh where are people
who, though of Tibetan stock, have become converted to
Islam (i.e. the Baltis), all along the edge of the plateau
from the Karakoram Pass to Assam are found people who
are not only Tibetan in racial type but also share many
of the characteristic features of Tibetan culture, religion,
and language. The people of Ladakh and Spiti, for
example, are Tibetan in all but sovereignty.

Along the crest of the Himalayas in the Middle Sector
there are pockets of Tibetans who in the process of
boundary making since the nineteenth century have
found themselves cut off from the bulk of their brethren,
or have been separated from their habitual grazing land
by the watershed line, or have discovered that new
barriers intervene along old trade routes. Farther east, in
Nepal, there are peoples of Tibetan ethnic type quite
distinct from the Gurkha families with their claimed
Rajput ancestry who conquered the country in the late
eighteenth century. In Sikkim the ruling family has for
centuries married in Tibet and held estates and lived
there. The British, after they took Sikkim under their
protection in 1861, experienced considerable difficulty in
persuading its ruler to come to Sikkim at all. Other races
in Sikkim, such as the Lepchas, while distinct from the
Tibetans still must be classified as being members of the
Tibetan family. They are far closer in language and cul-
ture to Tibet than they are to Bengal. East of Sikkim lies
Bhutan, 18,000 square miles of hill country with an
indigenous population similarly very close to that of
Tibet in its culture and its ethnic type. The Bhutanese
occupy an area stretching from the highest ranges along
the summit of the Himalayas down to the edge of the
Brahmaputra valley.

East of Bhutan lies the Tawang Tract, which the
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Tibetans call Moényul.# The inhabitants of this region,
the Ménbas, are easily distinguished from the Tibetans
to the north. They closely resemble the people in eastern
Bhutan. Like the Bhutanese, however, the Moénbas are
far closer to Tibet in culture and ethnic type than they
are to any of the populations in the Indian plains. Their
language contains a large proportion of Tibetan words,
and their religion is basically Tibetan. Politically, until
1914 Monyul was Tibetan (though the exact nature of
Tibetan control here is somewhat controversial and will
be discussed in detail later on). The Monbas, like the
Bhutanese, occupy territory from the crest of the Hima-
layan range almost down to the plains.

The southward extension of Tibetan-type populations,
and in some places of Tibetan political control, along the
Himalayas between Sikkim and the Tawang Tract is a
feature which requires some explanation. Kingdon Ward,
certainly one of the best informed of all British Himalayan
explorers, has noted that between the Tista river in
Sikkim and the western edge of the Subansiri basin in the
Assam Himalayas there are no major river valleys cutting
their way through the hills.® The result is that the high
rainfall of the monsoon, with all its climatic effects, does
not penetrate far beyond the foothills. The cool dry
climate so loved by Tibetans can here be found in valleys
as low as 5,000 feet above sea level, an altitude at which,
elsewhere in the Himalayas, one would expect to find
leech-infested rain forest.

The Assam tribes

East of Tawang there is a great change both in climate
and in population. Large rivers like the Subansiri and the

# Ményul here is used in a limited sense to refer to the Tawang Tract
and the neighbourhood of Ts6na. The Tibetans also use the term to refer
to a number of other remote districts in various parts of the Himalayas.

® JRCAS (1938), pp. 610-11, and Kingdon Ward (1941).
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Brahmaputra and its tributaries open up the hills to the
force of the monsoon. Along the river valleys live the
aboriginal, or non-Buddhist, hill peoples, the Aka, Dafla,
Miri, Abor, and Mishmi groups (Map 3). Ethnically,
these tribes, now administered by India in the NEFA, are
Mongoloid,® and are thus far closer to Tibetans and
Chinese than to the Indian plainsmen. They speak
languages of the Tibeto-Burman family. Their cultures
are in many instances far from primitive; the agricultural
methods of the Apa Tani of the Subansiri region, for
example, are in many respects remarkably efficient. They
possess no written records, and in this fact perhaps lies the
justification for the appellation ‘aboriginal’. For mainly
administrative reasons these tribes of the Assam Himalaya
have been divided into the five major groups named
above—the names seem to be of Assamese origin, and are
not generally used by the tribes themselves—but in
practice their structure is far more complex, and the
British classification, with its implication of the existence
of five distinct tribal groups, is perhaps just as misleading
as the Tibetan method, in which all the tribes are lumped
together as Loba. In fact, though our present knowledge
of these people is far from satisfactory, it would seem that
the tribes, perhaps divisible into five or so major cultural
groups, consist of a very large number of small societies.
When the Assam hill tribes were first studied in the nine-
teenth century there was a tendency to assign to them
segments of hill territory extending from the plains to the
crest of the range. Subsequently, and particularly in the
period 1911-14, it was discovered that within these seg-
ments there existed some kind of horizontal stratification.
Divisions and barriers could be noticed between the
tribes near the plains and those higher up in the hills; so
much so that in most cases the plains-side tribes had never
® Majumdar (1961), p. 462.
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been right up to the crest of the range or ever met people
from that remote part of the world. They knew that Tibet
and the high peaks existed, but their knowledge was
derived at third or fourth hand. Only on the Lohit among
the Mishmis is to be found any history of significant tribal
movement all the way from the plains to Tibet.

It would be an over-simplification, but perhaps a
useful one, to compare the tribal areas of the Assam
Himalaya to a three-layered cake. The lowest layer repre-
sents tribes in direct contact with the Assam plains. The
top layer is the tribes in direct contact with Tibetans. In
the middle layer can be found tribes who are shut out by
their neighbours from all direct contact with civilization.?
Some indirect contact with either Tibet or Assam all the
tribes had to have since, as Fiurer-Haimendorf has pointed
out, there is no salt to be found in this part of the Hima-
laya. The quest for salt meant trade with Tibet or Assam,
and Firer-Haimendorf has suggested the existence of a
quite new kind of watershed, the ‘salt divide’, separating
those who trade north for salt from those who trade south
for this commodity.8

Population movements

There is a temptation, when considering Tibet and its
surroundings—places where anachronisms abound—to
think that what is found now has always been. This, of
course, is not the case. Populations have moved along the
Tibetan border just as they have elsewhere, and history
has been made. The Indian side, during the 1960 dis-
cussions with China, advanced the thesis that traditional
boundaries do not change: ‘such boundaries’, they noted,
‘do not naturally change and if they change, they become

7 This picture, of course, represents the tribal areas before the anthro-
pologists had begun their intensified work in the 194o0s.
® Firer-Haimendorf (1947) and (1955).
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artificial boundaries’.® The facts, however, are against
this argument. Take, for example, the case of the extreme
northern section of the Dibong river, to the east of the
region where the Brahmaputra cuts its way through the
main Himalayan range. Here is the home of a group of
tribesmen classified as Mishmis. Here also, early in the
twentieth century, came Tibetan immigrants. When this
region was first accurately described, by F. M. Bailey in
1913, the Tibetans and the Mishmis were more or less at
war with each other.!® Had the process of Tibetan immi-
gration gone on, however, the Mishmis would eventually
have had to give way to the Tibetan agriculturalists, and
a Tibetan society would have replaced an aboriginal one.
These Tibetan settlers would inevitably have come under
the protection and influence of the nearest Tibetan
authorities to the north. The net result would have been
an advance south of the Tibetan ‘traditional’ frontier. In
this case, thanks to the perception of F. M. Bailey, we
have a picture of a process of frontier change actually at
work—though it must be admitted that in 1913 the
Mishmis were tending to get the better of the Tibetans in
this particular instance, and eventually wiped them out.
There is evidence for similar migrations into the Hima-
layan valleys of Tibetan or Bhutanese groups over the last
century; and no doubt the process goes back to the dawn
of human history.

It is not only from the north that the impetus for
population changes in the Himalayas has originated.
Over the last 200 years major changes in the nature of
the hill populations originating from the Indian side can
be quite clearly seen. Ever since the second half of the
eighteenth century, for example, when the Hindu Gurkha
clan overran Nepal, there has been a constant Nepalese
migration into the neighbouring hill states, Sikkim and

® Indian Officials’ Report, p. 286. 1° Bailey (1914), p. 3.
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Bhutan. At present of the 165,000 inhabitants of Sikkim,
100,000 are of Nepalese origin, and the proportion of
Nepalese in Bhutan is similar.!' This large Nepalese
element has come about almost entirely within the last
century, and it has certainly resulted in some pressure on
the Bhutanese to settle new hill areas to the east.

