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CONCERNING TRADITION AND CUSTOM 

POSITIVE STATEMENT 

 

The Chinese Government has always held that although the entire Sino-

Indian boundary has not been formally delimited, there is a traditional 

customary line to follow. This is the line which was formed by the extent up 

to which each side has always exercised jurisdiction. The Indian 

Government also acknowledges the existence of a traditional customary 

line, but it has put forward a traditional customary line which greatly 

exceeds the extent upto which it has always exercised its actual 

jurisdiction. As a matter of fact, the traditional customary line as claimed by 

the Indian side not only has no basis whatsoever in treaty and agreement, 

as stated above, but also has no, basis in tradition and custom. It is the 

traditional customary lin~ pointed out by the Chinese side that has an 

incontestable basis in tradition and custom as well as in administration and 

jurisdiction. The relevant facts and material are cited below under this item 

and the following item respectively.  

 

A. Concerning the Western Sector  

This sector of the boundary is divided into two portions, with Kongka Pass 

as the dividing point. The portion north of Kongka-Pass is the boundary 

between China's Sinkiang and Ladakh, and the portion south of it is that 

between the Ari district of China's Tibet and Ladakh.  

 

(1) The basis in tradition and custom of the boundary between Sinkiang 

and Ladakh  

For centuries, the area east of the traditional customary line between 

Sinkiang and Ladakh as pointed out by the Chinese side has belonged to 



Hotien of Sinkiang. There are accounts of the boundary 'in this area in 

Chinese official annals of various periods.  

This is not only an area where  Chinese people of the Uighur nationality and 

the Khirghiz nationality have lived and carried out activities for generations, 

but also where the Chinese Government has always exercised 

administrative jurisdiction in various ways. 

Even a considerable number of material from British sources admitted in 

varying degrees the above-mentioned facts.  

The fact that the southern boundary of Hotien lies along the Karakoram 

Mountains is of long historical standing. Authoritative Chinese official annals 

have recorded that jurisdiction in the southern part of Hotien extended up 

to the mountains, i.e. the Karakoram Mountains (also termed Tsung Ling), 

found the sources of the Karakash River, and that these mountains were 

the southern boundary of Hotien. At the time of the Ching Dynasty, the 

mountain in this region were called in Manchu the "Nimangyi Mountains" 

which means snow-clad mountains. The Chin-Ting Huanq-Yu Hsi-Yu Tu-

Chih of 1782-that is an authoritative and comprehensive work sanctioned 

by Emperor Chien Lung of the Ching Dynasty, covering all important 

material up to 1782 concerning the history and geography of Sinkiang-

stated in reference to the boundaries of Hotien: "Hotien is a sound 

derivative from Yutien and is an abode of Muslims in the western regions 

Yutien is a component part of our territory and, as the histories of the past 

record it, here lies the river sources." (Volume XIX, page 9). This shows 

that the sources of the Hotien River are within Hotien. Another well-known 

Chinese official annals of 1820 called Chia-Ching Chung-Hsiu Ta-Ching Yi 

Tung-Chih stated on page 4 of Vol. 528 more clearly in reference to the 

mountains and rivers of Hotien that the mountains from which springs the 

Karakash River, a tributary of the Hotien River, belong to Hotien. Its 

original wording is: "Nimangyi Mountains are in the south of Hotien. There 



are two mountains in the east and west and the Hotien River springs 

therefrom." The Chinese official annals of the 20th century have also been 

consistent in its description of the southern boundary of Hotien. For 

example, the Sinkiang Tuchih compiled and edited by Yuan Ta-hua, the 

Governor of Sinkiang, in 1911, described the southern boundary of 

Sinkiang thus: "Passing Kanjut, it turns in an east-west direction, reaches 

the sources of the Karakash River in the Nimangyi Mountains and 

terminates at the Tibetan border." (Boundaries Vol. I, page 2).  

Just as the Chinese official annals, Chinese maps, particularly some 

authoritative maps, have during the past 200 years consistently shown the 

sources of the Karakash River as lying within Hotien and that the mountains 

around the river source (i.e. the Karakoram Mountains alternately termed 

Tsung Ling or Nimangyi Mountains), are the southern boundary of Hotien. 

Among the early maps drawn in the ancient style, the "Chien-Lung Nei-Fu 

Yu-Tu" of 1760 and the "Ta-Ching Hui Tien-Tu" of 1818 may be cited as 

evidence. Since the 20th century, with the progress of China's techniques in 

survey and cartography and further surveys of the border regions, the 

position of the southern boundary of Hotien has been more precisely 

indicated on Chinese maps. Two authoritative maps of a large scale may be 

cited to prove that Chinese maps have long correctly shown this traditional 

customary line: These maps are: the Map of China on the sea]" of 2 million 

to 1, printed in 1918 by the Cartographic Bureau of the Office of the 

Chinese General Staff, and the Map of China on the scale of 1 million to 1 

compiled in 1943 and printed in 1948 by the Bureau of Survey of the 

Chinese Ministry of National Defence. These are two most precise maps 

printed before China's liberation from which the specific location of the 

traditional customary line maintained by China can be most clearly seen.  



Chinese maps published before liberation have generally shown this stretch 

of the traditional customary line basically the same as in the above-

mentioned maps.  

It can thus be seen clearly from the above-mentioned Chinese official 

annals and the delineation on Chinese maps that the traditional customary 

boundary line between Sinkiang and Ladakh has always followed the 

Karakoram Mountains and is the same as that shown on current Chinese 

maps. It has reliable and incontrovertible basis in history and tradition.  

 

2. The area east of the traditional customary line between Sinkiang and 

Ladakh pointed out by the Chinese side has always been a place where 

people of the main nationalities of China’s Sinkiang the Uighurs and the 

Kirghiz, have lived and moved about. The Uighurs came from the north to 

what is now southern Sinkiang over a thousand years ago, while the 

Kirghiz, who are very similar to the Uighurs in language, religion and habits 

and custom moved to the area south of the Kuen Lun range at the latest in 

the .beginning of the 18th century. These two brother nationalities in China 

have for years on end engaged in salt-mining, pasturing and hunting in this 

entire area, and their footsteps have covered all such places as Haji Langar, 

Khitai Dawan, Segs Kol, Aksai lake, Lingzitang, Chung Tash and Kizil Jilga. 

Up to now, there still remains many stone houses, stone sheep enclosures 

and other constructions built by them at various periods as .well as various 

articles left behind.  

Since they have lived and moved about there for generations, they have 

naturally named the important mountains, rivers and places there in their 

Turkic language. For example, "Karakoram" means "heaps of black stones." 

"Karakash Daria" means "river of the black jade," "Aksai Chin" means 

"Chin's desert of white stones," and "Sarig Jilganang Kol" means "lake in a 

valley of yellow mountains."  



