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COMMENTS ON TRADITION AND CUSTOM  

PART 1:  

COMMENTS ON THE POSITIVE STATEMENT OF THE INDIAN SIDE 

 

With reference to the basis of the alignment in tradition and custom, the 

evidences provided by the Indian side are all unofficial, informal and 

indirect ones. The Indian side holds that according to the agenda pattern 

governmental and official documents should De brought forward under Item 

III of the agenda, these documents are precluded under the portion of Item 

II concerning tradition and custom and only materials obtained from 

incidental and indirect sources can be brought up under this position of 

Item. II. This allegation of the Indian side is not consistent with the intent 

of the agenda pattern. It is not difficult to see that the agenda pattern only 

stipulates what is to be discussed under each Item, and does not specify 

materials from what sources should, and materials from what sources 

should not be brought up under each Item. Therefore, all the materials 

relevant to the contents of the Item concerned can be brought forward, 

whether official or unofficial, direct or indirect, and it goes without saying 

that the priority and emphasis should go to the official and direct materials 

which are obviously more authoritative. The deliberate evasion of official 

and direct materials by the Indian side precisely shows that either it is 

simply in no possession of these materials or it finds these materials too 

unfavourable to it. 

Failing to put forward official and direct materials, the Indian aide tried hard 

to argue for its unofficial and indirect materials by unduly exaggerating 

their role and alleging that the y were purely objective and of tremendous 

significance because they were mainly concerned with other things having a 

detached third person interest in. the boundary question generally free 

from influence of ulterior motives and intentional distortions. It is apparent 



at a glance that these allegations are wrong. Boundary matters are matters 

of major importance which involve the sovereignty and territory of a 

country, and only the country concerned can set forth fully its own 

standpoint, and only the country concerned is able and in a position to 

obtain an overall and detailed picture of the boundary through the exercise 

of administrative jurisdiction and through investigations and studies as well 

as surveys. Hence, it is only the official and direct materials which are the 

most authoritative. With regard to unofficial and indirect materials, they are 

inadequate to give all overall picture of the boundary; moreover, the 

authors concerned are not responsible for the correctness or incorrectness 

of the facts and views they set forth, and, therefore, they can in no way be 

compared with official and direct materials in authority and importance. As 

a matter of fact, any unofficial and indirect material must be based to a 

certain extent on some official and direct materials if it is indeed to reflect 

the actual situation. Even the Indian aide cannot but admit this. For 

instance, the Indian side had this to say in citing certain Chinese maps: 

"Even more important are unofficial maps drawn by Chinese cartographers 

of distinction on the basis of official and of other information and of 

authoritative surveys." It can thus be seen that unofficial and indirect 

materials must be given a proper appraisal, and their importance should 

not be exaggerated. Even if they correctly reflect the objective facts, they 

generally can only be treated as supplementary evidence of an auxiliary 

nature. 

It must also be pointed out that many of the unofficial and indirect 

materials cited by the Indian side are by no means purely objective as 

claimed by the Indian side, particularly the accounts of those so-called 

Western travellers". This can be clearly seen in the subsequent specific 

comments of the Chinese side. 



From the above-mentioned, it is not difficult to have a proper overall 

appraisal of the evidence of the Indian side concerning tradition and 

custom. Following are specific comments on the evidences brought forward 

by the Indian side concerning the various sectors: 

 

A. Concerning the Western Sector 

Most of the area disputed by the Indian side belongs ta China's Sinkiang, 

but regarding the boundary between Sinkiang and Ladakh, the Indian side 

brought forward no evidence to substantiate the alignment claimed by it, 

except for the instances that a few Ladakhis occasionally crossed the border 

to Sinkiang for salt-mining and pasturing, that there was trade intercourse 

between the border peoples, and that a few westerners trespassed into 

Sinkiang or Tibet for hunting. 

Regarding the boundary between Tibet and Ladakh, the Indian side 

erroneously cited the history since the 10th century, arriving at conclusions 

which do not conform to the actual state of affairs. The Indian si de cited 

some Chinese maps, but these maps are either not drawn by Chinese or 

lack authority or at comparatively simple, and can in no way support the 

Indian stand. As to the official Indian maps the Indian side evaded from 

making any mention of them. 

(1) Concerning salt-mining, pasturing, .trade and hunting  

The Aksai Chin and Linghithang area of China's Sinkiang has for 

centuries been a place where Chinese people of the Uighur and Kirghiz 

nationalities have traditionally and customarily lived and moved about. 

The Chinese side has cited a large amount of materials to prove this. 

The Indian side has now claimed that Ladakhis also went salt-mining in this 

area but failed to' provide evidence for it. It is not difficult to point out that 

this can only be in the nature of trans-border salt-mining by inhabitants of 

a neighbouring country. The Chinese local authorities sometimes permitted 



them to cross over and sometimes not, according to circumstances. Upon 

discovery by the Chinese local authorities once they crossed over without 

permission, they were even detained and interrogated. The arrest by 

Chinese patrols of the Ladakhis and Indians who illegally crossed the border 

cited by the Chinese side under Item III of the agenda is a best praot in 

this respect. Therefore, it goes without saying that such trans-border salt-

mining activities were obviously no basis for the boundary alignment 

claimed by the Indian side. 

The Indian side also claimed that Ladakhis had also been pasturing in the 

area of the western sector disputed by the Indian side. However, it is 

noteworthy that the evidence produced by the Indian side only involved the 

Chang Chenmo valley or the southern part of the valley, but not 

Linghithang and Aksai Chin to its north. It can be seen that Ladakhis had 

not pastured in the latter areas. With regard to the Chang Chenmo valley, 

as the major part of it lies in Ladakh and only the small part of it to the 

east and North of the Kongka Pass belongs to China, a general reference to 

pasturing in the valley by Ladakhis can in no way prove that the place8 to 

the north and east of the Kongka Pass necessarily belong to India. A$ for 

the assertion that the Pangong Lake area and the places further south 

along the traditional customary boundary maintained by the Chinese side 

are pastures used exclusively by inhabitants of Chushul and Hanle, it does 

not conform to the facto The materials provided by the Chinese side show 

that these are as have always been Chinese pastures which have all along 

been used by Chinese border people. 

Concerning Ladakhi traders coming along customary trade routes to 

Sinkiang for trade, there have always been such instances, just as people 

have also gone from Sinkiang to Ladakh for trade. Part of these tirade 

routes is in Ladakh and the rest in Sinkiang. The places through which 

these trade routes pass cannot be claimed as Ladakhi territory just because 



they have been traversed by Ladakhi traders. Similarly a trade route in 

Ladakh cannot be termed Chinese territory just because it has been 

traversed by Chinese traders. 

The Indian side further alleged that the Kashmir authorities built these 

routes and rest-houses and store houses along the routes, and therefore 

the entire area concerned is in Indian territory. But the Indian side failed to 

provide evidence for it. In fact, the routes on this side of the Chinese 

traditional customary line were never repaired by the Kashmir authorities, 

nor is there any trace of the Kashmir authorities having built rest-houses 

and store houses along these routes. This area has always been under 

Chinese control, the Chinese Government is c1ear about the situation there. 