Dual relationships

Enough has been said to suggest that no simple formula
such as that of a watershed-line boundary will determine
with absolute accuracy the ‘traditional’ ethnic boundary
along the northern mountains of India and Pakistan. Nor
is it easy to determine the true ‘traditional’ political
boundary. Hunza, to which reference has already been
made, is a good example. With a relationship with China,
during the nineteenth century Hunza also found herself
in some measure a dependency of Kashmir, Chitral,
Afghanistan, and the British. But for the prompt action
of the Indian Government in the 18gos, Hunza might
well have become a dependency of Tsarist Russia as well.
Sikkim is another example. In the nineteenth century, in
1817 and again in 1861, the British assumed responsibility
for her foreign relations. Yet the ruler of Sikkim continued
to receive insignia of rank from the Chinese authorities
in Lhasa, and to look on himself as a subject of Tibet.
Even the Anglo-Chinese Convention of 18go, in which
the status of Sikkim was carefully described, did not
manage to remove all suggestions of a Chinese interest in
Sikkimese affairs. It may, in fact, be stated as a general
rule that all states along the northern frontier of India,
from Hunza to the tribal areas on the edge of Burma,
have at one time or another entered into agreements with
and become to some extent dependencies of, states both
to the north and to the south. Thus, for example, the

11 Patterson, in China Quarterly (1962).
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British were accustomed to pay cash subsidies to most of
the hill tribes in the Assam Himalaya with whom they
were in contact. This fact has been construed by Indians
in recent years to mean that in British times these tribes
had become British (and, hence, Indian) subjects. But
there is abundant evidence that the Tibetans were also
paying subsidies to the hill tribes to their south, the Lobas
as they called them.? Does this mean, by the same token,
that these tribes had become Tibetan subjects? This
question will be discussed later.

12 See e.g. Bailey (1914), pp. 11, 19 & ‘Sources of the Subansiri and
Siyom’, Him. jJournal (1937), p. 146.
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China, Sinkiang, Tibet, and the
Himalayan States in History

Tue Chinese have a highly developed sense of history.
Every educated Chinese knows that his country has always
been extremely vulnerable to invasion by nomadic peoples
from Central Asia. He also knows that the defensive policy
of the Great Wall, China’s ancient anticipation of the
Maginot Line, has rarely been successful; and that the
great periods of Chinese power have been periods when
Chinese rule extended far beyond the limits of the Wall.
An aggressive policy and Chinese security have been
closely related to each other in the past. There can be no
surprise that the present Chinese régime, for all its
Marxist doctrines, an heir to the Han and the T’ang
dynasties, should have placed such emphasis on the con-
trol of Tibet and Chinese Turkestan. Today, of course,
to traditional motives has been added a fresh and pressing
problem. The increase in China’s population has brought
about a need for lebensraum so urgent that no Chinese
Government, Communist or Nationalist, could be ex-
pected to overlook the potentialities of Central Asia’s
relative emptiness.

The Manchu tributary system

The present Chinese position in Central Asia can be
traced back to Manchu conquests in the eighteenth
century. The events which led the Emperor K’ang Hsi
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(1661-1722) to undertake the domination of Tibet early
in that century are extremely complicated, and for their
elucidation the reader should consult H. E. Richardson’s
admirable book.! Essentially, K’ang Hsi was interested
less in Tibet as a territory than as the home of the Tibetan
Buddhist Church which had such influence over the
tribes of Mongolia. His Tibetan intervention in 1718—20
took the shape of rescuing the Dalai Lama from the
domination of Dzungar tribesmen who had invaded Tibet
from their home in Eastern Turkestan. In 1720 Manchu
forces escorted the Dalai Lama back to his capital at
Lhasa. From that moment until 1912 Chinese control in
Tibet was exercised by Chinese representatives super-
vising government by Tibetan authorities. There were
crises in 172%7-8, 1749-51, and 1792—3, as a result of which
the details of this supervision were modified ; but until the
beginning of the twentieth century the Chinese made no
attempt to carry on the direct administration of Tibet.
So long as the spiritual apparatus of the Tibetan Church
was on their side, they were content.

It is necessary, however, at this stage to clarify the
implications of the term Tibet. At the Simla Conference
of 1913-14, when the external boundaries of Tibet were
under discussion, the Tibetans laid claim to a vast
expanse of territory extending eastwards far into the
Chinese province of Szechuan. In fact, the rule of Lhasa
was then effectively confined to the country to the west
of the Mekong—Yangtze divide, and to the east of this line
there existed a number of Tibetan states under Chinese
suzerainty which were not governed by the representatives
of the Dalai Lama or his Regent.? Even to the west of this
line there were regions where the Lhasa writ did not

1 Richardson (1962), pp. 43-60; see also Petech (1950).
2 The question of eastern Tibet is discussed most ably on the basis of

personal experience in Teichman (1922).
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run: there is reason to suppose, for example, that Pome,
situated on the Tsangpo where it makes its great bend
south towards Assam, was one such region.

Tibet, and the Chinese authorities at Lhasa, in the
nineteenth century exercised some measure of influence
over Sikkim and Bhutan; and, before the Dogra conquest
in 1834, over Ladakh as well. These three Himalayan
states, as also did Nepal in a somewhat different context,
fell within the general sphere of the Manchu tributary
system. They were in diplomatic relations with Lhasa.
The Chinese Resident at Lhasa conferred Chinese rank on
their rulers and acknowledged their embassies as tribute-
bearing missions. In Chinese traditional diplomatic
theory, of course, all foreign missions to the Chinese
Emperor and his agents were tribute missions implying a
degree of political subordination.? Lord Macartney, on
his embassy to China of 1793-4, found that he was
officially described by the Chinese as a barbarian bringing
tribute. Many of China’s ‘tributaries’, however, did not
consider that their relations with the Chinese, while
advantageous, in fact in any significant way limited their
sovereignty; and the formal description of Manchu
diplomacy contains an element which can only be de-
scribed as metaphysical. The rulers of Nepal, Sikkim, and
Bhutan during the course of the nineteenth century all
entered into relations with the British without reference
to their nominal Chinese or Tibetan suzerains; and only
in the case of Sikkim did this dual allegiance lead to a
major conflict of interests. The rulers of Nepal, Sikkim,
and Bhutan all possessed Chinese official rank; but this
did not deter them from accepting, even seeking, British

® The best available account of the Manchu tributary system is that of
Fairbank and Teng, in Harvard J. of As. Studies (1941).

* Cramner-Byng (1962), pp. 5-7; see also Fairbank, in Far Eastern Q.
(r942).
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decorations and membership in British orders of chivalry.
The formal Chinese view of the tributary system can
hardly be described as always a realistic one, though few
Chinese officials have acknowledged this fact. The situa-
tion shown on Map 4 is, in respect to the Himalayan
states, perhaps more theoretical than practical.

It would be unwise, however, to dismiss the implica-
tions of the Manchu tributary system, at least in relation
to the Himalayan states, as of no more than theoretical
interest. The rulers of those states, while most reluctant
to permit their relations with China and Tibet to limit
their freedom of action, yet felt that their membership of
the Chinese imperial system gave them a certain prestige
which they were reluctant to forego. They also found that
the exchange of gifts with their suzerains could well be
profitable, in that the overlord gave greater value than he
received. On occasions, moreover, they found that the
Chinese relationship was of use in diplomatic bargaining
as a counter to pressures from British India. The Chinese
relationship, finally, gave China, when she was powerful
enough, an excuse for intervention, if only in symbolic
terms, in the internal affairs of these states to the great
alarm of the British. The Chinese attempted such inter-
vention in the years immediately after the withdrawal of
the Younghusband Mission from Lhasa in 1904, with
important effects on the shape of British Himalayan
policy.