3. The traditional customary line pointed out by the Chinese side can also 

find proof in Indian maps. For a considerable period after Britain set up its 

rule in Kashmir in the middle of the 19th century, the Indian maps still 

drew the boundary as running along the Karakoram Mountains, and 

sometimes even south of the Karakoram Mountains.  

In the map compiled in 1846 by John Walker, cartographer of the East 

India Company, the "Map showing the extent of the Sikh territory at the 

death of Maharajah Runjeet Singh and the Partitions effected by the 

treaties between the British Government, Maharajah Dhuleep Singh and 

Maharajah Golab Singh showed that at the time the northern boundary of 

Kashmir (including Ladakh) only extended to the Shyok River south of the 

Karakoram Mountains, and even did not include the river sources east of 

the Shyok River and the Nubra River; while in the east it only extended to 

around 780 E, and did not reach the Karakoram Mountains.  

Another example is the map compiled by John Walker on the orders of the 

Court of Directors of the East India Company, the "Map of the Punjab, 

Western Himalaya and Adjoining Parts of Tibet" which shows the boundary 

between China's Sin kiang, and Kashmir as along the Karakoram 

Mountains.  

Again, for example, "The Northern Frontier of British Hindustan" published 

in 1862 by the Survey of India also clearly indicated that the boundary 

between China's Sinkiang and Kashmir was along the Karakoram 

Mountains, having the words "Tsung Ling or Karakorum Range," making 

clear that here Tsung Ling is the Karakoram Mountains.  

The above-mentioned map" indicates that the early official Indian maps 

showed the part of the boundary between Sinkiang and Ladakh as close to 

the alignment on Chinese maps. At the same time, maps also prove that 

Tsung Ling here is the Karakoram Mountains.  

 



4. Evidences for the traditional customary line between Sinkiang and 

Ladakh pointed out by China can also be found in the accounts of some 

British "travellers", "explorers" and officials of the former British Indian 

Government. For example, William Moorcroft said in his Notice on Khoten: 

"The rivers of Khoten-the Karakasn, Kara Dereas, or Black river ('Kara' 

meaning black in Toorkee, and ‘Kash', river) proceeding from the 

mountains of Khoten" (See "The Journal of the Royal Geographical Society" 

1832, Vol I, p. 244). Here he clearly described the Karakash as a river 

within Hotien.  

Cunningham, one of the members of the committee sent by the British 

Indian Government in 1846-47 to survey the eastern and northern 

boundaries of Kashmir, stated in his book Ladak published in 1854 on pp. 

17-18 that: "Ladakh is the most westerly country occupied by the Tibetan 

race who profess the Buddhist faith. On the north it is divided by the 

Karakoram Mountains from the Chinese district of Kotan."  

It can thus also be clearly seen that the boundary between Ladakh and 

Hotien is the Karakoram mountains and not the Kuen Lun mountains, as 

asserted by the Indian side.  

Lieutenant G. W. Hayward, who was sent by the British Royal Geographical 

Society to carry out activities in southern Sinkiang of China, wrote in his 

book Journey from Leh to Yarkand and Kashar, and Exploration of the 

Sources the Yarkand River (published in the "Journal of the Royal 

Geographical Society" Vol. XL 1870): “The natural boundary of Eastern 

Turkistan to the south is the main chain of the Karakorams; and the line 

extending along the east of this range, from the Muztagh to the 

Karakorams, and from the Karakoram to the Chang Chenmo passes may be 

definitely fixed in its geographical and political bearing as constituting the 

limit of the Maharajah of Kashmir's dominions to the north."The boundary 



line described by him between Eastern Turkistan (i.e. Sinkiang) and Ladakh 

basically conforms to the traditional customary line maintained by China.  

Colonel R. C. F. Schomberg, a Briton who made repeated surveys in China's 

southern Sinkiang, stated on page 9 of his book Unknown Karakoram 

published in 1936 that "The Karakoram Mountains form he northern frontier 

of the present State of Kashmir. They stretch south-east from the tangle of 

great ranges where China, Russia, Afghanistan and the Indian Empire 

meet, through parts of Baltistan and Ladakh to the confines of Tibet." It is 

particular worth pointing out that the northern boundary of Kashmir as 

described by Colonel Schomberg starts from the junction where it meets 

with China, Russia and Afghanistan up to the junction of Sinkiang with Tibet 

runs in a south-easterly direction throughout and consistently allows the 

Karakoram mountains and does not turn north-east, after passing through 

the Karakoram Pass, jump to the Kuen Lun mountains and then turn south-

west, as the current Indian maps show it. The description given by Colonel 

Schomberg conforms to the traditional customary line maintained by China.  

On page 121 of the Principal Mountain Ranges of Asia, which forms part II 

of A Sketch of the Geography and Geology of the Himalaya Mountains and 

Tibet written in 1933 by Colonel S.G. Burrard, Superintendent, Great 

Trigonometrical Surveys, and H. H. Hayden, Superintendent, Geological 

Survey of India, it is stated "The Survey has never been able to survey the 

eastern limits of the Depsang basin beyond the Ladakh border." As is well-

known, the Depsang basin is east of Karakoram Pass and the Chinese 

alignment cuts across this basin, and the eastern limits of this basin are 

within Sinkiang. The above quotation substantiates the Chinese alignment.  

From the above-mentioned and some other reports and accounts by 

"travellers", one can also find proof of the fact that the area to the east of 

the traditional customary line pointed out by the Chinese side has always 

been a place where Chinese border people have lived and moved about.  



For example, in Lieut. Hayward's above-mentioned book Journey from Leh 

to Yarkand and Kashgar, and Exploration of the Sources of the Yarkand 

River published in 1870, in criticizing British travellers arbitrarily changing 

the boundary lines on maps, he stated "The boundary line is given on the 

latest map of Turkistan as extending up to Kathaitum, in the Kilian Valley 

(this valley is in the Kuen Lun region and within Chinese territory); but not 

only this valley, but the valleys of the Yaikand and Karakash rivers are 

frequented by Kirghiz, who all pay tribute to the ruler of Turkistan".  

Again, for example, Godwin-Austen recorded that when he went on an 

exploration in the Pangong Lake area in 1863, his guides told him that "the 

country on beyond was grazed over by a nomad tribe, called Kirghis these 

are the people who wander over the plains thence to Ilchi (i.e., Hotien), 

and into a terra incognita on the east". (Vol 37 of the "Journal of the Royal 

Geographical Society" in 1867). His description proves that Kirghiz people 

even crossed the Aksai Chin area to carry out activities in the vicinity of 

Pangong Lake.  

 

(2) The Basis in Tradition and Custom of the boundary between the Ari 

District of Tibet and Ladakh.  

