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THE REAL TIBET
INTRODUCTION

Events on the “roof of the world” have evoked a spate of
fevered journalism—most of it straight from the bottom of the
barrel. Tibet to which no serious attention had ever been
paid in the American Press has had its brief moment in the
spotlight. But the view of Tibet presented to the American
public has been compounded of part Hollywood Shangri-La
and part dream sequence from a State Department production.
The fewer the facts, the purpler the prose. On the same day
that it carried an article deploring the difficulties of obtaining
news from so remote an area as Tibet. the New York Times
reported an interview with Thubten ]. Norbu, the Dalai
Lama’s brother who has resided in New York since October,
1955, in which the latter gave a detailed count on every
monk slaughtered, every lamasery desecrated, and how many
women and children were machine-gunned by the Chinese
Reds. While the more conservative Herald Tribune conceded
that “Until now the Red Chinese have at least in part bowed
to the unreadiness of the Tibetans for Communist ‘Te-
forms’ . . .”, Max Lerner, New York Post columnist from
whom one might dare to hope for at least a “scholar’s” respect
for the facts, rushed into print with “They (the Chinese) find
in the Dalai Lama and his people a stubborn refusal to
accept the new ‘communes’ and the New Order.”

If Lerner led the way the U.S. News and World Report
was not far behind. With flawless logic and in its own special
brand of journalese it summed up in a brief paragraph every
forlorn hope of the State Department. “What started as
guerrilla fighting and passive resistance now has flared into
a real war, with all Asia looking on. Tibet, on March 26,
denounced a 1951 treaty that attached the country to Com-
munist China. That converted the uprising into a Tibetan
campaign against a “foreign invader!” And in real gutter
press style a worm’s eye view of world politics was provided
by the New York World Telegram’s Robert C. Ruark. This
lionized author of a vile, chauvinistic novel slandering the
Kenya people’s long battle for frecedom wrote of Prime Minis-
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ter Nehru’s reiteration that Tibet was part of China and an
internal affair; “Being a simple bush baby, not to mention a
peasant, I'm not hep to the over-all politico-military com-
plexion of the world, but I can tell you one thing: I can smell
chicken, I can smell fear and I can smell uneasy self assertion.
If ever a guy chickened himself out of a self chosen leadership
for peace it is our friend Mr. Nehru of India in the Tibetan
affair. Gone the great world leader of the uncommitted peo-
ples. Gone the settler of all the world’s problems that come
to the United Nations. Instead we have just one more
Wahidi who can be terribly brave everywhere on other
people’s time but when it comes to his own back yard—
chicken.”

And from that intransigeant tory, Joseph Alsop, came a
rare glimpse into the hearts and mind of that “happy few.”
“Among the tiny number of Americans who know the fac-
tors in the problem,” he writes, “there is almost breathless
excitement about the rebellion in Tibet. It can, they say,
shake the Chinese Communist regime vastly more profoundly
than the rebellion in Hungary shook the Soviet regime. . . .
Certain results are easily predictable. . . . The strain of the
Communes plus the strain of Tibet can just imaginably equal
a general explosion.” Then, in a suden recall to reality, Mr.
Alsop strikes a more wistful note. “This sounds like day-
dreaming. But it is sometimes useful to contemplate the other
side’s troubles when the Western alliance has so many
troubles of its own.”

To wrap up this bundle of unreality it only remained to
hear from Chiang Kai-shek. With a straight face the New
York Times reported that the “Generalissimo,” “told the
Tibetans today that they would have the right to choose their
political future when the Nationalists reconquered the main-
land.” The dream hal come full circlel

These effusions did not affect cvents in Tibet. The day has
long since passed when China’s affairs could be manipulated
by the West. Now, the hullabaloo dead of its own weight,
they are instructive as one more case of wholesale deception
of the American people who deserve at least the facts.