In the early twentieth century Chinese policy in Tibet
underwent a radical change. Already influenced by the
pressure of an increasing population, alarmed at the
expansion of Russian and British influence, and disturbed
by the growing strength of the thirteenth Dalai Lama
who, after China’s defeat by Japan in 1895, began to
dream of an independent Tibetan state, the Manchu
dynasty in the last few years of its existence initiated a
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policy of incorporating Tibet into the Chinese provincial
structure and converting it into a field for Chinese settle-
ment. It was this policy, the execution of which was
entrusted to Chao Erh-feng, which really marks the
beginning of the Sino-Indian boundary question in the
Assam Himalaya. The present Chinese régime is, in fact,
continuing the plans of Chao Erh-feng which were
rendered abortive by the outbreak of the Chinese Revo-
lution in 1911,

Chinese Turkestan

Just as the Dzungar invasion of Tibet in the early
eighteenth century provided the occasion for K’ang Hsi’s
Tibetan policy, so in the middle of the century civil war
in the Dzungar homeland (in the north-east of what later
became known as Sinkiang) set the scene for the Emperor
Ch’ien Lung’s conquests in Turkestan. By 1759 Chinese
troops had penetrated to Somatash in the Alichur Pamir
(now part of the Soviet Union) and Chinese Turkestan
had been created. The western portion of these conquests,
sometimes known as Kashgaria, touches on the south the
ranges of the Kunlun and Karakoram; and thus was born
one sector of the Sino-Indian boundary dispute.®

Ch’ien Lung acquired for China in Turkestan more
than 600,000 square miles of territory. He also brought
under Chinese rule several million Moslems, of many
racial groups but all apparently reluctant to accept the
government of their new masters. From Kuldja in the Ili,
in a new city which Ch’ien Lung built, initially the
Chinese administered with considerable ability. They
established law and order, their taxes were not excessive,
and in many ways they left the local people to their own
devices. Trade flourished. In the early nineteenth century,

® For the conquest of Sinkiang by the Manchus in the eighteenth century
see Yuan, in Central Asiatic J. (1961) and Lattimore (1952), p. 46.



32 The China-India Border

however, Chinese Turkestan became increasingly turbu-
lent. A Moslem revival, connected perhaps with the
Wahabi movement, stirred up discontent at Chinese rule
which, as the Manchu dynasty declined, became less and
less efficient. In Kashgaria unrest was fomented by agents
of the neighbouring Khanate of Kokand, which con-
sidered it had claims over much of the territory which the
Chinese had conquered. Moreover, many Kokandi sub-
jects, originating from the city of Andijan, lived in the
Kashgarian oases, and they provided a fertile ground for
intrigues from across the frontier. In 1820 Kashgaria
began to be the scene of endemic rebellion. When, in
1862, the Moslem Tungans of Kansu province rose against
the Manchus, China was cut off from its Turkestan
possessions, and the whole region fell into chaos. In
Kashgaria this situation was the opportunity for a
Kokandi adventurer, Yakub Bey, to create a kingdom for
himself. Between 1865 and 1877 the whole of Kashgaria,
and hence the whole of Chinese Turkestan bordering on
British India, was free of all Chinese authority. Many
observers, both Russians and British, thought that this
situation would be permanent.

The Chinese, however, refused to accept defeat. Or
rather, one Chinese soldier, Tso Tsung-t’ang, who had
played a prominent part in the overthrow of the Taiping
rebels, refused to accept the conclusion of some of the
leading Chinese officials, notably Li Hung-chang, that
Turkestan had gone and was not worth the trouble of
retaking. With almost incredible energy and determina-
tion Tso Tsung-t’ang raised, financed, and trained armies
for the Turkestan campaign. Systematically he restored
order in Kansu, then along the eastern and north-eastern
edges of the Tarim basin, and finally in Kashgaria. In
December 1877, the adventurer Yakub Bey having mean-
while committed suicide, Chinese troops entered Kashgar.
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Tso then proceeded to reorganize the reconquered terri-
tories with the result that in 1883 the New Dominion,
Sinkiang, was proclaimed as a Chinese province.®

Kashmir

During the period of the loss of Chinese power in
Turkestan the Russians undertook their lightning advance
into the Khanates of Central Asia. A year before the
Chinese retook Kashgar the Russians had incorporated
the neighbouring state of Kokand into Russia as the
province of Ferghana. While the Chinese were still
struggling with the organization of their new Sinkiang
province, the Russians began to push towards the Pamirs;
and this, in turn, resulted in an increased British interest
in the northern passes of Kashmir. Out of these three
advances, of China, Russia, and Britain, emerged the
Karakoram boundary of British India, a portion of which
India has inherited in her Western Sector. This boundary
is a direct product of Anglo-Russian rivalry in the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.

As their means of countering the Russian threat to the
Karakoram frontier the British, in the late nineteenth
century, made full use of the state of Kashmir. We must,
therefore, consider briefly the history of this strange
political entity.

Kashmir, as we know it today, was the creation of one
man, Gulab Singh, the Dogra ruler of Jammu. As Lord
Birdwood puts it:

Gulab Singh, more than any single man, was responsible
for the delimitation of a line on the map of Central Asia which
on political considerations enclosed a completely artificial

area, a geographical monstrosity which then assumed the name
of the land of the Jhelum Valley, Kashmir.?

® For an admirable account of the life of Tso Tsung-t’ang and the re-
conquest of Chinese Turkestan, see Bales (1937).
7 Birdwood (1956), p. 25.
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In 1819-20 Gulab Singh helped the Sikh Kingdom of
Lahore in its conquest of Kashmir in the face of Afghan
opposition. As a reward he was made by the Sikhs the
ruler of the state of Jammu. From this base in 1834 he
proceeded to conquer Ladakh. In 1840 he took Baltistan.
Between 1841 and 1842 he made a disastrous attempt to
take over western Tibet, a venture which produced a
treaty of some importance to the Sino-Indian boundary
question, and of which more later. In 1846, as a reward
for his timely desertion of his Sikh overlords during the
first Sikh War, the British made over to him the former
Sikh possession of Kashmir, though he was unable to
assume actual control without British military aid.®
Gulab Singh died in 1858, but his successors shared his
desire for territorial aggrandizement. With the outbreak
of the rebellion in Chinese Turkestan, Kashmir sent
troops to occupy land to the north of the Karakoram Pass
in 1865. In the second half of the nineteenth century the
state asserted its influence over Gilgit, Hunza, and Nagar,
in each case with a great measure of British support.

Kashmir, since 1846, formed part of British India; but
its rulers were no British puppets. Except for the period
1889-1905, when the British found it expedient to limit
the Maharaja’s powers, Kashmir was more of a British
ally than a British possession. On occasions it could show
an alarming independence in foreign policy; and the
British were not always entirely happy about Kashmir’s
loyalty to the Queen-Empress.

Ladakh

Much of this British anxiety derived from Gulab
Singh’s conquest of Ladakh in 1834. Ladakh had till then
been one of the major Himalayan states with a long
history of relations with Tibet. In the seventeenth century

8 Pearson (1948), pp. 71—2.
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Ladakh, under a line of energetic if over-ambitious rulers,
had built up what almost amounted to an empire and
which included much of western Tibet. In 1683 the
Ladakh empire collapsed under pressure from the Mongol
clans then dominating Tibet. Only the timely interven-
tion of the Moghul governor of Kashmir enabled the
Ladakhis to escape complete subjugation.® Ladakh, as a
result of this crisis, found itself on the one hand in a state
of subordination to the Moghuls, and on the other, by
the famous treaty of 1683—or 1684 according to the Indian
Officials’ Report (p. 51)—or 1687 according to Alexander
Cunningham’s Ladak (1854, p. 261), involved in a com-
plex tributary relationship with Tibet. This last relation-
ship, which conferred on Ladakh a valuable commercial
monopoly of the export of shawl wool from western Tibet,
Gulab Singh acquired along with Ladakh: and, as will
be seen, in an attempt to exploit the possibilities of the
1683 treaty, he created a situation which convinced the
British that some further definition of the Ladakh-Tibet
boundary would be desirable. The major contribution of
the creation of the Kashmir state to the present boundary
question was to link the problems of the Ladakh-Tibet
border to those arising from relationships along the
southern edge of Chinese Turkestan.

The creation of the Kashmir state was the result of
nineteenth-century historical evolution, a fact which must
be remembered when we talk about ‘traditional’ boun-
daries. It was not only in Kashmir, moreover, that can
be seen during the last century political changes at work
along the edges of Tibet. Nepal, Sikkim, and Bhutan all
evolved during this period in ways of direct significance to
the present state of the boundary between India and China.