The places disputed by the Indian side east of the boundary between the 

Ari district of Tibet and Ladakh as pointed out by the Chinese side have 

always belonged to An of China's Tibet, and are places where the Tibetan 

people of China have lived and moved about for generations. Apart from 

Parigas-a very small area which has been invaded and occupied by India in 

recent years-the remaining areas have always been under the control of the 

Chinese Government and are under the administrative jurisdiction of Rudok 

Dzong of the Tibetan Autonomous Region of China.  

 



1. In the past century or two, there have been quite clear accounts in 

China's official annals and documents of the location of this sketch of the 

traditional customary line. For example, an authoritative Chinese official 

annal the "Huang-Chao Hsu Wen Hsien Tung.Kao" in Vol. 330 made it clear 

that this stretch of the traditional customary line of Tibet touches the 

Karakoram mountains in the north. It states that Tibet "reaches up to the 

Karakoram mountains in the northwest, touching Hotien of Sinkiang". 

With regards to the stretch of the boundary in the Spanggur area, 

document of the Kasha to the Garpon of Ari dated the 17th day of the first 

month of the Wood Bull Year of the Tibetan calendar (1865) records that 

the boundary lies at the Naga of Mordo to the west of the Spanggur Lake. 

The document states: "Chushul is very close to the Naga of Mordo of Rudok 

Dzong". 

 

2. The Indian side tried hard to prove that the Demchok area belongs to 

Ladakh. But much evidence in tradition and custom, can be cited to prove 

that it has always indisputably belonged to Tibet. 

The papers of mediation drawn up by Living Buddha Ka-To Re-Jung n 1753 

after mediating a dispute within the Ladakh court records that the boundary 

of Demchok is at Lari Karpo to the west of it. This document states: "I 

arrived on the 10th day of the second half of this month (7th month of the 

Water Male Monkey Year) at the sacred place of the Guru-Lari Karpo of 

Demchok-which is the boundary of the King of Tibet with the King of 

Ladakh". The ‘Guru’ referred to here is a term of respect for the Dalai 

Lama, and ‘the sacred place of the Guru’ means a territory of the Dalai 

Lama, it can thus be seen that Demchok is definitely within Tibetan 

territory. 

In addition to the above-mentioned documents, headmen in Ladakh had as 

far back as 100 years ago also admitted that Demchok belonged to Tibet 



and that the boundary Jay at Lari Karpo west of Demchok, that is to say, 

where the traditional customary line as pointed out by the ChiD.ese side 

lies. In a covenant concluded between them and Demchok's headman in 

the Earth Sheep Year of the Tibetan calendar (1859), it is stated: 

"Demchok Lari Karpo and the waters, grass and sheep enclosures, etc. in 

this valley belonged to the Tibet Government in the past and naturally will 

still belong to the (Tibet) Government in the future." It can be seen from 

this that the boundary line in the Demchok area is at Lari Karpo west of 

Demchok, and not along the so-called "Lari stream" as claimed by the 

Indian side.  

The fact that the Demchok area is within Chinese territory can be proved 

even by some authoritative British material. Tibet, a book written under the 

direction of the Historical Section of the British Foreign Office in 1920 states 

on page 4 that "The frontier crosses the Indus about 25 miles below 

Demchok (330 north)". This just coincides with the location of the 

alignment maintained by China showing Demchok which is on the upper 

reaches as within Chinese territory. Charles Bell who served as British 

Political Officer in Tibet, Bhutan and Sikkim, expressed agreement also to 

this statement on page 7 of his book Tibet: Past and Present of 1924, and 

indicated in the attached map that Demchok: is within Chinese territory. 

Similarly, Alexander Cunningham and Henry Strachey (who were members 

of a commission specially sent by the British Government to survey the 

boundary between Ladakh and Tibet) also admitted in their book and maps 

that Demchok is within Tibet. (See page 18 of Cunningham's Ladak from 

the attached map and Strachey's map of Ladakh drawn up in 1851). 

Incidentally it might also be mentioned that the "Map of Central Asien" 

(1880) compiled by Joseph Chavanne handed over by the Indian side also 

shows Demchok as within Chinese territory. 

 



3. The places east of the above-mentioned stretch of the traditional 

customary line have always been where Tibetan people of China  

 

B. Concerning the Middle Sector 

The areas of Chuva, Chuje, west of Shipki Pass, Sang, Tsungsha, Puling-

Sumdo, Wuje, Sangcha and Lapthal which are east and north of the 

tradition al customary line in the middle sector, have always belonged to 

China. They were long under the jurisdiction of the local government of the 

Tibet region of China and are places where Chinese border people have 

lived and moved about. Historical documents for centuries have clear 

stipulations and records regarding this. Even some official British and 

Indian accounts and maps also cannot but admit that these places belong 

ta China. Except for Sang and Tsungsha which were invaded and occupied 

by Britain earlier, these places were all occupied or intruded into by India 

only after the signing of the 1954 Sino-Indian Agreement. 

 

1- Chuva and Chuje 

As far back as in the middle of the 17th century, the area of Chuva and 

Chuje was stipulated by the 5th Dalai Lama as territory under to the 

administration of Tashigong Gyupa Tsatsang. In the land-conferring 

document issued by the 5th Dalai Lama in 1665 and re-issued by the 7th 

Dalai Lama.in 1737 to Tashigong Gyupa Tsatsang it stipulated: "Being 

bases for raising funds for religious expenses, the Gzhigkha Pargyo, Chuva, 

Mtsoreb, Dkorkhres, etc. conferred to Tashigong Gyupa Tsatsang upon it~ 

founding, need not pay taxes or render corvees other than those- to 

Tsatsang."(Note: Chuje is a village under the administration of Mtsoreb.) 

Tashigong Gyupa Tsatsang has always administered this place and levied 

taxes and received corvee until 1958 when this administration could not but 

the broken off due to Indian occupation of this area. 



That the Chuva and Chuje are a belongs ta Tibet can also be proved by a 

case in 1821 in which the Tibet local authorities forbade Gerard, a Briton, to 

enter this area to conduct surveys when he tried to do so. The Historical 

Records of the Survey of India (1815-1830), collected and compiled by 

Colonel Phillimore and published by order of the Surveyor General of India 

in 1954, records that Gerard "worked north to Shipki, where he received a 

letter from Gorpan forbidding him to proceed east. He crossed to the north 

bank, went up the Spiti to Hs junction with the Parati, and was again turned 

back by messengers who were friendly but firm" (Vol. III, page 41). Just as 

described by the Chinese side under the First Item, the junction of the Spiti 

River and the Pare River is where the Chinese traditional customary line in 

the Chuva, Chuje area passes. 