SOCIAL AND POLITICAL SYSTEM
In Tibet there has persisted a social order of the darkest
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feudal serfdom in the world. To understand events in Tibet it
is necessary to know something about this social system—not
in the manner of describing some archaic, quaint and re-
motely fascinating museum piece with the nostalgic roman-
ticism peculiar to writers who will never have to live in it—
but with a grasp of the dynamics of a social order character-
ized by the absolute rule over body and soul of an interlock-
ing clerical-lay nobility, and the same brutality, superstition,
disease, filth, ignorance and stagnation as characterized
Europe’s Dark Ages.

Although there are about 4,500,000 Tibetans, only 1,200,000
live in Tibet. The others are mainly found in the adjacent
provinces of Szechuan, Chinghai, Kansu and Yunnan. Of the
1,200,000 Tibetans in Tibet “proper” some 700,000 are agri-
cultural serfs and 300,000 pastoral serfs. One hundred and
fifty thousand—or about one man in four—are monks. Thus at
least one-eighth of the population has been withdrawn from
production—and reproduction. This has been one of the fac-
tors in a steadily declining population. The nobility, mer-
chants, artisans and beggars account for another 50,000. Of
the latter 170-200 families are of the rich nobility and 10,000
could be classed as well-to-do people who are not noble but
may be merchants or distant relatives of nobles. The largest
social group in Tibet is the land peasantry. They, with the
herdsmen, form the basis of Tibetan society and they are all
serfs tied to the land or their leased herds. Commoners are
governed by their overlords—monastery, government or noble
—and these are the only land owners. The nobles and the
monasteries each hold about 30 per cent of all the land in
Tibet. The rest, approximately 40 per cent, belongs to the
feudal government. These three kinds of land and serf own-
ers account for only 5 per cent of the population.

For the right to cultivate the land of the overlord (with
their own draught animals and farm implements), or lease a
herd, the serfs return close to 70 per cent of the produce of
their work. They must also do other specified work without
pay, such as gathering fuel and water, repairing or building
houses. All these gratuitous services are known as “ula” anc‘l,
are infinitely varied. One of the most hated forms of “ula
is the obligation to supply animals and men to anyone bear-
ing a government order entitling him to free transport. A part
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of the estate of the serf owners is set aside for service to the
feudal government. Serfs are assigned to cultivate this land
and do various forms of corvee for the government. Military
service is also borne by some of the serfs on such land. In
return the lords allot a small, inferior piece of their vast
manorial holdings (about three-tenths of the land of the
lord) to the serfs. Whatever the needs of this land the serf
must drop everything and hurry to perform “ula” whenever
called upon.

The nobility rarely go ncar the estates. They are satisfied
so long as the bailiffs continue to turn over the traditional
quantity of produce and take no interest in how it happens.
In such a primitive economy, without hope or incentive, the
serfs scratch the soil with light, wooden plows tied to the
horns of two yaks. Debt is a specter which haunts the life of
every peasant family for a single bad harvest may plunge it
into bottomless arrears. The average interest rate charged by
the monks—who were formerly the only lenders of money—
was about 20 per cent a season, or six months. Flight from
such crushing debt became so widespread that the former
Tibetan army was largely occupied in tracking down runaway
serfs.

"Shangri-La"

A Tibetan serf had no political rights whatsoever. Their
overlords were traditionally privileged to amputate the hands
or feet, hamstring or gouge out the eyes of a peasant who
ran away. Such mutilated victims of the master’s displeasure
could be seen throughout Tibet. The serf does not even pos-
sess elementary freedom of movement. If he or she should
want to marry a man or woman from another estate, take a
journey or in any way change the status of his relationship
to the overlord it could only be done with the latter’s permis-
sion. Heinrich Harrer, author of “Seven Years in Tibet” speaks
of his “shock” when Tibetan friends “offered me servants as
‘gifts.” “Class distinctions,” he adds, a little superfluously,
‘count a great deal in Tibet.” So much do they count that serfs
are required to avoid contaminating the presence of nobles
and if they do come in contact with them to bow and stick out
their tongues in an expression of extreme awe. When they
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speak to the more exalted they must follow a prescribed pat-
tern of speech with no slips tolerated.