The evidence concerning hunting to which the Indian side referred was 

limited to that by westerners, and was a situation which arose only after 

the British invaded Ladakh, and cannot constitute a tradition in history. 

Moreover, the evidence produced by the Indian side show that those 

huntings mainly took place in the Chang Chenmo valley, most of which, as 

mentioned earlier, lies in Ladakh. Therefore a general reference to the 

Chang Chenmo valley cannot prove the alignment claimed by India. Further 

there were occasional intrusions by some of the hunting parties into China's 

Sinkiang and Tibet, but their men, pre&enC0 there cannot turn these places 

into Indian territory. Even these people themselves admitted their having 

trave1led beyond Indian territory into China. This can be seen from the 

titles of the books referred to, by the Indian side which have the words 

"Tibet", "Turkistan", etc. Therefore, the accounts of entry into China for 

hunting obviously cannot prove the Indian claim for the traditional 

customary line. 

 

(2) Concerning the history of Ngeema-gon giving lands to his three sons 



Concerning the boundary between Ari of Tibet and Ladakh the Indian side 

cited the history of Ngeema-gon, a local prince of China's Tibet, giving 

lands to his three sons, asserting that this proves that Ladakh was an 

independent kingdom in the 10th century, and held that the boundary 

between Ladakh and Tibet had since then been an international boundary 

and as now claimed by India. The Chinese side cannot agree to this 

assertion. 

With regard to the situation of Ngeema-gon giving lands ta his: three sons 

in the 10th century, although several Chinese and Ladakhi books of history, 

such as the Biography of A-di-sha, the Blue Annals, the History of the Kings 

and Ministers of Tibet, the, Bu-ston History of Buddhism, etc., recorded 

this, the versions of some specific facts were different, such as who was the 

eldest son, where were the estates given to each situated etc. The 

conferring of estates only reflected II: change in the estates of manorial 

lords within Tibet at that time, and was not the setting up of so-called 

independent kingdoms, ever less can it be inferred from this that a definite 

international boundary was de1ermined. The Indian side brought forth a 

document in Tibetan, alleging that there was a sentence in this document 

saying that Ngeema-gon "gave to each of these three sons a separate 

kingdom." But this Tibetan text precisely does not support the assertion of 

the Indian side: It is written in the text: "De-Nas-Sras-GsumNgai-Ris-So-

So-Gnang." This sentence signifies: "He conferred on each of his three 

princes vassals." The Indian side's interpretation of the ward "Ngai-Ris" in 

this sentence into "kingdom" is obviously erroneous. "Nagi-Ris" in Tibetan 

can only mean "vassals" or "area under jurisdiction", but cannot be given 

the far-fetched interpretation of "kingdom." It can thus be seen that the 

evidence does not have the meaning that the three sons after being given 

lands became kings of separate kingdoms. The Indian side's translation is 

probably based on the English translation in Francke's Antiquities of Indian 



Tibet, which reads: "He gave to each of these three sons a separate 

Kingdom." But it should be pointed out that Francke's English translation is 

not faithful to the Tibetan original. 

The fact that after Ngeema-gon gave lands to his three sons, Maryul 

(Ladakh) did not become an independent kingdom can also be testified by 

the above-mentioned well-known Tibetan historical works. The Biography of 

A-di-sha has the following account: "Ngeema-gon... holding in memory the 

unified domain bequeathed to him by his forefathers, gave Bu-rang ta Tza-

shi-gon, Sham-shung to Pai-ji-gon, and Maryul to Dai-tzu-gon. As vassals 

were conferred on the three brothers separately it was given the name 

NgariKhorsum." This clearly shows that the three sons were given feudal 

estates under the unified rule of local Prince Ngeema-gon. Again, in the 

Blue Annals, a weU-known ancient work on Tibetan history, there is the 

following account: "After Ngeema-gon came to Ari, he had three sons Bai-

ji-gon, Tza-shi-gon and Dai-tzu-gon. The eldest held Maryul, the second 

son Bu-rang, the youngest son Sham-shung. All these places were under 

the unified jurisdiction of Gu-ge." As everyone knows, Gu-ge is the name of 

a local prince of the Ari district of Tibet, and according to this document, 

after the conferring of estates, Maryul was still under the jurisdiction of a 

local prince of Tibet, and not an independent kingdom. 

It may be also mentioned that both the 87th volume of the "Yuan History" 

"Pai Kuen Chili" and the 547th volume of the Ta Ching Yi Tu.ng Chih record 

that Ladakh was a part of China's Tibet. Even in the book A Sketch of the 

Geography and Geology of the Himalaya Mountains and Tibet published by 

the Survey of India, which represents the British stand and is far from 

being sympathetic or biased towards China, it is a1so said on page 9 that 

"Gulab Singh conquers Ladakh, a Buddhist province subject to Lhasa." It is 

further said on page 15 of this book that in 1820 Ladakh was under Tibet 

and the jurisdiction of the then Tibet local government had reached Ladakh 



and Baltistan, and that Ladakh which was a part of Tibet was only in 1846 

annexed by Kashmir. 

While the fact about Ngeema-gon confer ring estates on his three sons was 

recorded in historical works, since Ladakh did not become' an independent 

kingdom, a question of an international boundary between Ladakh and 

Tibet did not at all arise. As to a line dividing Maryul from the rest (of Ari as 

that dividing two administrative districts under a unified domain, no sound 

basis for it can yet be found in history books. Nor is it conceivable that, a 

thousand years ago; and along hundreds of kilometres in such a remote 

region, a clear dividing line could have been drawn in conferring fiefs. The 

Indian side's contention that the boundary of Maryul in the 10th century 

was already determined more or less in conformity with the boundary 

between Ladakh and Tibet as it now claims is obviously inconceivable. The 

administrative line dividing Ladakh from the other administrative districts of 

Tibet could only have been formed gradu.lly in the course of the 

development of history, and it was only by 1846 that, along with the 

annexation of Ladakh by Kashmir, that administrative line became the 

international boundary between China and India. 

The Indian side furnished the Tibetan text and English translation of a 

relevant passage from the Ladakhi Chronicles, attempting to prove thereby 

that the limits of Maryul were already determined in the 10th century. The 

Indian side held that the two versions were the same. But in fact, they are 

not the same the place names mentioned in them are different, and for 

most of the places their locations are also not clear. Therefore, these two 

texts can only roughly describe some points of the Maryul area and can by 

no means be considered as having determined a clear dividing line between 

it and the other parts of Ari. Still less can the conclusion be drawn that the 

so-called boundary of Maryul in the 10th century more or less conformed to 

the entire boundary between Ladakh and Tibet now claimed by India. 



(3) Concerning maps 

The unofficial maps submitted by the Indian side cannot prove the 

alignment it claims. These maps can be divided into the following 

categories: 

The first category: maps alleged by the Indian side to be Chinese maps, but 

are actually westerners' maps. They obviously do not represent the Chinese 

viewpoint. The Chinese people attach no importance to these maps and 

look upon them with disdain. On map cited by the Indian side is said to be 

an oldest map drawn in the 6th century. But the Indian side was unable to 

provide its source. 