®For an admirable account of Ladakhi history during this period
see Petech (1939). See also Z. Ahmad (1963), Francke (1go7) and

(1914-26).
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Nepal

In the first part of the eighteenth century much of what
is now known as Nepal was ruled by chiefs whose culture
and mode of government was closely related to Tibet. In
the 1760s the Hindu clan of the Gurkhas overran these
states, and in the years that followed threatened to occupy
the whole of the southern slopes of the Himalayan range.
Gurkha expansion resulted, in 1788, in the first of a series
of attacks on Tibetan territory which, in the winter of
1791—2, produced a violent Chinese intervention. Chinese
troops reached the approaches to the Gurkha capital of
Katmandu, and Nepal became a Chinese tributary state
with the obligation to send a tribute mission to Peking
once every five years.10

Gurkha expansion likewise brought about crises with
the British to the south, culminating in the Anglo-
Nepalese war of 1814~16. British victory turned Nepal
into a British-protected state, though at first a somewhat
hostile one. By the middle of the nineteenth century,
however, after a political revolution had brought the
Rana family to power in Katmandu as a dynasty of
hereditary Prime Ministers, Nepal resolved upon a policy
of close friendship with British India in return for a
British guarantee of a very real measure of Nepalese
independence. Nepal, for example, remained a country
almost completely closed to European travel and explora-
tion. From the days of the founder of the Rana régime,
Sir Jang Bahadur, who remained loyal to the British
during the Mutiny, Nepal has enjoyed a peculiar status.
She has been closely linked with India because to the
south she sent her most important export, mercenary
soldiers, and from the south she has obtained the material
for her own army, a source of national pride and, until

10 See Cammann (1951) & Kunwar, in Eng. Hist. R. (1962).
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recently, a means of employment for the numerous
members of the Rana family. She has also been acutely
aware of the north, conducting through a Lhasa represen-
tative her own relations with Tibet and endeavouring
from time to time to secure boundary adjustments at
Tibetan expense. Boundary issues were a factor in the
Tibeto-Nepalese war of 1854-6.11

The Nepalese have long denied that their missions to
Peking implied that they were in any way subordinate to
China,? yet in the latter part of the Manchu period,
even when China was no threat, they persisted in sending
these missions, the last being in 1908. The Nepalese,
moreover, are well aware that China has a long memory.
In 1908 the Chinese endeavoured in a number of small
ways to assert their suzerainty over Nepal, and, as late as
1924, when Percival Landon asked Dr Wellington Koo
in Peking what the status of Nepal was, the reply con-
tained a clear indication of dependence upon China.?

The British, in all their thinking about their Indian
northern border, paid a very close attention to Nepalese
opinions and reactions. It is most unlikely, for instance,
that the Younghusband Mission to Lhasa of 1904 would
ever have set out had Lord Curzon not been concerned
at the impression which Russian influence in Tibet would
create in Katmandu. No doubt the present Government
of India has similar worries, but in this case relating to
the Chinese.

Sikkim
To the east of Nepal lies the tiny state of Sikkim. The

rulers of this small tract of mountains regarded themselves,
when the British first came into direct contact with them

11 See e.g. Northey (1937) & Tuker (1957).

12 Jain (1959), pp. 104~7.
13 Landon (1928), ii. 103.
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early in the nineteenth century, as in some ways depen-
dants of Tibet and China; and in the 1880s, even after no
less than two treaties had placed Sikkimese foreign rela-
tions under British control, they still so considered them-
selves. The status of Sikkim, into which Tibetan troops
advanced in 1886, produced a crisis in Anglo-Chinese
relations culminating in the Anglo-Chinese Convention
of 18go which recognized British supremacy in Sikkim
and defined its borders with Tibet. The negotiations were
protracted and irritating to the British, but they caused
nothing like the annoyance that resulted from British
attempts to demarcate the border defined in the 1890
Convention. After ten years of discussion, from 1894 to
1903, the British and Chinese failed to persuade the
Tibetans to accept the 18go boundary which had been
arranged on their behalf.’* There can be no doubt that
the experience of these years deterred the British from
joint boundary commissions with the Tibetans, resulted
in the omission of all boundary matters from the Lhasa
Convention of 1904, and greatly influenced the history
of the McMahon Line. Today the status of Sikkim is as
settled as can be expected on the Sino-Indian frontier, and
India controls it beyond dispute; yet within the treaty
basis of the Sikkim state still lie obscurities which could be
exploited by the Chinese in support of a claim to suzerainty,
if policy should indicate the utility of such a claim.

Bhutan

Finally, we must consider briefly the Himalayan state
of Bhutan. In the late eighteenth century Bhutan was a
dependency of Tibet. It was as mediator in a dispute
between the East India Company and the Bhutanese that
the Panchen Lama wrote to Warren Hastings in 1774,

14 See Lamb (1960), pp. 174-274, where I have discussed these boundary
questions in some detail.
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and thus paved the way for the first British mission to
Tibet, that of George Bogle. In 1865, after a half century
of raids by Bhutanese hillmen on British territory, the
Indian Government by the Treaty of Sinchula made
Bhutan accept the status of a British protectorate and
become the recipient of a British subsidy. However, the
Sinchula treaty was accompanied by no measures which
might have effectively modified Bhutanese relationships
with the north. There was no British resident at the
Bhutanese capital. In the 1880s occurred instances when
the Chinese authorities in Lhasa were able to intervene
in Bhutanese internal disputes. Bhutan at this period,
indeed, was a state particularly prone to civil discord by
virtue of its constitution, strange to Western ideas but
quite characteristic of the Tibetan world. The supreme
government was vested in two authorities, an elected chief
known as the Deb Raja and a spiritual incarnation known
as the Dharma Raja,’> who was selected by methods
similar to those employed in the discovery of the Dalai
and Panchen Lamas of Tibet. Beneath these were a pair
of satraps, the Tongsa and Paro Penlops, who wielded the
real temporal authority in the land. The two Penlops
were almost continually at war with each other, thus
providing ample opportunities for Chinese or Tibetan
mediation. By the end of the nineteenth century, however,
the Bhutanese constitution was changing rapidly with the
emergence of the Tongsa Penlop as the chief power. The
then holder of this office, the formidable Ugyen Wangchuk,
gave valuable assistance to the British at the time of the
Younghusband Mission; and as a reward the British
recognized him as the first Maharaja of Bhutan. When, a
few years after the British withdrawal from Lhasa in 1904,
the Chinese, now more influential in Tibet than they had
been for nearly a century, tried to demonstrate their

18 These terms are of Indian origin.
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authority over Bhutan, the British hastily concluded a
fresh Anglo-Bhutanese treaty (January 1910) in which
they increased the Maharaja’s subsidy and promised to
refrain from interference in all Bhutanese internal affairs
in return for British control over Bhutanese foreign rela-
tions. In the last resort, however, British influence in
Bhutan, as in Nepal, depended on maintaining British
prestige and eliminating Chinese temptations. The various
British proposals concerning Tibetan boundaries during
the Simla Conference of 1913—-14 were to a great extent
influenced by this fact.

There can be no question that Chinese claims to
suzerainty over Nepal, Sikkim, and Bhutan have by now
worn pretty thin. No court of international law would
uphold them today. The possibility of China exploiting
these claims, however, is still a factor of importance in
the present Himalayan situation for reasons which are
psychological rather than legal. Such claims, expressed
in vague terms of association with the five races of the
Chinese People’s Republic, may have some political
appeal to the inhabitants of the Himalayan states who do
not always find the policy of the Indian Republic as
altruistic as some Indian statesmen profess. None of these
states can stand alone. China may perhaps, by a clever
statement of traditional relationships, make herself appear
an attractive alternative to India in this respect.
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Maps, Treaties, and Documents

IN most civilized countries disputes between private
citizens which cannot be settled by friendly discussion are
submitted to the law courts. A solution is reached by the
presentation and assessment of evidence which must first
satisfy certain criteria of admissibility. The rules of evi-
dence which most legal systems have evolved are essential
to a fair and orderly hearing. Without them the courts
would resemble a Hobbesian state of nature and the need
for Leviathan would be great. It is to be regretted that
just this state of affairs applies to many international
disputes; and no arguments are more in need of a touch-
stone for the assessment of evidence than those concerned
with the whereabouts of boundaries. It is intended, in this
section, to touch on some of the problems which have to
be faced in the consideration of the available evidence for
the alignment of the Sino-Indian border, problems which
in most cases could be overcome by the application of the
basic legal doctrines of veracity, admissibility, and
relevance.