In that mythical Tibet receiving such wide currency today
we are asked to believe that a veritable heaven of peace and
tranquillity reigned before the advent of the Red Chinese.
The truth is that a hell of feudal violence was the rule. Until
recently all peasants and clan members were mobilized by
their overlords to fight bloody clan battles that led to the
annihilation of whole groups.

In the recent rebellion of the serf owmers of Tibet for
the right to perpetuate these barbaric abuses the then Acting
U.S. Sec. of State, Christian Herter, saw reflected the “in-
domitable spirit of man” and expressed the State Department’s
profound shock and grief at the “Communist’s suppression
of human liberties.”

There is no doubt that the Tibetan people are a devout
people and that religion pervades every tissue of the life of
this feudal theocracy. In the seventh century King Songtsan
Gambo, the unifier of the scattered tribes of Tibet, and the
greatest individual figure in Tibetan history made Buddhism
the official religion. Prior to this the ancient religion of Tibet
had been that of Bon, a form of nature worship. King Song-
tsan married the Chinese Tang Dynasty princess Wen Chang
and a Nepalese princess both of whom were Buddhists. What
actually developed and exists in Tibet today is a blend of
Buddhism with the witchcraft of Bon.

Until the roads built by the People’s Liberation Army
(PLA) no wheel outside the prayer wheel turned in Tibet.
Tibetans believe that the world is peopled with innumerable
mischievous spirits, malicious devils that bring down upon
mankind all its miseries and sorrows and have to be placated
at every step of the way and in every life situation. Terror
of these spirits and fear of what might happen in the endless
cycle of transmigration are the twin driving forces of religious
observation. Lamaists ( Buddhists of Tibet and Mongolia) be-
lieve that each soul is reborn endlessly in a variety of different
bodies unless, by means of a devout life, it earns the right
to Nirvana or absorption into the divine. People arc rich or
poor, sick or healthy, serf or noble not because of the way
life is arranged on earth but hecause of behavior in previous
lives. Disease or accidents do not have natural causes but
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result from the activities of evil spirits. A sick person pays a
monk to pray for him. Only through this intercession can he
get help in sickness or acquire a safe transmigration. Virtue,
especially devoutness and giving to the monasteries is extolled
as the way to rebirth on a higher plane. Thesc beliefs, frozen
and institutionalized into a complex dogma sustain the
priestly power.

The "Big Three"

Three monasteries known as the Lhasa “Big Three”—the
Depung, Sera and Gaden—dominate the scene. They have
enormous prestige and power. Most of the monk officials
come from them and the Dalai Lamas study at them. They
have traditionally had their own arsenals and private armies
which have been used to enforce the, will of the ruling monks
on the surrounding country-side and the Tibetan government.
The exploitation of the serfs by the monasteries through
usury and trade is even harsher than that by the officialdom
or the nobles. The attitude taken by the high officials of these
three monasteries has for long been politically decisive.

Outside the monasteries there is a lay nobility kept to
numerical strength by the elevation of the families of the
Dalai Lamas and occasional rich merchants. This produces
that peculiar alliance and interdependence of clerical and lay
nobility with the church holding decisive power. Most monk
officials are scions of the rich nobility who take the cloth and
have special training to fit them for official positions. Monks
who are commoners, while a cut above laymen, are debarred
from holding all except the lowest offices. In practise this
often means acting as menials to the monks of the higher
cchelons. Army officials of the regimental rank upwards must
also be nobles.

Under the Dalai Lama as head of the government arc two
governing bodies, one clerical and the other a mixture of lay
and clerical. The latter, the Kashag, has six members (Ka-
loons), four of them lay and two monks. The other body
directly under the Dalai Lama is the Yik Tsang, or Secre-
tariat. This represents clerical power and has no laymen on it.
All appointments of monks to any post go through the Secre-
tariat. This is of great significance for @ monk or lay noble
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arc appointed to cvery major position; the monk being the
chief and the layman his deputy. Moreover, the Secretariat
holds the Dalai Lama’s seal, (an interesting item to note in
view of later statements made in the name of the Dalai Lama)
which must be affixed to all documents of importance. This
appears to confer ultimate power on this clerical body, sub-
ject to the will of the Dalai Lama. And the will of the Dalai
Lama is a most interesting subject to which we will return.