Actually that map was not drawn in the 6th century, but only tried to 

indicate the territory of China in the 6th century. It was drawn up toward 

the end of the Ching Dynasty at the earliest, that is, in the 19th century, 

and moreover was compiled by foreigners outside China. This is very easy 

to ascertain. Firstly, the form is not that of ancient Chinese maps. 

Secondly, the characters on the map are crooked and obviously not written 

by a Chinese. As for the 1908 map "by the China Inland Mission and the 

1917 map by the British owned North China Daily News and Herald, both 

cited by the Indian side, it has been made clear in the previous Chinese 

notes that these maps were drawn by imperialist elements according to 

their ulterior motives and that the Chinese never accepted the erroneous 

Sino-Indian boundaries drawn by these people. The Indian side even stated 

that for more than 40 years the Chinese authorities had been using the 

1917 map of the North China Daily News and Herald. This is indeed a 

fantastic assertion. Note to say that in the ten years and more after 

liberation the Chinese authorities has never recognized these maps, even in 

the thirty years and more before liberation the Chinese authorities never 

recognized, nor used these maps. 



The second category consists of modern Chinese maps. These maps 

similarly do not support the Indian side's claim for this sector of the 

boundary. The map alleged by the Indian side to have been published by 

Peking University is actually a map from a historical atlas drawn up by a 

student of Peking University. And even the maps in this atlas show that at 

the time of the Ching Dynasty Ladakh was still subordinate to China, and 

that the area in the western sector now disputed by the Indian side is 

within Chinese territory. The map by the Commercial Press cited by the 

Indian side approximates the current Chinese delineation, showing the 

boundary as along the Karakorams. 

The third category consists of old maps drawn in the traditional Chinese 

style. The Indian side made some far-fetched conclusions from certain 

individual old Chinese maps, arbitrarily asserting that Tsung-Ling along with 

the boundary ran on these maps is the Kuen Lun and absolutely not the 

Karakorams. This neither conforms to the facts, nor to the meaning of 

these ancient maps. For example, concerning the map "Nan-Lu-Chung-Tu" 

in the book called Chin-Ting Sinkiang Chih-Lueh cited by the Indian side, 

the Indian side asserted that in this map the Karakash and the Yurung 

Rivers "Were drawn cutting across the Tsung-Ling and considered that this 

proved Tsung-Ling to be Kuen Lun. But the actual situation is exactly 

contrary to the assertion of the Indian side. Because the map clearly shows 

the rivers up to Tsung-Ling without cutting across it. As a matter of fact, 

that Tsung-Ling (Nimangyi Moun Indian cartographers already 

acknowledged this fact and adopted" throughout the world. Back in the 

19th century, some British and Indian cartographers already acknowledged 

this fact and adopted in their maps the name "Tsung-Ling" along with 

Karakorams. 

For example, maps such as the "Indian Northern Sheet" in the Royal Atlas 

of Modern Geography of 1864, compiled by Alexander Keith Johnstons, 



cartographer to the British Queen, and the "Map of India" of 1840, compiled 

by James Wyld, another cartographer to, the British Queen, have marked 

respectively the words "Tsung Ling or Karakorum Range," and "Tsung-Ling 

or Karakorum Mountains" along the entire southern boundary of Sinkia.ng. 

The Chinese side also provided another map from the above-mentioned 

book, the Chin-Ting Sittkiang Chih-Lueh, i.e. "Sinkiang Chung-Tu", which 

further proves the incorrectness of the Indian assertion. On top of "Tsung-

Ling" in the Sinkiang Chungtu there is a note saying: that Tsung-Ling. 

"starts in the Seng-ge-ka-hab mountain and connects Tibet." (The Seng-

ge-ka-bab mountain is the mountain from which springs the Seng-ge-ka-

bab, i.e. the Indus River. Seng-ge in the Tibetan for lion, and ka-bab for 

spring.) As everyone knows, the. Kuen Lun Mountains are very far from the 

Seng-ge-ka-bab River while the Karakorums are in the vicinity of the 

source of this River. This further proves that the Tsung-Ling along which 

the western; sector of the boundary runs on the map is the Karakoram 

Mountains south of the Kuen Lun Mountains, and not the Kuen Lune 

Mountains. 

As for the "Hsi-Yu-Tu-Chi" cited by the Indian si de, it is but a: simple 

sketch map without drawing the boundary and simply showing the names 

of a few places only. To determine the location of the Sino-Indian boundary 

to be at Sanju by means of these few places can only be termed as an 

arbitrary deduction. 

As for the map of the "Hsi-Yu-Shui-Tao-Chi," it mainly shows the Lob-nor 

River system, and not the limits of-Sinkiang. 

The fourth category consists of map of third countries. Some: of the maps 

are very simple and it is difficult to ascertain the specific location of the 

boundaries. The Chinese side pointed out that there are innumerable maps 

of third countries showing various delineations. Selecting one or two of 



them at random which suits one's need cannot prove the point. Chinese 

and Indian maps should be brought forward, which are most convincing. 

 

B. Concerning the Middle Sector 

The evidence in tradition and custom cited by the Indian side for the middle 

sector of the boundary as claimed by it cannot prove the views that the 

Indian side tried to prove, and some of them on the contrary, even 

corroborated the views of the Chinese side. 

 

(1) Concerning the Spiti area 

The Indian side claimed that the boundary line in the Spiti Area follows the 

watershed between the Spiti and the Pare Rivera. The evidence cited by the 

Indian side in support of its claim can be divided into the following 

categories: 

1. In Tibetan material, the Indian side produced the photostats of two 

documents each of the 10th and the 19th centuries respectively and again 

mentioned the conferring of estate by Ngeema-gon to his third son and the 

case of a Tibetan official giving dowry to his daughter's marriage. But there 

is no clear relation between these materials and the Indian assertion that 

the boundary here runs along the watershed between the Spiti and the Pare 

Rivers. 

Concerning the two documents which are said to be of the 10th century, the 

word ''Ladakh'' does not appear at all in the original Tibetan text of the first 

document, and we don't know how the Indian side got the translation: 

"Hemi Gumpa of Ladakh." Th. Indian side alleged on the one hand that aIl 

the places named to the document belong to Ladakh, on the other hand it 

cannot but admit that Churup, Karak, Bargaiok and Sumknel mentioned in 

this document are now all Chinese territory. Since this is so, does not one 

have reason to consider that other places mentioned in the document such 



as Chuva, etc. also belong to China and not to Ladakh? The Indian side 

asserted that in the second document there was a message of the King of 

Ladakh to Nono of Churup, but no such words as "Nono of Churup" can at 

all be found in this document. Therefore, from the photostats supplied by 

the Indian side it cannot be seen that Churup at that time was under 

Ladakhi jurisdiction. What is more, the Indian side also admitted in itl 

statement that Churup is China's traditional territory. 

About the two documents of the 19th century. There are obvious 

differences between the English translation and the Tibetan text both 

submitted by the Indian side. Neither the Indian side's English translation 

nor the contents of the original documents prove that the dividing line 

between Tibet and Ladakh was the water. :shed between the Spiti and the 

Pare River. 