Maps

Maps provide the best means of showing geographical
features quickly and clearly. It is no cause for surprise
that they have played an important part in the present
dispute. It should be clear, however, that in the considera-
tion of maps some rule of ‘best evidence’ should be
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applied.! Some maps are reliable, others are not. Some
maps are based on original surveys, others are highly
derivative. Many maps are designed to show certain
specific features, the route of a traveller, the distribution
of mountain plants, the location of uranium deposits, and
so on; and beyond the stated area of interest these maps
may be of little evidential value. For example, the British
War Office during the latter part of the nineteenth century
was continually issuing maps to show the progress of
Russian expansion into the Central Asian Khanates.
These maps also indicated the boundaries of British India.
War Office maps of this sort, however, were usually based
on very old maps in the possession of the military carto-
graphers, and their creators would claim for them no
accuracy outside their designed sphere. They showed
where the Russians were, but they were not meant to do
more than indicate generally where the British were. The
northern boundary of Kashmir on these particular maps
fluctuates violently, and careful selection could produce a
boundary alignment to suit almost any case. These maps
are probably good evidence as to where the War Office
thought the Russians had got to at a particular time.
They are certainly not ‘best evidence’ for the British
boundary.

Some British surveys of frontier regions during the
nineteenth century had as one of their main objectives
the accurate determination of the alignment of the
boundary. Such an intention had Strachey in the late

1 As M. Huber wisely noted in the celebrated Palmas Island Arbitration
of 1928, ‘only with the greatest caution can account be taken of maps in
deciding a question of sovereignty’. Huber then went on to outline some
criteria for the assessment of the evidence of maps along much the same
lines as are adopted here. I am indebted to Bruce Burton for bringing
Huber’s remarks to my attention.

For some observations on the role played by maps in the present dispute
see Kirk, in Scottish Geog. Mag. (1960), p. 11 & Green, in China Q. (1960),
PP 55-7)-
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1840s, and so also the Kashmir Survey which officially
completed its task in November 1864.2 Henry Strachey,
and the Kashmir surveyors, like Godwin Austen, made
careful inquiries as to the whereabouts of the traditional
boundary. By ‘traditional’ they meant the boundary as
the local people in the frontier region described it rather
than the alignment claimed by the Kashmir Durbar
which was infected with Gulab Singh’s expansionist ideas.
The results of the Kashmir Survey were published as an
Atlas in 1868, and they give a good indication of the
Ladakh-Tibet boundary over some of its length.? Un-
fortunately, some sections of the Kashmir survey opera-
tions were carried on with rather less care than would
have been desirable. The entire Aksai Chin region, as
shown in the 1868 maps, is based on the work of W. H.
Johnson, and this has been much criticized because of its
manifest inaccuracy.* Hence in the 1868 Kashmir Atlas
we have two distinct degrees of reliability. From just north
of the Panggong lake southwards the survey was admir-
able, and the boundary marked represents the informed
opinion of the surveyors. North of the Panggong lake and
the Changchenmo valley the survey is incredibly inaccu-
rate, the work of W. H. Johnson in 1864 and 1865, and
the boundary marked is patently absurd. It extends some
eighty miles north of the present Indian claim line in so
far as it is possible to plot that line at all on this particular

2 Strachey’s map, in two sheets at 8 miles to the inch, can be seen in
the Map Rooms of the Royal Geographical Society and the India Office
Library. It has been reproduced, much reduced, in Atlas, maps 11 & 12.
f‘or a brief account of the Kashmir Survey, see Phillimore, in Himalayan J.

1959-60).

3 Photozincographed Sections of part of the Survey of Kashmir, Ladak and
Baltistan or Little Tibet, Great Trigonometrical Survey of India, Dehra
Dun, Oct. 1868; 20 sheets at a scale of 16 miles to the inch (I.O. Map
Room, cat. no. F/IV/16).

* On Johnson’s defects as a surveyor see Mason (1955), p. 80; Wood
(1922), pp. 28-30; Stein, in Alpine J. (1921).
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map.® Thus as valid evidence the Kashmir Atlas of 1868
would need to be accompanied by other documentary
material to indicate the reliability of its various sheets.

Fortunately there is one map of Kashmir, dated 1874,
which is both based on good surveys and accompanied by
explanatory notes about the boundary. This map has
been quoted by the Chinese and the Indian sides in the
dispute, though the notes have been little used by both,
probably because they support neither boundary claims.
I refer to the map accompanying F. Drew’s The Jummoo
and Kashmir Territories (1875). It is on a good scale, 16
miles to the inch, and is based partly on the 1868 Kashmir
Atlas and partly on Drew’s own surveys (he was Governor
of Ladakh in 1871). Drew has much improved on
Johnson’s effort to describe the Aksai Chin region, which
he notes, ‘necessarily has not the same degree of detail
as the maps published by [the Great Trigonometrical
Survey of India] . . . of tracts which have been regularly
surveyed, for it was made on a hurried journey over
ground where to halt was to starve’.%

To his own map Drew adds the following note:

We now come to the Yarkand territory. . . . As to the
boundary of this, from the Mustagh Pass to the Karakoram
Pass, there is no doubt whatever. A great watershed range
divides the two territories [Turkestan and Kashmir]. But it will
be observed that from the Karakoram Pass eastward to past
the meridian of 80°, the line is more finely dotted. This has
been done to denote that here the boundary is not defined.
There has been no authoritative demarcation of it at all; and
as the country is quite uninhabited for more than a hundred

5 Johnson’s map of the Aksai Chin area (but with the lower portion
omitted) has been published in Atlas, map 13. The complete Map Illustrating
the Route Taken by Mr Johnson, Civil Asst G.T. Survey, in travelling from Leh to
Khotan and back in 1865, published by the G.T. Survey of India, may be
seen in the I.O0. Map Room, cat. no. F/V/1.

¢ Drew, p. 332.
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miles east and west and north and south I cannot apply the
principle of representing the state of actual occupation. I have
by the dotted boundary only represented my own opinion of
what would be defined were the powers interested to attempt
to agree to a boundary. At the same time this dotted line does
not go against any actual facts of occupation.

These last remarks apply also to the next section, from the
Kuenlun Mountains southwards to the head of the Chang-
chenmo Valley; for that distance the boundary between the
Maharaja’s country and Chinese Tibet is equally doubtful.

From the pass at the head of the Changchenmo Valley
southwards the boundary is again made stronger. Here it
represents actual occupation so far as it divides pasture-lands
frequented in summer by the Maharaja’s subjects from those
occupied by the subjects of Lhasa. It is true that with respect
to the neighbourhood of Panggong Lake there have been
boundary disputes which may now be said to be latent. There
has never been any formal agreement on this subject. I myself
do not pretend to decide as to the matter of right, but here
again I can vouch that the boundary marked accurately
represents the present state. For this part my information
dates from 1871, when I was Governor of Ladakh. This
applies also to the rest of the boundary between the
Maharaja’s and the Chinese territories.?