 

(2) The Area West of Shipki Pass 

In the vicinity of Shipki Pass, the traditional customary line is at the 

Hupsang Khud which is west of this pass. The pastures between the 

Hupsang Khud and the pass have always belonged to China's Shipki village 

and had been places where the villagers of Shipki village had constantly 

pastured and mowed grass, before being occupied by India in 1957. In the 

part relevant to Shipki village in the avowal of 1930 of the various districts 

of Tsaparang Dzong concerning the boundary, it is stated: "The boundary 

between the people of Shipki and the frontier people of the Kulu in the west 

follows the crest of the Kularatsi beyond Shipki from the north up to Tso 

Kam (dried lake), then along the ridge from the crest of Pashagangri to 

Dongtogtog; the area between the Hupsang Khud and the Siangchuan River 

indisputably belongs to the (Tibetan) Government." 

 

(3) The Area of Sang, Tsungsha and Puling-Sumdo 



The British began encroachment upon the Sang and Tsungsha area in 1919 

in an attempt to change the location of the boundary and carried out 

various kinds of coercion against the local people. Even under such 

circumstances, the local inhabitants still considered themselves Chinese 

nationals and made repeated avowals to the Tibet local government 

ensuring that they would be loyal to China's Tibet local government and 

continue to defend the borders. For instance, in the avowal of the 

inhabitants of Sang and Tsungsha in 1921 in Tsaparang, it is stated: “The 

fact that Sang and Tsungsha which belong to Tsaparang Dzong have in the 

past and up to today always paid tax and rendered corvee to the 

government is clear, and the lands, real estate, mountains and rivers all 

belong to the latter. The people of Tsungsha are further under instructions 

to guard the frontiers. …What is to be done first of all in the future is to 

ensure that the area above the stone pillar at Gungoong bridge is not lost 

to foreigners and that the 72 pieces of foreign currency and two bears' gall 

will be presented to the government before the 15th day of the 9th month 

without any procrastination. If the King of Tehri should again engage in 

vicious acts of forcing corvee from the people and trampling on their lands, 

the situation will be immediately reported to the Dzongpen." Again for 

example in the avowal of the inhabitants of Sang and Tsungsha to 

Tsaparang Dzong in 1927, it is stated: "The government subjects in the 

area north of the Gungoong Bridge stone pillar which is the western 

boundary of Guge Tsaparang Dzong, that is the lands and people of 

Tsungsha and Sang, have for thousands of years indisputably been an 

inseparable part under the Tibetan government. …What is particularly 

important is that the waters, pastures, woods, stones, usable land, and 

people in the area north of the Gungoong Bridge some pillar, which belongs 

to the government, should be protected and not be encroached upon or 

invaded by foreigners." 



the avowal also ensured that the yearly taxes and corvee would be 

rendered as stipulated in the tax register and that they absolutely would 

not go back on their word, etc. 

In the beginning of the 19th century, the British attempted to send persons 

to go into the Sang and Tsungsha area but were stopped by the Tibetans. 

In 1818 the Briton Herbert tried to survey the sources of the Jadhganga 

River but did not realize his goal. In his report on his journey on September 

11, 1818, Herbert said: "Crossing Chippila ghat about 800 feet above the 

river, the path then descends to cross the river by the Dadhe Sangar. This 

the Thibetans affect to consider the boundary, and conceive the crossing of 

it by a European to be an event of some moment. The people of Nilang are 

ordered to watch it and to report instantly any circumstances of this kind." 

On September 13 he arrived at Tsungsha. Ris report went on ta say that 

then "not only did they (the villagers of Tsungsha) give me to understand 

that they considered my going any further quite out of the question, but 

also that l should pledge myself that no European would ever again visit 

Neilang (i.e. Tsungsha) …I assured them that such an event was very 

unlikely again to occur." (See Vol. III, p. 36 of Historical Records, Survey of 

India). This account shows that at that time the boundary was at a point on 

the Jadhganga River, which is still two-days distance south from Tsungsha. 

The boundary shown on the map inset between pp. 30-31 of the above-

mentioned Historical Records, Survey of India (Vol. III) is also far to the 

south-west of Tsungsha. 

Official British and Indian maps and documents etc. have also proved that 

the Sang and Tsungsha area belongs to China. In the maps "India" 

published by the Survey of India in 1880, 1881, 1889 and. 1900 the Sang 

and Tsungsha area is shown clearly as within Chinese territory. Even up to 

1920 after Britain deliberately annexed Sang and Tsungsha, it still dared 

not declare the entire river valley i.e. the entire area south of the 



watershed alignment claimed by the Indian side, is the territory of British 

India. In the part concerning the Sang and Tsungsha area on pp. 50-51 of 

Tibet, a handbook prepared in that year under the direction of the Historical 

Section of the British Foreign Office, it still could not but say in a reluctant 

manner that "The frontier in this region is imperfectly delined, but it would 

appear that the upper portion of the valley above Lilang (Nilang) lies in 

Tibet". In the negotiations concerning the Sang and Tsungsha area between 

Britain and the Tibet local authorities from 1920 to 1935 although Britain 

tried hard to argue for its occupation of these places, it could not but admit 

a portion of the facts. In his proposal for drawing the boundary, contained 

in his letter and the attached map dated the fifth day of the second month 

of the Tibetan calendar in 1928 to the Tibet local authorities, Col. F. M. 

Bailey, Political Officer of Britain to Sikkim, admitted willinb11less to return 

to China the area north of Tsungsha up to Tsang Chok La Pass. Britain's 

attempt was obviously to try to maintain its occupation of the remaining 

area by returning a portion of it. But as this proposal still did not conform to 

the location of the tradition al customary line, the Tibetan authorities did 

not agree and the negotiations were without result. 

The Chinese side has pointed out again and again that Puling Sumdo is a 

traditional trade market belonging to the Tsaparang Dzong area of Tibet 

and is one of the ten places which the Chinese Government agreed to open 

as markets for trade in the Ari district of Tibet as specified in Article II, 

Section 2 of the Sino-Indian Agreement of 1954. The above-mentioned 

maps "India" published by the Survey of India in 1880, 1881, 1889 and 

1900, clearly show Puling Sumdo within Chinese territory, and its location is 

precisely that of the Pulamsumda as named and drawn into Indian territory 

in the later Indian maps. It can also be seen from these maps that Puling 

Sumdo is not Poling as asserted by the Indian side and that they are two 



different places. Puling-Sumdo was invaded and occupied by India soon 

after the signing of the 1954 Sino-Indian Agreement. 

 

(4) Wuje, Sangcha and Lapthal 

Both in the land-deed conferred by P’olha in 1729 and the land deed 

sanctioned by the 7th Dalai Lama in 1737, it is recorded that the above-

mentioned places are within Daba Dzong. The two documents have the 

following clear stipulation: "The taxes and corvee from the Tibetans and 

Monbas along the mountain routes in Niti, Jo Nam and Shawo should be as 

in the past and not changed. …The boundaries of Daba shan be as noted in 

the deed drawing the boundaries: To the east including Darampalomaila, to 

the south including Dichutse, Lopo and Wuje and to the north including 

Gyonaglingwa, Shapogang and Trugguyuja. All this well-known and without 

any doubt." These two documents thus not only show that Wuje is within 

the boundaries of Daba Dzong, but that the Sangcha and Lapthal area 

which is north of Jo Nam is also within Daba Dzong.  