As for the case of Ngeema-gon giving Zansdkar-sgo-gsum to his third son, 

as mentioned by the Indian side, even assuming the accounts in the 

Antiquities 01 Indian Tibet compiled by A. H. Francke were credible, they 

could only prove that Spiti was not " part of Maryul (Ladakh). The Indian 

side again said that Spiti later' became a part of Ladakh, but did n0t cite 

relevant evidence. Whether or not Spiti belonged to Maryul (Ladakh), none 

of the evidences cited by the Indian side can prove that Ari district of Tibet 

and Spiti then had their dividing line along the watershed between the Spiti 

and the Pare Rivers, or that the Pare valley was then not within Ari of Tibet. 

The Indian side recalled the history of the Spiti area and considered that 

this area twice became a part of Ladakh but was never a part of Tibet. As a 

matter of fact, the Indian side's statement at the most can only show that 

the ownership of the Spiti area has undergone many changes in history and 

cannot prove that this section of the Sino-Indian traditional boundary runs 

along the watershed between the Pare and the Spiti Rivers as claimed by 

India. It should als be pointed out that the assertion that the Spiti area has 



never been a part of Tibet is disputable. In the photostat of the Ta Ching Yi 

Tung Chih provided by the Chinese side, it is clearly noted that this area 

(Piti), belonged to Tibet. In a word, whatever the Indian side's concept of 

the Spiti area, it eannot overthrow the fact that Chuva and Chuje east of 

the traditional customary line have always belonged to China, and the 

Chinese side has cited necessary material in the relevant positive statement 

to prove this point. 

2. The Indian side said that Cunningham and Vans Agnew confirmed the 

boundary between Spiti and Ladakh in accordance with the Amritsar Treaty. 

The Indian side did not give the details about the confirmation of the 

boundary by Cunningham. Also, one can see no relation between the 

statement of the Indian side and the Indian claim that the boundary runs 

along the watershed between the Spiti and the Pare Rivers. But one thing is 

quite clear. In the attached map of the book Ladakh which Cunningham 

wrote on the basis of his investigations, it is clearly indicated that Gyu 

(Chuva) is within Chinese territory. This is another evidence confirming the 

Chinese alignment. 

3. The Indian side cited the accounts of certain European travellers. So far 

as the two pieces of material of W.C. Hay concerning Spiti are concerned, 

the Indian side took "Chujeh Koti" as Chuje mentioned by China. This is 

incorrect, because China's Chuje is not a large Koti administering 17 

villages, and its geographical location is also different from that mentioned 

by Hay. The villages of Lidang and Kurik, which were mentioned by W. C. 

Hay as under the jurisdiction of Chujeh Koti were far to the west of Chuva 

(see map attached to Cunningham's book). But Chuje referred to by the 

Chinese side is east of Chuva. This shows that Chujeh as mentioned by Hay 

is not Chuje referred to by the Chinese side. Furthermore, in Cunningham's 

above-mentioned attached map, a village named Kyurik close to the 

junction of the Pare River (which is the Kauirik village often mentioned by 



the Indian side in describing its claimed alignment) ls shown within Chinese 

territory. The delineation of this sector of the boundary in the above-

mentioned map also supports the Chinese alignment. As for the other 

sketch map of Hay's, although it marks out the Spiti basin, it does not show 

the boundary line, nor the Pare River. n, therefore, cannot at all clarify the 

question of the boundary. As for the other persons mentioned, Gerard and 

Hutton, their remarks about the boundary are only based on hearsay, and 

different from many other comparatively authoritative materials, showing 

that they are In themselves increditable. 

 

4. The Indian side also cited some unofficial maps of third countries. As 

stated above, such maps cannot serve as valid evidence. 

From the above, it can be se en that the Indian side has not provided any 

strong evidence in tradition and custom in support of its claim that the 

boundary line follows the watershed between the Spiti and the Pare Rivers. 

 

(2) Concerning the Shipki Pass 

The Indian side only cited the accounts of a few foreigners and a few 

unofficial maps as basis in tradition and custom in support of the Indian 

alignment. 

In some of the foreigners' accounts cited by the Indian side, Shipki Pass is 

not clearly described as a border pass (such as Wakefield's account). 

Others, such as Gerard and Ryder, gave incorrect accounts about this part 

of the boundary. This is not strange, because they were British Military 

officers under the direction of the British colonial government, and it was 

obviously with ulterior purposes that they entered China's Tibet and carried 

out activities there. Because of this, in 1821 the local Government of Tibet 

for 4, times forbade Gerard to come to the interior part of Tibet. 



As for the unofficial maps cited by the Indian side, although there are seven 

of them, five are taken from the German Stieler's Hand-Atlas. The Chinese 

side cannot agree to the allegation that these maps correspond to the 

traditional Indian alignment. Official Indian maps, such as the map "India" 

of the Survey of India published in 1881 and 1889, show the boundary as 

far to the west of Shipki village which is within China. Can Stieler's Rand-

Atlas be considered even more authoritative in its view of the Sino-Indian 

boundary than the official maps of India? The Indian side said that these 

five maps from this Atlas were published in different years but the 

alignment remained constant, and hence they are sufficient basis in 

tradition and custom for the alignment claimed by the Indian side. But the 

Chinese side has carefully and repeatedly scrutinized these five maps. Not 

only are these photostats rather out of focus and difficult to read, but also it 

was not at an possible to discern on maps of this scale the location of the 

boundary in this part. As for Ryder's map provided by the Indian side, it 

can only prove that this portion of the boundary line has not been formally 

delimited. The major part of the boundary line drawn in his map is a broken 

line, and it was noted that this broken line is only an approximate 

boundary." The Indian side also cited part of a Chinese map, the 

"Chunghua Jenmin Kungho Kuo Tui?' Although what was provided by the 

Indian side is an enlarged photostat, it can be seen that the scale of this 

map is very small and the boundary line drawn very thick. As Shipki Pass is 

not far from the boundary in the first place, it is very difficult to tell the 

exact location of the boundary line here. 

 

(3) Concerning Sang, Tsungsha, Wuje and Other Places 

The Indian side dealt with the disputed areas of Sang, Tsungsha, Puling-

Sumdo, Wuje, Sangcha and Lapthal altogether. In its written statement, 

the Indian side first of all made some unfair charges against the Chinese 



side, alleging that China has raised new territorial claims, and then it 

quoted some historical materials, religious mythology, accounts of the 

British and unofficial maps in an attempt to prove that the boundary in 

these areas follows the watershed and that these disputed areas belong ta 

India. But none of those charges end assertions can stand. 

1- As China explained the fact the Wuje, Sangcha and Lapthal were three 

places contiguous to one another and that there was no Indian territory in 

between them, the Indian side asserted that China had made a new claim 

to Indian territory and that this did not conform to the stand of the Chinese 

side in the past, etc. One cannot but be surprised and regret at such a 

charge. Firstly, Wuje, Sangcha and Lapthal have always been territories of 

the Tibet region of China under the jurisdiction of Daba Dzong, and the 

question of China making territorial claims does not at all arise here. 