Drew’s map, while based on the best surveys, is not, it
should be noted, an official map. The distinction between
official and unofficial maps is one of importance in boun-
dary questions, though to some extent liable to exaggera-
tion. By an official map is generally understood a map
published by a governmental body. Some such maps may
well have the force of being official statements of boundary
alignments. Others may not. At all events, it is reasonable
to demand that an official map, to be considered as a
detailed statement of boundary alignments, should at
least be based on official surveys. The map published by

7 Ibid. p. 496.
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the Chinese Posts in 1919, to which the Indian side has
referred and which is printed in the Atlas as map 17, is
certainly an official map, but it is clearly based on a non-
Chinese survey and the boundary line shown on it has
been copied without consideration from a non-Chinese
map. Its value as evidence for the boundary alignment is
slight, though it does suggest that members of some
Chinese Government departments in 1919 were not giving
much thought to boundary matters. Similarly, the Chinese
side have recently included in a collection of maps of the
boundary dispute (Peking Review, 30 Nov. 1962, reference
map 1) a map entitled “The Northern Frontier of British
Hindoostan’ published by the Office of the Surveyor
General, Calcutta, 1862. This shows a northern boundary
of Kashmir in close agreement with the Chinese claim-
line. On closer examination, however, it is found that this
particular map was ‘extracted in the Survey General’s
Office, Calcutta, from Keith Johnston’s Atlas, 1860’. The
original map, therefore, was drawn before the results of
the Kashmir survey were completed, let alone published,
and its source, a Scottish cartographer, is highly unofficial.
It certainly shows the ‘frontier’, in McMahon’s sense;
but as an indicator of exact boundary alignment its value
is negligible. Unofficial maps such as that of Drew, care-
fully compiled from official surveys by a former official
with personal experience of surveying problems, are
certainly far better evidence than either of the two
examples of official maps which have just been given.
One category of unofficial map is particularly liable to
misinterpretation. This is the map found at the back of a
travel book. Some such maps are, from the point of view
of survey, of admirable reliability. Sir Aurel Stein, for
example, usually travelled with an entourage of trained
surveyors borrowed from the Government of India, and
many of his maps are real contributions to cartography.
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Most travellers, however, tend to leave the matter of maps
to their publisher. The boundaries shown on these may
be no more than the boundaries shown on the map from
which the publisher’s draughtsman made his copy, and as
evidence they may be, to use a legal simile, no better than
hearsay at third or fourth hand. The traveller’s own
narrative, in fact, may prove to be much more useful than
his map. The dangers inherent in any attempt to draw
profound conclusions from travellers’ maps are well illus-
trated by Owen Lattimore in his Pivot of Asia. In an
appendix to this useful compilation Lattimore argued that
in the 1920s the British were preparing the way for a
northwards advance of the India-Sinkiang boundary
because, while maps before 1914 generally showed a
wedge of Afghanistan separating British from Russian
territory, in some British travel accounts published since the
First World War there are maps showing the British Indian
boundaryin actual contact with that of Soviet Russia. Latti-
more saw in these cartographical differences a reflection
of changes in British policy: in fact, however, all that had
happened was that some draughtsmen had been careless.®

The evidence of maps in the Sino-Indian boundary
dispute has been particularly difficult to assess because of
the complexities of the geography of the disputed areas.
No more than a small minority of those who in recent
years have written on the crisis in Sino-Indian relations
can have been in possession of a very clear picture of
Himalayan topography, and there has been as a result
much confusion over the significance of geographical
terms. Much of the Western Sector dispute, for example,
arises from arguments as to whether the Sino-Indian
boundary should follow the Karakoram or the Kunlun
range. In the neighbourhood of Aksai Chin it is not
always easy to define precisely the line of demarcation

® See “The Sinkiang-Hunza Boundary’, JRCAS (1951), pp. 73-81.
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between the two mountain systems. In general it may be
stated that the Karakoram range runs south-east from the
Karakoram Pass and is here separated from the Kunlun
range by the basin of the upper Karakash river. The
Karakoram Pass, at all events, is in the Karakoram range
and not in the Kunlun range. G. F. Hudson, however,
repeated in a recent paper a common confusion between
these two ranges when he referred to the boundary pillar
which the Chinese set up in 1892 ‘64 miles south of Suget’
—which point the 1:1,000,000 map shows beyond doubt
is the very summit of the Karakoram Pass—as proving
that in 1892 the Chinese ‘accepted the Kuen Lun range
as the frontier’.? The Chinese, in fact, erected this par-
ticular pillar in support of their claim that the Karakoram
range was the frontier. Similar confusions have arisen in
the literature on the disputed boundary in the Assam
Himalaya. Too little use, it would seem, has been made
of the international series of 1:1,000,000 (16 miles to the
inch) maps of the boundary areas.!® These are not always
entirely reliable; but they suffice to illuminate most of the
geographical issues raised by the Sino-Indian boundary
dispute.

Treaties

As contracts are to lawyers, so treaties are to diplomats;
and, like contracts, treaties often require skilled interpre-
tation. In the present boundary dispute two groups of
international agreements have figured prominently, the
Kashmir-Tibet agreement of 1842 (reaffirming the
Ladakh-Tibet agreement of 1683, or 1684, or 1687), and
the Simla Convention of 27 April and g July 1914 with
the related Anglo-Tibetan exchange of notes of 24 and 25

® See Hudson (1963).
10 The sheet numbers for the maps in this series which cover the disputed
boundary are given on p. 192 below.
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March 1914. There will be occasion to discuss these
instruments later on. They are mentioned here because
they provide good examples of some of the problems
involved in boundary treaties.

The 1842 agreement between Gulab Singh and the
Tibetans is fairly typical of the kind of instrument resulting
from the relations between two Asian states uninfluenced
by the western traditions of Grotius and his intellectual
descendants. We have here in fact two agreements, one
on the part of Gulab Singh and one on the part of his
suzerain the Sikh Kingdom of Lahore. For both agree-
ments there appears to have been a Persian and a Tibetan
text, making four texts in all. There is no provision for a
single definitive text, and the translations which K. M.
Panikkar has published of the various texts show con-
siderable variation in the wording.!! Here alone is enough
material to keep skilled diplomats arguing for generations.
However, it would seem that all the texts are in essential
agreement, namely, that the terms of the agreement of
1683/4/7 were still binding and that Gulab Singh in this
respect had assumed the responsibilities of the former
Kings of Ladakh. The 1842 texts refer to the boundaries
of Ladakh as ‘the old, established frontiers’, but they do
not specify them. Nor, surprising enough, it would seem,
does the agreement of 1683/4/7, beyond stating that the
Lhari stream at Demchok (on the Indus) should mark the
boundary. This reference, of course, is to a point, not a
line, and an attempt to convert one to the other is not
unaccompanied by difficulties. No original text of this
agreement has been produced. The version of it referred
to by the Indian side during the 1960 talks was derived
from the Ladakh chronicles; and the Chinese produced

11 Panikkar (1930), pp. 84—9. The British do not appear to have had a
formal opportunity to examine the Tibetan texts of this agreement until
1920-1. See Indian Officials’ Report, pp. 53 & 63.
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references in Tibetan chronicles to cast doubt on the
Ladakhi version.!? The two sides, moreover, found that
they could not agree as to the whereabouts of the Lhari
stream, the one distinct geographical expression to have
emerged from all this discussion. All in all, these agree-
ments leave an impression of an extraordinary lack of
precision. The interpretation of this kind of material, in
fact, requires the devoted labour of skilled orientalists, and
is not really the work of modern diplomatists.

In the past the British had to cope with agreements of
this kind both in their dealings with their native Indian
subjects and the native states bordering on India, and in
their attempts to define with Russia a limit to their Asian
sphere of influence. In both cases the agreements served
less as binding instruments than as talking points. The
terms, if they suited the British, or if the British and the
Russians agreed to abide by them, were accepted; if not,
they were ignored. Indeed, considering the complexity of
relationships which could result from the fluctuating
fortunes of Asian states, this was the only rational ap-
proach. India herself, in her attitude to some past agree-
ments with the Princely States, has thought thus. This
does not mean that the 1842 agreement is worthless. Far
from it. As a device to cover a compromise with traditional
legality and thereby to save face all round, this instru-
ment, for all its ambiguities, could be of the greatest value.
As a means of determining the exact whereabouts of the

12 Indian Officials’ Report, pp. 60—1; Chinese Officials’ Report, pp. 12—14.
The question of Demchok is discussed further on pp. 62, 68 below.

A peculiar feature of the 1683/4/7 agreement, confirmed in 1842, was
that it permitted Ladakh to retain control of a small enclave of territory
in western Tibet, the neighbourhood of the village of Minsar in the region
of Lake Manasarowar. Ladakh, it would seem, had pledged to devote the
revenues of this land to the support of works of piety connected with the
sacred mountain of Kailas. Kashmir collected revenue from Minsar right

on into the twentieth century; but there is no evidence that the proceeds
were put to any but secular use. See Kennion (1910), pp. 247-9.
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traditional Sino-Indian boundary, however, it can only
be regarded as defective.