Daba Dzong sent people yearly to guard the mountains at Wuje. In 1941, 

the inhabitants of the Tung Po region of Daba Dzong also rented the 

pastures in the Sangcha and Lapthal area to inhabitants of the 

neighbouring Chunglung region and received annual rent. For a long time, 

Daba Dzong continually sent people to Niti, Jo Nam, etc. south of Wuje, 

Sangcha and Lapthal to Inspect the persons arid cattle going to enter Tibet: 

In the book Kailas -Manasarovar written by the Indian Swami 

Pranavananda, F.RG.S., published in 1949, we can also find basis for the 

fact that Wuje belongs to Tibet. On pp. 154-155 of this book, in listing the 

fifth and sixth routes, it is clearly indicated that in going from India to 

Tibet, the Indian boundary is first to be crossed before arriving at Wuje. 

This indisputably proves that Wuje is north of the tradition al customary 

line. 



Lieutenant Strachey, who was sent by Britain to make surveys along the 

Tibetan border, admitted in his article "Note on the Construction of the Map 

of the British Himalayan Frontier in Kumaon and Garhwal" that the Sangcha 

and Lapthal area belongs to Tibet (see Part I of Vol. XVII of 1848 "Journal 

of the Asiatic Society of Bengal"). But in the map he drew up, he purposely 

changed the location of the traditional customary boundary line and pushed 

the boundary to the watershed north of this area. He said in this article: "It 

will be observed in this quarter that 1 have made the British frontier include 

a good deal of ground unexplored and omitted by the surveyors: the valley 

of Laptel being so much more open and accessible to Gnari than to Jwar or 

to Painkanda, it seemed questionable whether it did not belong to Lhasa, 

but I have allowed its place in the boundary map to be decided by the flow 

of its water into Painkanda, so as to advance the British frontier to the crest 

of the Balch mountains and the low pass into Shelshel." This account shows 

nakedly how British officials and "explorers" arbitrarily changed the Sino-

Indian traditional customary line and drew Chinese territory into India. 

Nain Singh, who was sent by The Survey of India to enter into Chinese 

territory to make surveys, admitted he was questioned by Chinese frontier 

guards when he arrived at the Lapthal area on June 26, 1866. His diary of 

the Ume states: "26th-Arrived at Lapthal camp. Here I saw four Bhotia 

soldiers, who were sent there to stop the progress of Major Brereton. They 

questioned me as to who I was, where I had come from and whither I was 

going; my answer to them was that I had come from Niti, knowing this 

would Dot excite suspicion. This village is on the extreme border of the 

Lhasa territory." (Published in 1915 in the Records of the Survey of India 

prepared under the direction of the Surveyor General of India, Vol. 

VIII, p. 24). 

In accordance with the above-cited Chinese and foreign historical facts and 

materials in tradition and custom, it is not difficult to arrive at the following 



conclusion: The areas in dispute in the middle sector of the Sino-Indian 

boundary are undeniably Chinese territory and the traditional customary 

line pointed out by China is well-founded. 

 

C. Concerning the Eastern Sector 

The area north of the eastern sector of the traditional customary line 

pointed out by the Chinese side has long been a part of China's Tibet. In 

1914, Britain illegally drew a so-called McMahon Line within Chinese 

territory north of the traditional customary line.  

Later on, British troops and personnel gradually moved into Chinese 

Territory north of the traditional customary line. In 1951, around the time 

the peaceful liberation of the Tibet region of China, Indian troops and 

personnel further pressed forward in force into the area south of the so-

called McMahon Line. It was only then that Chinese administration was 

forced to withdraw completely from the area north of the traditional 

customary line up to the so-called McMahon Line.  

The Chinese side is in possession of a large amount of historical documents, 

official and unofficial accounts, maps and other evidences which prove that 

the area south of the so-called McMahon Line has always belonged to China 

and that the Chinese alignment is fully based on tradition and custom.  

The area between the traditional customary line and the so-called McMahon 

Line is divided into three parts: Monyul, Layul and Lower Tsayul.  

 

(1) Concerning the Monyul Area  

1. During the time of the Second Dalai Lama, the Monyul area had 

inseparable relations with Tibet. In the middle of the 17th century, when 

the Fifth Dalai Lama established the rule of the yul area to establish their 

rule there. After 20 years, the rule Lama, Elodro Jatso and Tsona official 

Namka Drukdra to the Monyul area to establish their rule there. After some 



20 years, the rule established by the Tibet local authorities in Monyul 

became quite perfect.  

These facts can be clearly seen from the mandate issued by the Fifth Dalai 

Lama to Mera Lama in 1680:  

"Hark all ye nations of the world, big and small areas of the snow abode of 

Tibet and Great Tibet, the sacred land of India, the places east and west, 

above and below the Mon area in the south, Kagar, Kanga and Kakra of 

Lopa and so on, all the monasteries, villages, Dzongpens, officers, civilian 

and military chiefs, headmen and common subjects bathing in the sun: 

"As was the case from the days of Dalai Lama Getanjatso on and in the 

period of Pahudungpachosja, when the rule was handed down from uncle to 

nephew, the eastern part of the Mon area was exclusively inhabited by 

followers of the Yellow Sect. Particularly when households were established 

in the Mon area by order of the patron and about, the following instructions 

were given: If the orders can be carried through not by the Use of force, 

but by a skilful way to be worked out by the layman Namka Drukdra and 

Mera Lama, not only can the patron's estates of the monastery and sub-

monasteries of Mera Lama below Nyensam and above Dgrahlingjamatams 

and Ali be secured, but some more monasteries can be built and monk 

services exacted in the places east and west, above and below the Mon 

area; offering grain about 10 Dzes each in summer in view of faith and 

autumn, to be paid by each household where the order reaches, shall be 

collected: the contribution for the service they given to the local monks as 

a reward do for the living and the dead shall be acquired and transportation 

Ula be exacted from those in view of faith in the area below Tsona. When 

pledge has thus been obtained, peaceful means has been faithfully applied 

to carry monks so that through the order together areas including Mago 

and with the local Timbu in the east, upto Kure to the have all been brought 

west and all parts into the territory above Daonsam of the Deba of Tibet, 



and great meritorious service has been made… Since Fire Monkey Year, all 

monks and laymen, including the local monks, not caring for their personal 

security whole-heartedly and actively maintained the religious cause for 

about 25 year thus bringing under our rule the remaining parts of the Mon 

area of the Nyanshang Chu valley such as Lachen tso Sum, Dagspa tso 

Lnya, Bamonushi in the east, Rongmdosum, etc. which were not yet under 

our rule and the Loyuls etc…"  

The place mentioned in this mandate are all to the south of the so-called 

McMahon Line. For example, Mago and Timbu are in the Tawang river 

basin, Dagspa Tso Lnya, later known as Dagspa Tso.  