Secondly, these three places, though each a unit in itse1f, are contiguous 

and there cannot possibly be other places wedged in between them. This is 

just as mentioned by the Chinese side in the case of Sang, Tsungsha and 

Puling-Sumdo, which are three places but contiguous to one another, and 

there is nothing strange in it. Whether in Premier Chou En-lai's letter of 

September 8, 1959 or in any of the correspondence of the Chinese 

Government, the Chinese side has never said that these three places are 

not contiguous or that there are Indian territories wedged in between. If 

the Indian side had such a wrong impression, the Chinese side cannot be 

blamed for it. As for the 1958 negotiations mentioned by the Indian side 

between China and India on the Wuje question, they did not concern the 

question of Sangcha and Lapthal to begin with. Both sides had first clearly 

decided through consultations that the negotiations would be confined to 

the ownership of Wuje alone. Therefore, the approximate extent of the 

Wuje area referred to at the time by the Chinese aide naturally indicated 

only the extent of Wuje without including Sangcha and Lapthal. What is 



more, it was only after the negotiations that the Chinese side discovered 

the entry of the Indian side into Sangcha and Lapthal. It was thus all the 

more impossible for the Chinese side to raise the quest ion of these two 

places in Wuje negotiations. 

 

2. As for the Indian ancient works and legends quoted by the Indian side, 

here we would only like to point out that these ancient works and legends 

cannot form any basis supporting the alignment claimed by the Indian side. 

Although the Puranas quoted by the Indian side is a part of the Indian 

people's ancient cultural heritage, some scholars of Indian history also 

consider that the Puranas cannot serve as a reliable basis of authentic 

history. In the Skanda Purana (one of the Puranas) quoted by the Indian 

side, it is only said in general terms that the northern limits of Tehri-

Garhwal and Almora which were termed Kedar Kshetra were the Himalayas 

and does not mention at all the specific location of the boundary. As 

everyone knows, the Himalayas are composed of a number of parallel 

ranges and are hundreds of kilometres wide. It is, therefore, not possible to 

ascertain the specific location of the boundary on the basis of this book. 

There are many myth and legends among the peoples of both China and 

India, and if both sides were to cite such material, it would obviously be of 

no help in clarifying the location of the tradition al customary line. 

 

3. The Indian side also quoted some historical materials. But the majority 

of such materials bear no logical relation to the conclusion which the Indian 

side tries to draw. For example, on the basis of the sentence in Ta Tang Hsi 

Yu Chi written by Hsuan Chuang in Tang Dynasty of China that "the 

kingdom of Brahmapura" as being "4000 li in circuit," the Indian side 

concluded that this ancient country must have its northern limits along the 

Sutlej-Ganges watershed. The Indian side stated that so long as the length 



of the circumference, and the location of the centre is known, the location 

of the circumference as the boundary can be calculated. Such a method of 

determining the location of a boundary line by the most elementary 

calculation in arithmetic is indeed amazing. 

 

4. The Indian side took much space in its statement to describe the rise and 

decline of the States of Garhwal and Kumaon and other historical 

happenings. But some of the Indian side's quotations do not at all touch on 

the boundary question (such as the inscriptions on the three copper-plates 

in the temple of Pandukeswar), and others just mention in a vague way the 

approximate extent of these states, for example, in the report of 1815 of G. 

W. Traill, Assistant to the Commissioner for the Affairs of Kumaon and 

Garhwal, it is only said that "The northern boundary of Garhwal and 

Kumaon...... extends to the commencement of the table-land." The 

allegation that the sources of the Ganges and its tributaries were within 

these kingdoms is also pure guess work of the Indian side. Although 

individual pieces of evidence refer to the sources of the Ganges, that is not 

equivalent to meaning that the boundary lies precisely on the watershed. 

The Indian side also listed some foreigners' accounts to support its 

contentions. The Chinese side pointed out many times that the accounts of 

these Westerners should be properly appraised in the light of historical 

background. Only two points will be commented here: 

Firstly, in not a few quotations made by the Indian side, the traditional 

boundary was not mentioned. For instance, J. H. Batten only said that when 

he went up to the Niti Pass, "there was not a cloud in the sky and I 

obtained a full and undimmed view into Tibet." Except showing that the Niti 

Pass is located in a high place and that from it a full and undimmed view of 

Tibet could be seen, this sentence shows nothing else. How could the 

Indian side judge on this basis that the Niti Pass is a border pass? 



Secondly, the scheme of the British to draw in India certain places north of 

the traditional customary line maintained by China is nakedly revealed by 

Strachey in his following account: "I do not think that our Bhotiya subjects 

have any definite ideas as to the boundary between the British possessions 

and those subject to Lhasa; nor indeed am I aware that any boundary has 

ever been settled between the two powers. We English in Kumaon affirm 

that the watershed is the boundary, and I think no one will dispute the 

assertion. I was indeed told that Hoti, a pasture ground north-east of Niti 

Village within the watershed, was considered by the Tibetans to be a 

dependency of Daba Dzong. But as it was convenient for me to consider it 

British ground when I was geologizing here in the following year, I did not 

find any one, either Bhotiya or Tibetan, inclined to deny my positive 

assertion that it was British." ("Narrative of a Journey to the 

Lakes Rakas-Tal and Manasarowar, in Western Tibet undertaken in 

September, 1848," "The Geographical Journal," Vol. XV, pp. 407 408, 

1900). The above quotation puts it very clearly: Knowing well that the 

Tibetans considered the Hoti pasture to belong to Tibet, he nevertheless 

arbitrarily included it intö Indian territory for the sake of "convenience" and, 

without even asking the Tibetans, he said impudently that he found no one 

who objected to his assertion. Is this not a thoroughly imperialist tone? 

Although some other accounts generally state that the boundary is along 

the watershed, it is obvious that this is only a general way of putting it and 

cannot rule cut the fact that at certain pi aces the boundary is south of the 

watershed. 

 

6. Concerning some unofficial maps cited by the Indian side. These maps 

are very sketchy. Some of them practically did not even have a single place 

name in the mtdd1e sector. On others the boundary line cannot be seen 

from the photostat, but one sees only some mountain ranges shown there 



in dark shades. As for the two Chinese maps cited, one is the "Hui Chian Ho 

Tu" which is just a sketch map drawn in the old style with some rivers 

marked on it. It neither has any boundary to speak of nor indicates that the 

sources of all the tributaries of the Ganges are in India. The other map, the 

New Atlas of China published by the Commercial Press in 1917 is of a small 

scale and is also not precise in its marking of the boundary alignment. The 

Chinese side noted that the Indian side has not cited one official map of 

China or India, of the past or of the present, to support its claim concerning 

the tradition al boundary in the middle sector, while the Chinese side has 

cited formal official Indian maps to prove its view of the traditional 

boundary line. 