Chinese Emperor Confers Dalai Lama Title

In the fourteenth century Tsong Kaba, the second most
illustrious figure in Tibetan history introduced a series of re-
ligious reforms. These prescribed celibacy for the monks. The
sect he formed was known as the Geluba (“those on the way
to virtue”) Sect and its members wore yellow hats to dis-
tinguish them from the Sagya Sect. The Yellow Sect pros-
pered and grew powerful and though celibacy presented them
with the difficult problem of succession this was solved in an
ingenious manner. On the death of its leader his soul was said
to have passed into the body of a child who then became the
Grand Lama.

By the time of the Fifth Grand Lama or “Great Fifth”
as he became known, the Yellow Sect was in a position to
make a bid for supreme power. In 1652 the “Great Fifth”
personally went to Peking from Tibet to ask the Chinese
Emperor to bestow titles of honor upon him. In 1653 Emperor
Shun Chih gave to the “Great Fifth” the title of Dalai Lama.

It was also the “Great Fifth” who, informed by divine
revelation that he was himself the reincarnation of the guar-
dian god of Tibet—Chenresi, became the first god-returned-
to-earth—the first God-King of Tibet. He had, at the same
time, another revelation that his old tutor was also a god;
the reincarnation of Opame, the other aspect of Chenresi.
The tutor and his successors became the Panchen Lamas.
Succession was by the same method. Since Chenresi and
Opame are different aspects of the same god, their reincarna-
tions are equal in a religious sense. Traditionally the Panchen
Lama has come to be more associated with spiritual matters
and the Dalai Lama with temporal affairs. Tibetans make
no distinction calling them by the collective title, “Gyalwa
Yapse” meaning “Father and Son.”

The present Dalai Lama was born in June, 1935, near
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Lake Koko Nor in China “proper.” It is significant that the
“Living Buddha” is invariably found on Chinese soil. He came
successfully through the prescribed tests applied to prove that
the soul of Chenresi had entered into the child’s body. All
the members of his family were immediately ennobled and
made rich with enormous grants of government land. The
Tibet Local Government called upon the Central Govern-
ment of the Kuomintang to send a senior official to Tibet to
preside over the ceremony of ascending the throne. On
February 22, 1940, presided over by Wu Chung-hsin of the
Kuomintang Central Government this ceremony of ascension
was held for the present Dalai Lama, the Fourteenth, at the
Potala Palace.

Man Creates God

But in Tibet, no less than in other lands, the realities of
power are not necessarily the same as the forms behind which
they operate. We have already noted the structure of society
and political organization in Tibet and seen where real
power resides. A highly significant fact to be noted in the
light of the role of the Dalai Lama in recent events is the
required period of regency between the death of one Dalai
Lama and the ordination of the next at the age of eighteen.
Allen Winnington in his excellent book “Tibet” remarks that
for the Dalai Lama the period immediately before accession
is the “moment of danger.” Only the “Great Fifth,” Seventh,
Ninth and Thirteenth Dalai Lamas lived to a normal age. The
present Dalai Lama’s agreement with Peking in 1951, at the
age of sixteen, had more than a little to do with his survival of
the “moment of danger.” The real center of power lies within
the ruling group which makes up the regency. From baby-
hood on every move of the God-King is shaped, directed and
controlled by those who created him. In 1947 an internal
struggle for power within the ruling clique rocked Lhasa
with a brief civil war. The father of the 1)i‘(‘sellt Dalai Lama
was poisoned in order to facilitate control over the Dalai
Lama. Those who now put on pious airs and claim spurious
atrocities against religious institutions by the Central Peo-
ple’s Government did not, according to Time magazine, hesi-

tate to “use howitzers to end the defiance of the monks of the
Sera Lamasery.”