The 1914 agreements, the two initialed versions of the
Simla Convention, and the Anglo-Tibetan notes, can be
assessed by criteria that can hardly be applied to the 1842
instrument. Any competent international lawyer could
come to a valid conclusion about them, provided he was
in possession of sufficient information; but in the turmoil
of the present dispute and, indeed, of arguments which
have gone on since 1914, the facts are not easy to come by.

Let us consider the Simla Convention. The Tibetan,
British, and Chinese delegates initialed the text of this on
27 April 1914. Thereupon the Chinese Government
repudiated the action of its representative. On g July 1914
the Tibetan and British delegates, after attempts to
persuade China to modify her attitude had failed, initialed
the Convention and signed a declaration to the effect that
they would abide by its terms, the benefits of which would
be denied to China pending her signature. I was sur-
prised to find, on going through the books relating to
Tibet in the Chatham House Library, that no less than
six publications, some of them the work of lawyers and
two produced by British official bodies, state or imply
that the Convention was signed on g July 1914 by the
British and Tibetans;® and a further book, by two
Chinese (but definitely non-Communist) writers, confines
itself to the 27 April text and does not mention that
of 3 July at all.’ The 3 July text was initialed: it was not
signed, and this distinction is no mere debating point.®

13 Tibet Society (1961), p. 18; Foreign Office (1920), p. 42; Central
Office of Information (1958), p. 5; Z. Ahmad (1960), p. 21; International
Commission of Jurists (1959), p. 86 & (1960), p. 140.

14 Shen & Liu (1953).

1% Initialing can imply no more than that the delegates have accepted
the initialed text as the valid text arising from the negotiations. To become
binding the agreement would have to be signed and, probably, ratified.
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Another point of some possible significance about these
two texts has, it would seem, so far escaped comment: the
two texts are not identical.!’® Between April and July
1914 Article 10 of the Convention was changed com-
pletely. What significance does this hold for the validity,
if any, of the Chinese adhesion to the 2% April 1914
text?

Another point to consider in treaties of this kind is
whether they conflict with previous but still valid engage-
ments. The Simla Conference was concerned fundament-
ally with the defining of spheres of influence on the
Tibetan plateau. Tibet, in so far as it affected British
spheres of influence, had already been considered in some
detail in the Anglo-Russian Convention of 19o7; and it
was inevitable that the Simla provisions of 1914 should
conflict to some extent with terms agreed upon at St
Petersburg in 1907. Much had happened between those
years, including the collapse of the Manchu dynasty in
China and its replacement by a Republican régime. One
may well suppose that the terms made at Simla, therefore,
would have required the consent of St Petersburg. With-
out such Russian consent, could the British in international
law agree to Article 8 of the Simla Convention (both
texts), which permitted a British official to visit Lhasa,
when in Article 3 of the Anglo-Russian Convention of

16 The g July 1914 text was published in Aitchison, 1929 ed. The 27 Apr.
1914 text has been published in The Boundary Question between China and
Tibet (1940). This last work appears to have been sponsored by the
Japanese for far from disinterested reasons, but the documents which it
prints are certainly genuine.

Art. 10 in the 27 Apr. 1914 text reads as follows: ‘In case of difference
between the Governments of China and Tibet in regard to questions
arising out of this Convention, the aforesaid Governments engage to refer
them to the British Government for equitable adjustment.” In the g July
1914 text the article is replaced by the following: ‘The English, Chinese
and Tibetan texts of the present Convention have been carefully examined
and found to correspond, but in the event of there being any difference of
meaning between them the English text shall be authoritative.’
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1907 relating to Tibet ‘the British and Russian Govern-
ments respectively agree not to send Representatives to
Lhasa’? Similar questions arise from a consideration of
the Anglo-Tibetan notes of 24 and 25 March 1914. Did
these conflict with the Anglo-Russian Convention of 1907
and the Anglo-Chinese Convention of 1906?'7 In these
agreements the British declared that they would neither
annex Tibetan territory, nor interfere in Tibetan internal
administration; yet the Anglo-Tibetan notes of March
1914 involved the transfer to British sovereignty of at
least one Tibetan-administered district, Tawang.

Finally, as far as treaties are concerned, the category of
agreement by which the British formalized so many of
their dealings with the Assam hill tribes in the period
before 1914 should be noted. There are a fair number of
these documents, some of which have recently been cited
as evidence for the pre-1914 exercise of British sovereignty
over the Assam Himalaya up to the traditional frontier
along the mountain crests. These treaties also have their
problems of interpretation. For example, in 1844 F.
Jenkins, Agent for the Governor-General for the North
East Frontier, entered into an agreement with the
following persons: Changjoi Satrajah, Sreng Satrajah,
Cheeng Dundoo Satrajah, all of Naregoon, and Tong
Dabee Rajah, Cheng Dundoo Brahmee, Poonjai Bramee,
all of Takhal Tooroom. From a careful reading of the
text of this instrument it would seem that these persons
agreed, in return for an annual payment of Rs 5,000, to
surrender to the British all rights that they may have
possessed in the Kariapara Duar, which is now part of
Assam situated on the north bank of the Brahmaputra.

'" The texts of these treaties, and of nearly all the treaties relating to
Tibetan foreign policy past and present, have been printed as an appendix

to Richardson (1962), and for this reason I have not quoted the texts in
full here.
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This same Rs 5,000 subsidy, which continued to be paid
right up to the end of British rule in India, has recently
been described as a symbol of the political subordination
to India of Tawang, whence it appears the six gentlemen
named in the 1844 agreement came. It is necessary, how-
ever, before one can be reasonably sure as to what this
text actually means, to know a great deal more about the
signatories. Who were they? What powers had they to
make such engagements 718

Some of the nineteenth-century British agreements
with the hill tribes of Assam were decidedly strange. A
modern international lawyer would find them difficult to
discuss in accepted European terms. For example: in
British engagements with one section of the Aka tribes,
the tribesmen accepted a subsidy in return for their
promise not to violate the British border, and they bound
themselves by oath thus: ‘we hereby swear according to
our customs, by taking in our hands the skin of a tiger,
that of a bear, and elephant’s dung, and by killing a fowl’.1?
Suppose it turned out that the British negotiator of this
agreement was in error, or had been misled, and that
custom actually demanded the use of cow-dung not
elephant-dung ? Would the agreement still be valid ? This
sort of question was certainly of importance to the tribes-
men signatories. This possibly facetious example may still
suggest that this category of agreement can never, if only
because of its difficulty of interpretation, be given the
same emphasis as a properly drafted engagement between
two modern, civilized, powers.

Documents

If there are doubts about the exact implications of the
treaties, so also are there about the meaning of some of the

18 See Aitchison, 1909 ed., ii. 297.
19 See ibid. pp. 235—44-



Maps, Treaties, and Documents 55

local administrative records which have been produced
during the course of the boundary dispute. Tax returns,
land revenue accounts, the record of the payment of
monastic dues, reports of visits by officials, what precisely
do all these mean? Are payments to monasteries evidence
of political control, or do they merely show local piety?
This particular question should be familiar to the student
of English constitutional history in pre-Reformation
times. Is land tax a true tax, or merely rent from private
estates? The Maharaja of Sikkim, for instance, at one
time held land in Chumbi in Tibet from which he col-
lected rent and for which he paid tax to the Tibetan
authorities. Did these facts imply either that part of
Chumbi came under the sovereignty of Sikkim, or that
Sikkim, by virtue of its ruler paying taxes to Tibet, was a
Tibetan subject state? These are not easy questions to
answer. When an official from either side entered a
portion of the disputed territory, was he acting as an
administrator, thus demonstrating sovereignty, or was he
merely travelling across the border, like President de
Gaulle on a visit to Germany? Enough has been said to
suggest that without a great measure of basic agreement
the consideration of this category of evidence can result
in much fruitless discussion, as indeed it did between the
Tibetan and Chinese sides during the Simla Conference
in 1913 and 1914.