 

C. Concerning the Eastern Sector 

As in the case of the western and middle sectors the Indian side cited some 

unofficial and indirect data to substantiate' the alignment in the eastern 

sector it claimed. The Chinese side considered that .some of the data cited 

by the Indian side had nothing to do with the alignment the Indian side 

tried to substantiate, some failed to elucidate the points the Indian side 

wanted to make and others were interpreted incorrectly. As to the evidence 

provided by the Chinese side to substantiate the traditional customary 

alignment in the eastern sector maintained by it, the Indian side could find 

no reason to refute it, but argued sophistic ally again that the so-called 

McMahon Line was not illegal. The Indian side even openly disregarded the 

fact that Tibet is an inalienable part of China's territory by separating it 

from China and setting it as a unit distinct from China. At this, the Chinese 

side cannot but express sleep regret. 

 

(1) The Indian side cited a number of such ancient Indian works as 

Mahabharata, Ramayana, Raghuvamsa, the Puranas, etc., asserting that 



there were many references in these ancient works to the territory of India 

as including the "tribal areas" north of the Chinese traditional boundary 

since remote ancient times. It also asserted that this area was under the 

central of the Ahorn Dynasty from the 13th to the 19th centuries. However, 

all these assertions did not tally with the fact, nor did the material cited by 

the Indian side provide any conclusive evidence in this respect either. 

Undoubtedly, these ancient works consisting of myths and legends, could 

not be cited as basis for the alignment claimed by the Indian side. The 

Imperial Gazetteer of India, which the Indian side considered to be a most 

authoritative work, had this to say about the ancient history of Assam: "The 

early history of the Province is very obscure. ...The first mention of the 

country which we now call Assam is found in the epics and religious legends 

of Gangetic India, but it is not yet possible to unravel the slender thread of 

real fact from the tangled skein of fable, invention and poetical 

exaggeration." It could thus be seen that' the ancient history of Assam 

remained a subject calling for further deep study. As for the passages cited 

by the Indian side, all they could do was to give a picture about the rise 

and fall of certain ancient dynasties in what is now called Assam, they could 

not prove that the entire area north of the traditional customary line and 

south of the so-called McMahon Line belonged to India. The quotations 

referred only in general terms to "tribal areas" and "tribal followers". But as 

everybody knows, there is an enormous number of various tribes in 

Assam's interior and the surrounding areas in all directions and the 

situation about these tribes one or two thousand years ago should be even 

more complicated. Even assuming part of the data cited: by the Indian side 

could be regarded as reliable history, one could not. infer from such general 

terms as "tribal areas" and "tribal followers" that they precisely referred to 

the various tribes north of the traditional customary line and not to other 

tribes south of the line. As to the story about the grandson of a certain king 



practicing tapas (penance) on the banks of the Kausiki, cited by the Indian 

side from Ramayana, it was still more perplexing. It can be ascertained 

from the Imperial Gazetteer of India that the Kausiki River mentioned in 

ancient Indian legends is the Kosi River, which is situated along the border 

area between India and Nepal and had nothing to do with the eastern 

sector of the Sino-Indian boundary. Moreover, the Indian side quoted a 

sentence from a book of Hsuan Chuang of China's Tang Dynasty saying 

perimeter of "the Kingdom of Kamarupa was about 10,000 li," thinking that 

this single quotation could confirm the alignment claimed by the Indian 

side. Here once again the Indian side employed its strange method oi' 

deduction. Other similar examples would not be enumerated here one by 

one. 

The contention of the Indian side that the Ahorn Dynasty controlled the 

area now under dispute in the eastern sector during the period from the 

13th century to the 30's of the 19th century did not tally with the historical 

facts. Of course, due to the geographical proximity of the hill tribes north of 

the traditional customary' Chinese alignment to Assam, it was 

understandable that some mutual contacts and intercourse might have 

taken place. But it would be unjustifiable to interpret this intercourse as 

indicating subordination of these tribal areas to the Ahorn Dynasty. In fact 

the Indian side provided no precise evidence to substantiate this argument. 

For instance, the Mikkir tribe referred to by the Indian side inhabited mainly 

the southern bank of the Brahmaputra River which has nothing to do with 

the area under dispute. The Indian' side quoted a passage from the writings 

of a Moghul historian and a conversation between an Assamese 

Ambassador and a Moghul general, which only made ambiguous references 

to "neighbouring hills" or "numerous chieftains of the mountainous 

regions." But since the central, northern, eastern and southern parts of 

Assam were all "hilly" and inhabited by "hill tribes," how could the Indian 



side infer from these ambiguous terms that the territory north of "the 

traditional customary Chinese alignment belonged to India? The Chinese 

side noted that most of the data provided by the Indian side with regard to 

the period of the Ahorn Dynasty were taken from the book Anglo-Assamese 

Relations published in 1949 by the Department of Historical and Antiquarian 

Studies under the Assam Government of India. However, it could be 

pointed out that the Northern boundary of Assam as described at the very 

outset of this most authoritative work on Assamese history was practically 

at one with the - traditional customary Chinese alignment. The book wrote: 

"The kingdom of Assam, as it was constituted during the last 140 years of 

Ahom rule, was bounded on the north by a range of mountains inhabited by 

the Bhutanese, Akas, Dufias and Abors; on the east, by another line of hill 

people by the Mishmis and Singphos..." (See page 1 of the book). The map 

attached to the book showed even more clearly that the national minority 

regions along the Himalayan ranges and their southern slopes were all 

beyond the boundary of Assam. The book also wrote that the .area 

disputed by the then Assamese government was merely a belt .of land lying 

between the foot of the hills and the extremities of the plains. Having 

described how fertile this belt of land was and how the hill people 

maintained their contact with the plains through this area, the book went 

on: "The ownership, of this belt was claimed by the Ahom government, but 

it could enforce its claim only when he was strong enough to expel the 

tribal intruders." (See page 33 of the book). It followed from '1he foregoing 

that in the north the rule of the Ahorn Dynasty extended only to the plains 

on the northern bank of the Brahmaputra River without even 'reaching the 

60uthern foot of the Himalayas. 

 

(2) The accounts of certain western "travellers" cited by the Indian side 

cannot be considered as supporting the alignment claimed by the Indian 



side. The first thing worthy of note is that these accounts referred only to 

Loyul and Lower Tsayul, while the Indian side was unable to provide such 

material concerning the Monyul area. 

As far as Loyul and Lower Tsayul were concerned, the accounts cited by the 

Indian side!, instead of proving them to be Indian territory, only served to 

show that they had close relations with Tibet. For instance, Desideri pointed 

out that there was frequent intercourse between the Tibetans and the 

Lhobas. Although he used such expressions as "the extreme borders of 

Takpo-trulung" and that Tibetans "are obliged to stop on the frontier to 

barter goods," yet there is no reason to regard the so-called extreme 

Borders or frontier mentioned here as indicating the Sino-Indian boundary. 

Desideri had been using these expressions in a general sense and did not 

mean to refer to the international boundary as one understands it today. 