Gye is in the western and south-western part of Tawang, and Bamonushi is 

in the vicinity of Senge Dzong and Dirang Dzong. Besides, this document 

also proves that from the very beginning, the local authorities of the Tibet 

area in the form of the region established their rule in the Monyul 

combination of the political and religious authority, political authority and 

religious authority being inseparable.  

At the time of the Fifth Dalai Lama, the local authorities of the Tibet region, 

through Mera Lama, also expanded the famous Tawang monastery and 

renaming it "Hgadan Rnamjallha Dzewa" and registering it in the "Dgondeb" 

(i.e. register of monasteries) of the "Yigtsang" of Tibet and gave the 

monastery definite administrative and religious' powers, such as appointing 

lower-ranking officials, levying taxes, implementing the "monk service" 

system (i.e. "Drekral" etc. or offering the second among three sons to serve 

as lama), etc,. 

The facts noted in the above-mentioned mandate of the Fifth Dalai Lama 

were reiterated in the mandate of the Seventh Dalai Lama issued to the 

Tawang monastery in 1725. It also particularly pointed out: ''This 

monastery is responsible for guarding our frontiers and cannot be 

compared with other monasteries, therefore this mandate is conferred."  



2. The fact that the entire Monyul area has always been under the rule of 

the local authorities of the Tibet region can further be proved by such 

documents as the letters of assurance and avowals of the local officials and 

people of different periods. These documents show that they have always 

been loyal to the local authorities of the Tibet region and determined to 

safeguard the borders against foreign encroachment. The following 

documents are now brought forward as evidences:  

(i) In a letter of assurance handed over to the Tibet local authorities in 

1853, the officials and headmen of the Monyul area undertook that 

sovereignty over frontier territories would not be lost.  

The chief contents of this letter of assurance are as follows:  

"We, the undersigned who have affixed our seals voluntarily guarantee that 

we will never waver in our loyalty in this letter of assurance drawn up in 

three copies. As noted in paragraph 5 of the 7 paragraphs of the 

proclamation, when the lands and people of Khoirabari were occupied by 

foreigners, it was specified that land rent of 5,000 rupees is to be given 

each year. In the future, the following situation must not happen again 

even in the least: those who go to collect the rent, without considering the 

interests involved but only concerned in receiving the money, conclude or 

agree to illegal documents and be manipulated by the other side so that our 

sovereignty over the frontier territories is lost, thereby creating disputes 

and disturbances and adding trouble for our Han and Tibetan superiors. 

They should be very careful and prudent. We, of the Tawang monastery, 

and the Babu and headmen of the borders pledge this."  

Those who signed their names and affixed their seals to the above 

document were the abbot and other responsible personnel of Tawang 

monastery, the Dzongpen of Taklung Dzong and the Babu and headmen of 

Bomkhar, Bedzaling, Dindze, Shibon, Kalaktang, Donkog, and Murshing in 

the vicinity of Taklung Dzong. The "land of Khoirabari" mentioned in this 



document refer, particularly to the area of Udalguri south of the traditional 

customary line. From the above quoted document, it can be seen that the 

area of Monyul had even extended south of the traditional customary line 

as maintained by the Chinese side. Although the British had at the time 

concluded with the Monbas an agreement of a mutual non-aggression 

nature and undertook the obligation of paying the Monbas 5,000 rupees per 

year, they always harboured ambitions towards the Monyul area.  

The Monbas could not but heighten their vigilance against this.  

They before, assured the local authorities of the Tibet region that they 

would absolutely not conclude any illegal documents to meet the desire of 

Britain and to the detriment of the sovereignty and territorial integrity of 

the Tibet region. Taklung Dzong and the places in its vicinity mentioned in 

this document a.re all in the southern part of the Monyul area close to the 

traditional customary line as maintained by the Chinese side. This shows 

that the headmen and inhabitants of this area were all very clear that they 

were Chinese people and loyal to the local government of China's Tibet 

region.  

 

(ii) In 1865, when the inhabitants of Khoirahari in the vicinity of the 

traditional customary line as maintained by the Chinese side, were faced 

with the direct threat of British aggression, they assured the local 

authorities of the Tibet region: "Although this is an epoch of foreigners, we 

will never forsake the promises made by our fore-fathers and, whether in 

internal or external matters, will never fail in our relationship of lord and 

vassal. Under whatever circumstances, we, old and young, noble and 

vulgar, alike will remain loyal and never be discouraged in the least."  

This document proves that the inhabitants of Khoirabari pledged their 

allegiance to the local authorities of the Tibet region of China.  



It must be made clear that the extent of "Khoirabari" mentioned here is 

slightly different from that of the "lands of Khoirabari" occupied by 

foreigners, mentioned in the above document, referred particularly to that 

part of Khoirahari south of the traditional customary line, that is, the area 

of Udalguri; whereas the "Khoirabarit mentioned in the document here no 

longer included Udalguri, because although at that time rents were still 

collected by Tibet from Udalguri, it was already occupied by Britain. 

 

(iii) In 1940 when Tsona Dzong, in accordance with the instructions of the 

local authorities of the Tibet region, ordered the entire Monyul area to 

submit “kang" of households and records of the households which render 

corvee, the headmen and representatives of various places of Monyul, after 

submitting the records on instructions, guaranteed in an avowal that thei1' 

reports were correct. The headmen and representatives who signed this 

avowal still included those from Taklung Dzong, Kalaktang, Bedzaling, 

Murshing, Donkog, Dindze, etc. in the southern part of the Monyul area.  

 

3. The fact that the Monyul area belongs to China's Tibet can also be 

proved by the report of the officials of the Tibet local government on their 

inspection of the borders.  

In 1942, the local government of the Tibet region ordered Tsona Dzong to 

make an inspection tour of the borders. The accounts written by the 

officials sent by that Dzong after their inspection of the borders in the next 

year stated:  

"The record of the inspection of the geographical conditions made by 

representatives of the Tawang Drudrel, two Dzongpens of Taklung Dzong 

and representatives of the inhabitants of Donkog and Mursing after their 

inspection of the various places is as follows:  



"The area from Amra Tala of Tibet to Posale, Lhasding, and the Jomochu 

River in the south, is a vast uninhabited forest and within two miles of the 

above-mentioned three places are all our territory. In Water Monkey Year 

(1932), the British set up a: camp about a mile south of the Jomochu in our 

territory. Eleven years have since passed. About 9 miles south of Jomochu 

river, we reached the trade mart Udalguri which is one of those placesfrom 

which Tibet receives land rent. Another 14 miles away is Kubiale, also one 

of those places where we receive land rent… 

This document shows that at the time the boundary was still to the south of 

Amra Tala, and Amra Tala is close to the Chinese boundary line. This 

basically conforms traditional customary boundary line pointed out by 

China.  