The young, twenty-four year old Dalai Lama is forever
surrounded by this entrenched clerical-feudal clique which
made him, reared him, enriched and ennobled his family and
can destroy him as long as it has power. In the reported
party of ninety-two who “accompanied” the Dalai Lama to
India not more than five were of his immediate family. The
others were Cabinet Ministers and high officials both lay and
clerical. The Dalai Lama’s position today is undoubtedly
complex, delicate and dangerous. The term “under duress”
which Peking has consistently applied to his situation has, to
anyone who politically speaking was not “born yesterday,”
meaning on many levels.

TIBET'S STATUS

On April 4, a most interesting letter appeared in the cor-
respondents’ column of the New York Times. Written by
Mr., Tieh-Tsen Li, former adviser to the Nationalist delegation
to the United Nations with the rank of Ambassador, and
currently Visiting Professor at the University of Hartford it
commented on the fact that the recent Lhasa uprising had
stimulated much talk in the United States about Tibet’s “inde-
pendence.” The writer undertook to point out some “incon-
travertible” facts “to allay any possible misunderstanding on
the status of Tibet.”

“The English recognized Tibet as a dependency of China
uas carly as 1792, In June, 1904, the American Ambassador
to the Court of St. James, Joseph H. Choate, was instructed
to acquaint the British Foreign Office with the State De-
partment’s view on the British Military Expedition to Lhasa.
He reminded the Marquess of Lansdowne that Great Britain
had three times recognized Chinese sovercignty by nego-
tinting with the Chinese Government on questions relating
to Tibet and assumecd that the British still regarded Tibel
as part of the Chinese dominions!

Tibetans have enjoyed autonomy ever since Kublai Khan
made Phagspa the first Priest of Tibet in the twelve hun-
dred seventies. Their autonomy is clearly provided in the
seventeen article agreement signed with the Chinese Com-
munists, ., "

In the late 1940°s the United States refused entry to a
Tibetan trade delegation until it had gotten proper visas
from the Chinese Nationalist Government of (lhiang-Kai-shek.
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And speaking before the Lok Sabha (House of the People)
on May 15, 1954, Prime Minister Nehru of India said, “I am
not aware that at any time during the last few hundred years
Chinese sovereignty, or if you like, suzerainty, was chal-
lenged by any outside country.”

Since it is quite difficult to deny Chinese sovereignty in
Tibet we are witnessing the birth of a number of new ap-
proaches to the same end. It has been discovered what was
known all the time—that the “Tibetan People” are different
from the “Han People” (the majority nation of China—the
people commonly referred to as Chinese). Therefore Tibet is
another “country” and should be “independent.” China is a
multi-national country and the Chinese people include Hans,
Mongolians, Uighurs, Huis, Chuangs Miaos and dozens of
other nationalities. Many other countries in the world today
are composed of many nationalities—India not the least of
them. Fierce battles in defense of the national rights of the
Marathis, Gujeratis and Bengalis have frequently been front
page news. India is currently engaged in suppressing insur-
rection by the Naga people of Assam whose leader Phizo and
his National Council have declared the “Independence of the
Nagaland.” Has anyone heard of any Indian political figurc
or publication advocating the establishment of numerous in-
dependent countries in India?

There is another kind of “interesting” position which
recognizes Chinese sovereignty in Tibet but armgantly de-
mands assurances of “autonomy” and even the “kind of
autonomy” all the while fiercely protesting that it is strictly
for non-interference in the affairs of other countries.

The fact is that the socialist People’s Republic of China
has always advocated autonomy for areas where national
minorities live in compact communities and many national
minorities have set up autonomous regions, autonomous
chouns, or autonomous counties in China. Autonomy, more-
over, would long since have been fully realized in Tibet had
the Tibetan reactionaries not sabotnge‘d and obstructed it.