Following the phrase "the extreme borders of Takpo-trulung," there was 

another important clause in his original writings which the Indian side failed 

to quote, namely: '''Cong-to Province starts from here." As stated in the 

book, and also admitted by the Indian side, Cong-to (or Cong-bo) was a 

district of Tibet (just as Takpo or Takpo-trulung was another district of 

Tibet). Hence the so-called "extreme borders" here obviously meant the 

line dividing two districts of Tibet and could not possibly indicate an 

international boundary. According to the same reason the so-called 

"frontier" of Lhoba could not possibly be regarded as indicating the 

boundary between China and India. As to Gutslaff, in referring to the area 

of "hill tribes", while he erroneously implied that they were politically 

distinct from Tibet, he still clearly described the Mishmis as "having the 

most intercourse with Tibet." 

As to the accounts of several others, some of them were erroneous. 

For instance, Michell wrongly described the Pome area which has always 

belonged to Tibet as "virtually independent" and in another context he also 



said only in an uncertain manner: "The northern boundary of Abors is 

believed to be the Nainphala hills." Cooper's accounts were even more 

biased. This is not difficult to see from the fact that he repeatedly 

attempted to carry out espionage activities in the border areas of China but 

was invariably stopped and even detained by the Chinese local authorities 

or local inhabitants. The accounts by some others were ambiguous in that 

they mentioned only the names of a number of tribes and their relationship 

with Tibet, etc., without, however, making clear the location of the Sino-

Indian boundary, nor mentioning the limits of these tribes, particularly their 

northern limits. Even the names of places or mountains were omitted. 

Further, what is more important is that none of these accounts made it 

clear that the area of these hill tribes belonged to India. 

As to the Indian side's contention that a mere clarification of the dividing 

line between the areas inhabited by Tibetans and those in habited by these 

tribes would make clear the Sino-Indian boundary line, it is indeed a 

strange assertion, because these are entirely two, different things, how can 

they be confused into one? If the Indian side wishes to establish the 

alignment claimed by it, it should be able to bring forward evidence which 

directly proves that the eastern section of the tribal areas belongs to India. 

However, the accounts of the "travellers" cited by the Indian side all fall to 

serve as such evidence. 

 

(3) None of the three Chinese works cited by the Indian side The Wei Tsang 

Tu Chih, Hsitsang Tu Kao and Ching Shih Kao could support the arguments 

of the Indian side. 

The Wei Tsang Tu Chih, and Hsitsang Tu Kao are two private works. While 

they may be of some reference value for information about Tibet, due to 

the limited material collected by the authors and particularly due to the 

failure to obtain first-hand material on the spot, it goes without saying that 



they are not perfect in content, and there are errors and mistakes. The 

author of Hsitsang Tu Kao stated in the preface of the book that in this 

book, "while some of the material have been verified and are reliable, 

others have not been verified and are not definite. As there are no major 

specialized works on Tibet and as Pei-Chiao (the author himself) lives in a 

remote place without access to the libraries of the Capital; this book can 

only be incomplete as it is." This shows that even the author himself did not 

consider the content of the book as quite reliable. 

Besides this, the interpretation of these accounts by the Indian side and the 

conclusions drawn there from did not tally with the original meaning of 

these books either. For instance, the accounts of the Wei Tsang Tu Chih did 

not indicate Loyul as not belonging to China but only showed that the 

author then regarded Loyul as a tribal area distinct from the interior of 

Tibet. In fact, the "Map of Routes from Chientsang to Houtsang" attached to 

this book showed Lhoba (Loyul) to be within the territory of Tibet. The 

Indian side's interpretation of a passage it quoted from the Hsitsang Tu Kao 

is also wrong. The original text of this passage reads: “the above-

mentioned are all interior lands. And there is no need to dwell on them. I 

shall now deal with the outer barbarians from Loyul to Kashmir and Pulute, 

so as to show the guarding of the various barbarian frontier regions. 

As to Wu-Indu and other places, 80 or 90 per cent of them belong to 

Britain, most of the names of places under their jurisdiction and adjacent 

places have been translated from the English..." Here', firstly, it says: "The 

above-mentioned are all interior lands." ("Yishang ehieh nei-ti"). This 

indicates that what has been mentioned above is not the whole of Tibet. 

Secondly, as for the areas of Loyu] and others, the author regarded them 

as China's "outer barbarians", ("Wai-yi") as distinct from the people in the 

interior, while the expression "guarding of the various barbarian frontier 

regions" ("Shou tsai Sze-yi ehi tao") at the more shows that the area 



around Loyu were China's frontier region which had to be guarded. Thirdly, 

the phrase "As to Wu-Indu and other places," the word "Chi," being a 

preposition, does not mean "they and" as the Indian side alleged  

Besides, this sentence is completely separated from the previous one. It 

can be seen that the author only meant to say that 80 or 90 per cent of 

Wu-Indu (former Chinese name for India) and other places belong to 

Britain. He did not mean to classify Loyul as belonging to Britain along with 

India and other places as the Indian side interpreted. As to the expression 

in Ching Shih Kao that "the border" of the Kham area "reaches in the south 

the territory of Loyul and British Assam, it only mentioned the limits of 

Sikang and not the boundaries of Tibet. Furthermore, this expression 

clearly distinguished Loyul from British Assam, thus showing that Loyul was 

not a part of Assam, still less British territory. 

 

(4) The Indian side also presented a number of unofficial maps which could 

not make any point clear. Although quite a number of maps published by 

the official sources of both China and India as well as other authoritative 

maps already powerfully confirmed the tradition al alignment maintained by 

the Chinese side, yet the India side still tried to seek a basis from some 

erroneous and unauthoritative maps to substantiate its claims. Following 

are only a few brie observations on the maps presented by the Indian side: 

 

1. The Chinese maps presented by the Indian side again include maps 

published by imperialist elen1~nts which had been repeated refuted by the 

Chinese side, namely, the maps published by the China Inland Mission and 

by the "North China Daily News an Herald." It could be pointed out, 

incidentally, that even in these two maps, an alignment which 

approximates the traditional customary Chinese alignment was shown in 

the eastern sector. As regards the map drawn by a French missionary in the 



18th century, it was similar in nature to the above two maps. Although the 

Indian side asserted that there was an international boundary line shown 

on it, actually on boundary line whatsoever was marked. 

 

2. Likewise, the several Chinese maps published in the period of the Ching 

Dynasty could be no valid evidence. It was evident at a glance that the map 

of the years of Tao Kuang and the Ta Ching map of 1863 portrayed very 

inaccurately the terrain features in the eastern sector. As to the map 

attached to Hsitsang Tu Kao, remarks were already made on the relevant 

passages in that book. Besides, both the Ta Ching Ti Kuo Chuan Tu 

published by the Commercial Press in 1908 and the extremely sketchy map 

published by the Chiao Chung Academy of Kwangtung in 1910 were maps 

which lacked basis in reliable data. Nevertheless, their delineation for the 

boundary line is still different from that claimed by India. 

 

3. As to the unofficial foreign maps referred to by the Indian side, the 

Chinese side had long made it clear that there were many unofficial foreign 

maps which deferred from one another in their delineations. The Chinese 

side could also present quite a number of maps of third countries to 

substantiate the Chinese alignment, if it is so desired. Moreover, as none of 

these maps cited by the Indian side were authoritative, the Chinese side 

deemed it unnecessary to comment on them one by one. 