 

(2) Concerning the Loyul Area 

The Loyul area was long ago a part of Tibet. It was originally under the 

administration of the Pome area, and then put under the administration of 

Pemakoe under the Sela Monastery. Besides quite some Tibetans, most of 

the inhabitants of the area are Lopas. Important document such as the 

mandates issued by the local authorities of the Tibet region since the 17th 

century covered the Loyul area in their mandate. The mandate of 1680 of 

the Fifth Dalai Lama referred to above in an example. 

In 1914, the local authorities of the Tibet region sent Living Buddha Kuru to 

inspect the Loyul area. In his report of the liiam8 year to the local 

government of the Tibet region, he said that at th. time he pointed out the 

following to the British personnel who had intruded into the Loyul area for 

exploration (although at that time Britain already began Hs attempt to 

occupy this area, it was then still limited to sending individual persons to 

intrude into the area to carry out illegal activities.): "Before Assam in India 

was incorporated into Britain in the past, the (Tibetan) government's 



documents already had accounts about Lokar, Lonag and Lokhra,and later 

there were avowals to abide by the law." The Lokar, Lona. and Lokhar 

mentioned here refer to Loyul. His report confirms that the Loyul area has 

always belonged to Tibet. 

In 1921, the local authorities of the Tibet region further sent 

Gonposodnam, general officer in charge of commerce in Pemakoe, to make 

another inspection tour in the Loyul area. In his report to the Tibet local 

authorities, he recorded the route to India along the Tsangpo River through 

the Loyul area, and made it clear that the boundary was at Pasighat, in the 

vicinity of the traditional customary line as maintained by the Chinese side. 

He said in his report: "Along the right bank of the Tsangpo River to India, 

there are the following 22 stages: Medog, Rora, Yorthang, Nyatsong, 

Sdetong, Shirong, Geling, Korbo, Duding, Spangmgo. Moshing, Bomdo, 

Rangshing, Karko, Spankhang, Kana, Palling, Yegches, Kebang, Rongdum 

and Renggeng untit one arrives at Pagle of India." 

The places mentioned here, from Geling downwards, are an to the south of 

the so-called McMahon Line, while Rongdum and Renggeng are in Uie 

viclnity of Pasighat. This shows that the boundary then was in the area of 

Pasighat and this is in conformity with the traditional customary line 

maintained by China. 

In 1927, the prince of the Pome area rebelled and the local authorities of 

the Tibet region sent troops to quell the rebellion, dispatching Tibetan 

Officer Phuntso and Dzongpen Norbu Dongrub southward along the 

Tsangpo River by two routes in pursuit, up to Padam not far from the north 

of Pasighat close to the Chinese boundary. After this, the local authorities of 

the Tibet region set up a Dzong at Ddesdong and made the area north of 

the Sirapateng River and south of Kepang La, which is south of the so-

called McMahon Line, Tso No. 5 of this Dzong. with the name of the 



Dangam Tso. Althougb no sepaxate Tso wu set up south of the Dangam 

Tso, organization such as the Shodpon were set up there. 

Around 1945, the British came northward along the Tsangpo river and 

intruded to the vicinity of Karko north of the traditional customary 

boundary as maintained by the Chinese side. In the report of the Sera 

Monastery, which was then in charge of the affairs of Pemakoe, to the local 

authorities of the Tibet region, it was stated: "The Lonag-same-karko 

village (i.e. Karko village of the lower -area of Lonag) in the five Tso six 

monastery area of Pemakoe is territory of the Tibet government. Every year 

the government collects government taxes from this area to the amount of 

1,500 Dzamka." This report also said that Britain was gradually expanding 

in the direction of Karko. Regarding this, the local authorities of the Tibet 

region in 1946 ordered the Dzongpen of Pemakoe to continue to collect 

taxes so far as possible from this area as before. In the directive issued by 

the local authorities of the Tibet region to the Dzongpen or Pemakoe in 

1947, it was reiterated: "It is learnt that last year and this year British 

officers and men came to the area between Karko of the lower area of 

Lonag and the Shi chu River as well as the villages and the northern and 

southern banks of the rivers of Dangam Tso, and occupied the aoove-

mention9d land and held the inhabitants as their own. Regarding this, 

directives were issued last year. It is entirely wrong for the British to 

attempt to occupy as their own territory which indisputably belongs to Tibet 

and not to Britain." At that time officials of the Tibet region also made 

repeated representations with the British, and in 1947 when the local 

authorities of the Tibet region cabled the Indian Government demanding 

the return of Chinese territory in the Tibet region, they also mentioned the 

Loyul area. 

The above-mentioned documents indisputably demonstrate that the 

traditional customary line in the Loyol area is far to the south of the so-



called McMahon Line, and that it has been violated only in recent years 

through gradual encroachment by Britain. 

 

(3) Concerning the Lower Tsayul Area 

The Lower Tsayul area originally belonged to the Sangngachos Dzong of 

China's Chamdo Area. In the mandate given by the Dalai Lama to the 

Sangngachos Dzong in 1896, it was clearly stated that there were the 

places of Upper and Lower Tsayul in the area under the administration of 

Sangngachos Dzong. 

In 1910, Chao Erh-feng, Minister of the Ching court in charge of Border 

Affairs in Szechuan and Sikang, set up commissioners at Sangngachos and 

Tsayul and dispatched Cheng Feng-hsiang, Tuall Peng-jui and others to 

make a tour of inspection of the Lower Tsayul axea and guard against 

British intrusion. In his report to Chao Erh-feng in 1911, Cheng Feng-hsiang 

stated, "The dividing line between Tsayul and Lo Lo is along a stream at 

Yapichulung at the third stage to the southeast. The British are still farther 

away beyond Adzara. The name of the place is not known." Again, in his 

book Kamu Hsi Nan Chih Lueh he stated, "Lower Tsayul is between two 

rivers which join. At the fourth stage downstream there is the Yapichulung 

stream, which comes to join the river from the northwest. The area 

southeast of the stream belongs to Lo Lo." Besides, in the Ke Mai Hsien (i.e. 

Sangngachos Dzong) Tu Chih, it is also noted that Tuan Peng-jui and others 

at the Ume surveyed the area up to Yapichulung in the south, making a 

census and compiling records and a report. This book quoted Tuan Peng-

jui's report as saying then "On the western bank of Lower Tsayul there are 

10 households at Sungkung, 7 households at Sama and one household at 

Waloon…" Waaloon is Walong. As is well known, Walong is a rather famous 

village in the Lower Tsayul area. It can clearly be seen from the above-

mentioned documents that the areas of Walong, Yapichulung, etc. are aIl to 



the north of the traditional customary line as maintained by the Chinese 

side. It can be seen that the boundary line at that time is in conformity with 

the tradition al customary line maintained by China. After the Revolution of 

1911, this area was still under the administration of Sangngachos Dzong. It 

was not until around 1944 that it was invaded by Britain. 