Narratives of travel

One final category of evidence must be considered here,
the narratives of unofficial travellers. Such accounts,
provided reliance can be placed on their accuracy—and
this has not always proved possible,—can provide ex-
tremely useful information on the actual state of occupa-
tion at a particular moment of time. A study of travel
narratives from a number of periods may enable one to
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plot individual points on the boundary in time as well as
in space. European travel accounts, for instance, leave us
in no doubt at all that from the 188os the Lanak Pass was
regarded by the British as a boundary point between
Kashmir and Tibet, and that from the late 1860s the
whole Changchenmo valley right up to the pass at its
extreme eastern end was considered to fall within the
effective limits of British India. Here is valuable evidence
in rebuttal to Chinese claims in this region. Sometimes,
however, the traveller may be in error. T. T. Cooper, for
example, in his journey up the Lohit in 1869—70, was told
by the local people that the Tibetan border was in a
position far south of its then actual location.?? It seems
reasonably certain that his Mishmi companions did not
wish him to go on, and that they used the danger of
crossing the Tibetan frontier as an argument for his return.
Travellers in remote places are all too often at the mercy
of the local people for information, and the answers to
their questions may be anything but disinterested. Travel
accounts, in fact, like the other categories of evidence to
which we have referred here, must be treated with care
and the application of intelligent criticism.

The source material for the study of this particular
boundary dispute is often difficult to interpret. It is,
however, I am convinced, capable of significant and useful
interpretation provided one consideration is kept con-
stantly in mind. A boundary, like any other product of the
body politic, is a phenomenon of history. By endeavouring
to ascertain how the present situation came about, and by
inquiring into the past and present motives of the various
participants in the boundary dispute, both at a local and
a national level, one should be able to arrive at a fair

20 Cooper (1873), p. 217. A curious use of this particular reference has
been made in Indian Officials’ Report, p. 106.
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conclusion as to where the boundary ought to be. A
formula should be possible in which, given a measure of
goodwill, the major requirements of both sides can be
satisfied. Such a formula, of course, would inevitably in-
volve some concessions from both parties; but it would
aim to keep these to a minimum and try to balance them
against each other. Some observers would agree that such
a formula was found for the Sino-Burmese boundary in
early 1g6o0.
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The Ladakh—Tibet Boundary in 1864

THIs section is concerned with the Ladakh-Tibet boun-
dary from the extreme eastern end of the Changchenmo
valley southwards across the region of the Panggong and
Spanggur lakes to the Indus, and thence by way of the
eastern edge of Spiti to the Sutlej. The boundary to the
north of the Changchenmo valley, in the region now
generally described as Aksai Chin, will be the subject of
the next section. There are a number of important differ-
ences between these two sections of boundary which make
it convenient to treat them separately.

Ladakh

By 1864 Ladakh, as part of Gulab Singh’s creation, the
Kashmir state, had been under British protection for
eighteen years. The border regions under discussion here
had been visited by British officials and had been surveyed
with care and accuracy. As has already been observed,
the Kashmir Survey, completed formally in 1864, left
little to be desired for the country to the south of the
Changchenmo; and here the Government of India could,
had the need arisen, have at this time specified the line of
the Ladakh-Tibet boundary with great precision. After
1864, applying Drew’s ‘principle of representing the state
of actual occupation’,! the boundary altered very little.
There appear to have been minor advances of Kashmir
occupation, or claim, in the region of the Panggong lake

1 See above, p. 45.
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and up the Indus, and some of these seem to have been
the subject of Anglo-Tibetan discussion in 1924;2 but in
general the 1864 boundary here was the boundary on

14 August 1947.

Ladakh, as part of Gulab Singh’s possessions, came
under British protection in March 1846 by the Treaty of
Amritsar.? At this time the British were far from clear as
to the precise limits of this new addition to their empire,
but from the accounts of British travellers in the north-
western mountains of India during the preceding forty
years they had sufficient information upon which to base
a general outline. These early travellers did not contribute
directly to the attempts at boundary definition after the
Amritsar Treaty; but one of them, William Moorcroft,
who resided at Leh, the Ladakh capital, from 1820-2,
took some pains to establish the limits of Ladakh, a region
which was then still free of Gulab Singh’s control and
which Moorcroft hoped to bring into an alliance with the
East India Company.4

2 These discussions, between Major Robson and the two Garpons, or
Governors, of the Tibetan administrative centre of Gartok, are referred to
in Indian Officials’ Report, p. 55. The discussions concerned the status of
Khurnak and Niagzu, which the Tibetans claimed and which, it would
seem, Kashmir was then administering. Khurnak, in 1864, was certainly
on the Tibetan side of the boundary, and Niagzu was on the boundary
line: so we may suspect that in this area there was some Kashmir advance
between 1864 and 1924. The area involved, however, was certainly very
small.

3 The full text of this treaty is included in Panikkar (1953).

¢ The best general account of European travel and exploration in
Ladakh, the Karakoram, and the Kunlun is Dainelli (1934). This covers
the period from the seventeenth century until about 1930. Its treatment of
Moorcroft’s travels, and those of his companion Trebeck, is admirable.
Each traveller’s account is accompanied by a first-class route map, so one
can see exactly where he went at a glance. It is to be regretted that not all
summaries of the history of travel and exploration in India’s northern
mountains display the same meticulous attention to detail of Dainelli’s
work.

Moorcroft’s own narrative was published in 1841 (see Moorcroft &
Trebeck (1841)).
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Moorcroft’s Ladakh travels

Moorcroft’s main interest in Ladakh was as a route to
the markets of Chinese Turkestan where he felt that the
British should be able to compete with the commerce of
Russia. His Ladakh travels, ostensibly in search of Central
Asian horses for the East India Company stud, were the
product of wide and mainly unofficial commercial inter-
ests. He was in part supported by a group of Calcutta
merchants, on whose behalf he negotiated a treaty with
the Ladakh authorities. His ambition, which the Chinese
refused to humour, was to reach Yarkand. His travels
produced a voluminous correspondence, much of which
is now preserved in the India Office Library as the
Moorcroft MSS. Among these papers is an account of the
Chinese and Tibetan frontiers of Ladakh (Moorcroft
MSS, C/42). Itis undated, but clearly relates to the period
1820-2.

In the extreme north-west Moorcroft locates the
Chinese boundary at the Karakoram Pass. Somewhere to
the east of this pass lies the border between Ladakh and
the Chinese district of Khotan, but on this alignment,
beyond noting that the Karakash river has its sources in
Khotanese territory, Moorcroft is most vague.® He hints
that there are routes to the east of the Karakoram Pass
into Chinese Turkestan, but that the Chinese authorities
severely punish any who are caught making use of them
(no doubt to ensure that all traffic passed through the
customs). Between the Karakoram Pass and the Panggong
lake Moorcroft gives no boundary points. South of the
Panggong lake, however, he states that the Tibet-Ladakh
border was located between Chushul and a place he calls
Punjoor which, from his distances, is almost certainly the

% See also 1.0., Moorcroft MSS G/28 no. 30, ‘Notice on Khoten’, dated
Leh, 15 Apr. 1821.
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same as Spanggur, a village at the extreme western tip of
Spanggur lake. Finally, on the Indus, Moorcroft refers to
the village of Demchok, which, he says, belongs to Gartok
in Tibet and is thus on the eastern side of the boundary.$
These two points, if Punjoor is indeed Spanggur, suggest
here a boundary line about ten miles to the west of the
present Indian claim line and very close to the Chinese
claim line. A difference of ten miles in thinly populated
territory is of no great importance. It is to be regretted
that Moorcroft did not have more to say about the
northern sector of the boundary between the Karakoram
Pass and the Panggong lake.

8 The map appended to Fraser (1820) shows Demchok in Ladakh.
Since Fraser’s travels were made in 1815, and thus antedate Moorcroft’s
residence at Leh, it might be argued that Fraser was indicating the state
of affairs obtaining at a period slightly earlier than that described by
Moorcroft. So (Indian Officials’ Report, p. 43) the Indian side has recently
argued, referring to Fraser as an early traveller in Ladakh and a person
who had actually visited Demchok, which Moorcroft never did.

An examination of Fraser’s book, however, shows that he did not visit
Ladakh at all, his farthest point in the mountains being in the region of
the Sutlej; nor did he visit Demchok. His information on routes in Ladakh
and western Tibet was derived mainly from one Puttee Ram, a native of
Bashahar state on the Sutlej. Of Puttee 