The present Chinese Government is the first to admit that
relations in the past between Imperial Chinese regimes, the
Yuan Shih-Kai and Kuomintang governments of China and
Tibet often deteriorated. Those who brutally oppressed and
exploited the Han people were not likely to do better by
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the Tibetans. Besides the great national chauvinism practised,
they wavered before foreign imperialist incursions into Tibet
where they did not openly collude with it. They themselves
played the same game of “divide and rule” which enabled
Britain to exert a decisive influence in Tibet.

The "Abominable Salesmen' of Tibet

At the close of World War II Great Britain took the
initiative in sending a letter to the Chinese Nationalist Gov-
ernment reaffirming that Tibet was part of China. The other
great powers, including the United States, followed suit. But
at that time India was directly controlled by the British
and Chiang Kai-shek indirectly by the Americans. Under the
circumstances Tibet was “safe” for the West. But with the
Kuomintang debacle in 1949 the situation changed and so
did the attitude toward Tibet. Reports were rife that the
United States was preparing to recognize Tibet as a sovereign
state and support a Tibetan application for membership in the
United Nations. By August of that same year the American
news-commentator Lowell Thomas and his son, Lowell
Thomas Jr., arrived, in full electronic regalia, for a week’s
“adventure” in Tibet! Preparations were set in motion for
the “big sell’—a world wide publicity campaign for the separ-
ation of Tibet from RED China. In his book, “Out of this
World”, describing the trip, Lowell Thomas Jr. advised that
what was needed was “skillful guerrilla forces. . . . To create
these, Tibet needs arms and advice, principally from the out-
side. Arms would include weapons especially adapted to
guerrilla warfare, such as Garand rifles, machine guns, mortars,
grenades and mines.” On April 11, 1959, shortly after the
rebel outbreak in Lhasa an American Emergency Committee
for Tibetan Refugees made a hasty appearance on the scene.
Chairman? Lowell Thomas!

The Communist victory in China in 1949 found Tibetan
ruling circles divided on how to react to the altered situation.
It was finally decided to open negotiations with the new Pco-
ple’s Government. In February, 1950, a Tibetan delegation
left Lhasa for Peking via India. It did not arrive in Peking
until over a year later. In its “pasage through India” the
delegation encountered many conflicting tugs, strains, cur-
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rents and counter currents which just as today, in more in-
tense form, reflect the different class interests in that country
as well as outside pressures directed against it or operating
within its borders.

Reacting to this delay the P.L.A. moved into Chamdo (at
that time part of Sikang Province but since divided and in-
cluded partly in Tibet and partly in Szechuan), where the
Tibetans had deployed strong armed forces. A whole regiment
of the Tibetan army crossed over to the P.L.A. The New York
Times (3/29/59) also mentions a “Free Tibet Army” of
40,000 men under Geshye Sherap Gyantso which joined the
P.L.A. These incidents are of great interest in that they
dramatically expose the false and carefully cultivated picture
of “one Tibet” united in devotion to a backward feudal
hierarchy.

When the Tibetan delegation had still failed to leave In-
dia by the end of October, 1950, (In June, 1950, President
Truman had ordered the American Seventh Fleet to encircle
Taiwan {Formosa], El Salvador had been inspired to send up
a trial balloon on the “Tibetan Question” in the United Na-
tions in September, and on October 8 the United Na-
tions passed a resolution authorizing MacArthur to cross
the 38th Parallel in Korea and move toward the
Chinese border), the P.L.A. announced that it intended to
continue its advance into Tibet “proper.” The Indian
Government thereupon notified Peking that the Tibetan
delegation had already left! Peking followed up with a note
charging that the Tibetan delegation, under outside instiga-
tion, “had intentionally delayed its departure for Peking.” It
went on to say that the Chinese Government wanted to settle
the Tibetan question in a peaceful manner but would not
brook interference in an internal affair. India’s reply raised
the question of privileges (post and telegraphic installations)
it had “inherited” from Britain, adding that “the Government
of India are anxious that these establishments . . . which do

not detract in any way from Chinese suzerainty over Tibet,
should continue.”