The traditional customary line pointed out by the Chinese side besides 

being conclusively proved by the above-mentioned facts and evidence, can 

also find strong evidence in authoritative maps published by China and 

India. Chinese maps have always shown the boundary line along the 

southern foot of the Himalayas. It is need less to cite any examples. The 

following official Chinese maps are inefficient as proof: 

(i) The 2,000,000: 1 "Chungkuo Yu Tu" published in 1918 by the 

Cartographic Bureau of the Headquarters of the General Staff of the 

Chinese Government. 

(ii) The 1,000,000: 1 "Chungkuo Yu Tu" published in 1948 by the Bureau of 

Survey of the Ministry of Defence of the Chinese Government. 

 

Since the 19th century and up to around 1937, the delineation of this 

sector of the boundary on official maps published by the Survey of India 

was basically identical with that of Chinese maps, that m, showing the 

whole of the area of Monyul, Loyul and Lower Tsayul within Chinese 

territory, and no Sino-Indian boundary whatsoever approximating the so-

called McMahon Line. For example, the following five official Indian maps 

verify the above-mentioned statement of the Chinese side. They are: (1) 

The 1865 map of India; (2) The 1889 map of India; (3) The 1903 "District 

Map of India"; (4) The 1917 map of "Tibet and Adjacent Countries"; (5) The 

1938 map of "Tibet and Adjacent Countries.'" 

It is known to all that the Survey of India is an official organ of India. The 

boundary line marked on the above-mentioned maps cannot but be said to 



represent most authoritatively India's view of the traditional customary 

boundary. The so-called McMahon Line first appeared on Indian maps 

around 1937. But up to 1952, this illegal line had only been marked as 

boundary undefined. From 1954 onwards, the marking for this “boundary 

undefined" was suddenly changed to the marking for delimited boundary. 

The unilateral changes in the delineation of the eastern sector of the 

boundary on Indian maps around 1937 and up to recent years not only lack 

legal basis but obviously lack basis in tradition and custom or any other 

basis. 

Proof of the traditional customary line as pointed out by the Chinese side 

can be found even in the accounts and statements made by British officials 

in India and personnel sent by Britain to conduct exploration activities in 

the area of the eastern sector of the Sino-Indian boundary since the middle 

of the 19th century. Although these accounts and remarks generally reflect 

the British stand and policy, yet in face of facts, they cannot but in varying 

degrees admit that many places north of the traditional customary line 

maintained by China have always belonged to China. Without citing all of 

them, a few examples are given below: 

1. Nain Singh, who sneaked into China's Tibet to make secret surveys in 

1873-75 by order of the Survey of India, admitted that boundary between 

China and India lay between Amra Tala in the southern part of Monyul and 

Udalguri in India. According to the account of his surveys, coming from the 

north, "across it (Phutang La) and then ascend to Taklung, the summer 

residence of two Jongpon who spend the winter months at Khalak Tang, 

and Amra (or Amba) Tala, near the British frontier." .He continued to deal 

with his journey south of Amra Tala. In this account too, special mention 

was made of the location of the boundary between India and Tibet: "Read 

carried along the stream to its junction with the Sangti Chu; the two 

streams form the Dhansiri River, the Sangti River is crossed by a wooden 



bridge, near which is the frontier between British and Tibetan territory." 

(ed. Trotter: "Account of the Pandits' Journey in Great Tibet from Leh in 

Ladakh to Lhasa, and of His Return to India via Assam, "Journal of the 

Royal Geographical Society, Vol. XLVII). The account of Nain Singh dearly 

shows that near the wooden bridge on the Sangti River 'between Amra Tala 

and Udalguri lay "the frontier between British -and Tibetan territory," but 

not a line of any other mature. 

The attached map illustrating Nain Singh's journey complied by Trotter 

(published in the same journal) also shows that the "British ooundary" lies 

between Amra Tala and Udalguri south of 27° N. 'This account and the map 

further prove this section of the traditional 'customary line as maintained by 

the Chinese side. 

2. Lala, who entered China's Tibet area to carry out illegal surveys in 1875-

76 by order of the Survey of India, recorded that at the time in Tawang 

"there is a Tibetan regiment 500 strong, commanded by 3 officers who also 

exercise civil functions." "Narrative of the Route 'Survey of Explorer Lala, 

from Darjeeling to Shigatse, Tsetang, and "Tawang; and from Shigatse 

back to Darjeeling via Gyantse Dzong and Phari, 1875-76." (Records of the 

Survey of India, Vol. VIII, part 1). He also clearly admitted that 

Mantangong or Tawang was "an important Tibetan post." This shows 

extremely clear that Tawang has always belonged to Tibet. 

 

3. British geographer Kingdon Ward who went several times to the area of 

the eastern sector to conduct surreptitious survey activities admitted in his 

article "The Assam Himalayan: Travels in Balipara" published in 1938: 

"Monyul is in fact an outlying district of Tibet like the Chumbi valley. And 

Tawang is controlled by Tsona Dzong, an important but smaIl district 

headquarter east of Gyantse on the southern plateau of Tibet." (Journal of 

the Royal Central Asian Society, Vol. XXV). 



4. In the "Account of the Lower Tsang-po by the Mongolian Lama Serap 

Patso during 1856-68, compiled by Colonel Tanner, it is stated: "When the 

Mongolian Lama was at Pemako, ail the lands; from the Doshing (Pass) and 

Dehmu (Temo) La passes up to Dangam village were under the rule of 

Powa Kanam." (Records of the Survey of India, Vol. VUI, Part II, 1915). 

The Dangam village is in the vicinity of the junction of the Sirapateng River 

and the Tsangpo River. This at least also confirms that the area north of 

this place was within Tibet. 

5. In his speech entitled "The North-eastern frontier of India",. British 

surveyor officer Colonel Holdich said: "Eastward of the Dihang is the 

Dibong, which drains from north to south through an unexplored corner of 

Tibet." (Journal of the Royal Society of Arts, Vol. 90, 1912). The Dihang 

and the Dibong Rivers mentioned here are both to the south of the so-

called McMahon line and to the north of the traditional customary line 

maintained by China. The fact that Holdich termed it a "corner of Tibet" has 

testified that these places are a part of China's Tibet and not a part of 

India. 

According to the above large amount of facts and material, it can be seen 

clearly that the area of Monyul, Loyul and Lower Tsayul has in history 

always belonged to China, and that the traditional customary line set forth 

by the Chinese side is based on objective facts. 

 