Panch Shila

C‘hina immediately welcomed the statement and replied
that “As long as the two sides adhere strictly to the principles
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of mutual respect for territory, sovereignty, equality and mu-
tual benefit, we are convinced that friendship between China
and India will develop normally and that problems of Sino-
Indian diplomatic, commercial and cultural relations in con-
nection with Tibet can be solved properly and to our mutual
benefit through normal diplomatic channels.” This solution
of a crucial problem set the tone for future relations between
India and China. The four points first developed in this ex-
change expanded into the five principles for peaceful coexist-
ence, the Panch Shila, subsequently formalized in the 1954 pact
between China and India recognizing Tibet as an integral
part of China and pledging mutual non interference in each
others affairs. These principles and the friendship of China
and India became the core of the unity of Asian and African
states at Bandung in 1955. This was a historic development
which literally “shook the world” and whose effects continue
to unfold with every passing day. It was a body blow to the
world system of imperialism from which it can never recover.
This Chinese-Indian friendship, this Asian-African unity was
a prime target in the whipped-up Tibet hysteria.

THE 1951 AGREEMENT

The Tibetan delegation did finally arive in Peking in April,
1951. On May 23, 1951, after extended consultations and nego-
tiations lasting a full month, a seventeen point agreement
known as the “Agreement of the Central People’s Government
and the Local Government of Tibet on Measures for the Peace-
ful Liberation of Tibet,” was concluded. The Agreement opens
with a declaration of the determination of the Tibetan people
to unite and drive aggressive imperialist forces from Tibct.
It puts on record the right of Tibet to national autonomy
within the Chinese People’s Republic, guarantecs the func-
tions and powers of the Dalai and Panchen Lamas. freedom
and protection of religious beliefs, customs and institutions,
no alteration in the existing political system and no compul-
sory reforms on the part of the Central Authorities. Reforms
were to be carried out by the Local Government of Tibet
when the people raised demands for them. It also provides
for improvement of the livelihood of the Tibetan people
based on existing conditions. Tibetan Officials would be per-
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mitted to retain their positions in spite of past hostile associa-
toins. Foreign affairs were placed under control of the Central
People’s Government and the Tibetan Army was to be reor-
ganized into the People’s Liberation Army.

One of the “tallest tales” to come out of the recent Tibetan
events is that Peking “scrapped” the 1951 Agreement or
provoked the Local Tibetan Government to denounce it be-
cause of “persistent violations.” This is the brand of jour-
nalism that studiously bypasses fact and analyses for “chrystal
gazing” where it unfailingly discovers just what it wants
to see! No one has yet explained why, with overwhelming
power which could have at any time imposed changes on all
levels, the Tibetan political and social system and even its
currency remained intact, all officials continued in office, the
monasteries suffered no diminution in income, and territory
taken by the Chinese empire centuries ago was voluntarily
returned to Tibetan autonomy. The explanation has been of-
fered that the Central Government was weak in 1951 when
the Agreement was made and was only biding its time. Dis-
regarding for the moment the merits of this assumption it
still leaves unexplained the fact that as late as April, 1956,
when the Preparatory Committee for the Tibet Autonomous
Region was established it was announced that for another
six years, the duration of the Second Five Year Plan, reforms
would not be carried out and the Tibetan Army would not be
reorganized.

In a telegram to Chairman Mao Tse-tung in October, 1951,
the Dalai Lama referred to the Agreement as one concluded
“by the delegates of both parties on a friendly basis” and
added that “the Local Government of the Tibetans, lamas and
laymen unanimously support the Agreement.”

No Truth—No Evidencel

Any examination of even so dubious a document as that
issued on “behalf of the Dalai Lama™ in Tezpur, India, on
April 18, shows that it is unable to go beyond the most gen-
cralized accusations completely devoid of documentation. Not
a single fact testifying to any violation of the seventeen point
Agrecment by the Central People’s Government is given. The
closest it comes to a particular charge is that “By the end of
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1955 a struggle started in the Kham Province and this as-
sumed serious proportions in 1956. In the consequential strug-
gle the Chinese armed forces destroyed a large number of
monasteries.” Of the Khamba rebels who have become the
darlings of Western journalism, the new