 

PART H. COMMENTS OF INDIAN SIDE'S COMMENTS 

Being unable to refute the various items of evidence produced by the 

Chinese side concerning basis in tradition and custom for the western, 

middle and eastern sectors, the Indian side could only engage in 

misinterpretation and forced 'arguments by bringing forward a number of 

strange contentions. 



The Indian side tried hard to narrow down the extent of the area covered 

by the evidence of the Chinese side. For instance, concerning the eastern 

sector, the Indian side alleged that the Chinese side did not indicate the 

extent of the three areas of Monyul, Loyul and Lower Tsayul as if the 

evidence cited by the Chinese side only covered three small pockets making 

up only one tenth of the entire area in the eastern sector disputed by the 

Indian side of one sixth of the alignment claimed by the Indian side in the 

eastern sector. Such an allegation 'is indeed most strange, but the Indian 

side did not explain how it arrived at such an inference. 

As, is well-known, the three areas of Monyul, Loyul and Lower Tsayul form 

the entire area disputed by the Indian side in the eastern sector. This was 

not only explained long ago by the Chinese side in its past correspondence, 

but also well known to many foreigners who had visited these areas. They 

often mentioned Monyul, Lo and Zayul in written accounts or showed them 

in maps; and even the Survey of India showed the location of Lonakpo and 

Zayul-Med somewhere north of and very close to the Chinese traditional 

customary line in the map of "The Province of Eastern Bengal and Assam," 

published in 1906. 

As for the materials presented by the Chinese side, they are both 

comprehensive and concrete, which were not only related in general to the 

entire area of some 90,000 square kilometres disputed by the Indian side, 

composed of these three districts, but also related specifically to the 

administrative centres, big and small, and to densely populated valleys, 

major routes and important places near the Chinese traditional customary 

line, among which such places as Taklung Dzong were even recognized by 

the Indian side to be near the traditional customary line. This should be 

sufficient to show that the entire disputed area has always belonged to 

China. On the contrary, it was precisely the evidence provided by the 

Indian side which was often vague or even not related at all to the area 



disputed by the Indian side. For example, in its positive statement, the 

Indian side only quoted certain evidence relating roughly to "tribal areas, 

"neigbhouring hills" or "mountainous areas". These evidences, in-the first 

place, could not show that these areas referred to the area disputed by the 

Indian side in the eastern sector, to say nothing of their belonging to India. 

In other evidences submitted by the Indian side, the names of specific 

places referred to, if any, were at least far less than those in the evidence 

put forward by the Chinese side. Some of them did not even mention the 

word "India". None of them could show that the disputed area in the 

eastern sector belonged to India. 

As is well-known, for centuries China's Tibet region maintained the system 

of combining political and religious authority which was recognized by the 

Chinese Central Government, but the Indian side, in its statements and 

comments, went so far as to repeatedly dismiss the many items of Tibetan 

material provided by the Chinese side as religious documents irrelevant to 

the ownership of territory. For instance, the 'Indian side described the 

exereise throughout the years of administration and the exaction of corvee 

and taxes in Chuva and Chuje by Tashigong Gyupa Tsatsang of Tibet 

mentioned In the ancient land-conferring deed issued by the 5th Dalai 

Lama as the mere exercise of religious authority and the colleetion of 

"religious dues." 

This is obviously incorrect. According to the system of "Political religious 

unity," political authority and religious authority in Tibet were intimately 

and inseparably connected. If all historical material with religious wordings 

were to be dismissed as irrelevant to political history and could not be used 

to substantiate the boundary, that would be tantamount to negating the 

entire politica1 history of China's Tibet region ever since the system of 

integrating political and religious authority was implemented. The Indian 

side, also cited two passages from the statements of Chinese officials Ivan 



Chen and Sun Pao-chi in 1914 to argue for its above-mentioned contention; 

hut, as everyone knows, the statements of Ivan Chen and Sun Pao-chi 

referred to those places which, while under the religious influence of Lhasa, 

were administratively under the jurisdiction of other Chinese provinces. 

These statements do not negate the fact that the system of combining 

political and religious authority was practiced in Tibet. 

The Indian side often made interpretations and drew inferences which were 

not in keeping with or drew conclusions completely opposite to the original 

meaning of the statements and evidence of the Chinese side. For instance, 

with regard to the Demchok area in the western sector, the Chinese side 

had expHcit1y stated in its statements that the Sino-Indian boundary in 

that area was at Lari Karpo to the west of Demchok, crossing the Indus 

River at about 33° N Lat, and the co-ordinates of the location where the 

boundary crosses the Indus River were given. But the Indian side 

misrepresented the original meaning and went so far as to arbitrarily assert 

that the Chinese side had given up its views on the traditional customary 

line in this area and agreed to the claim or the Indian side that the 

traditional customary line should lie on the so-called Lari stream. Again, for 

example, concerning the 1680 mandate of the Fifth Dalai Lama, it clearly 

indicated that the Monyul area in the eastern sector had had inseparable 

relations with Tibet as early as in the days of the Second Dalai Lama 

(Getanjatso) and that the Tibet local government had begun to establish 

rule there in the middle of the 17th century. But the Indian side, basing 

itself merely on the year this mandate was issued misinterpreted the facts 

by saying that it was only after 1680 that Monyul became apart of Tibet. 

Another instance is, with regard to the fact that the Loyul area in the 

eastern sector originally belonged to Pome, the Indian side insisted that the 

area und er the jurisdiction of Pome did not extend south of the so-called 

McMahon Line. But the Indian side failed to give factual material to prove 



its assertion. As the Chinese side already pointed out, even in the "Account 

of the Lower Tsang-po by the Mongolian Lama Serap Jatso during 1856-

68," edited by Colonel Tanner, a British officer, it could also be confirmed 

that the area under the jurisdiction of Pome extended south of the so-called 

McMahon Line. Still one more example is, the report of the Sera Monastery 

of 1945 cited by the Chinese side clearly referred to "five tsos of Pemakoe," 

which means five districts. But the Indian side alleged that this report only 

listed five villages, and, furthermore, even asserted that this figure differed 

from the number of villages listed in another item of evidence cited by the 

Chinese side, the report of Kongbu Sonam. It is not difficult to see that the 

Indian side' is confusing different items of evidence in an attempt to narrow 

down the extent of the area covered by the evidence of the Chinese side. It 

could also be mentioned that, although the 1853 avowal of the officials and 

headmen of the Monyul area cited by the Chinese side stated in explicit 

terms that they pledged loyalty to the Tibet local government and saw to it 

that sovereignty over the frontier territories would not be lost, the Indian 

side still alleged that there was no such sentence in the document. 

In view of the fact that the Indian side repeatedly made misinterpretations 

and willful inferences of the Chinese side's evidence such as those cited 

above, the Chinese side could not but express the hope that each side 

would carefully grasp the meaning and spirit of the: other having respect 

for facts and logic so as to avoid unnecessary misunderstandings and 

disputes, thereby conducing to the progress of the examination of 

materials. At the same time, the Chinese side' made it clear that its 

viewpoints should be understood only (Jll the' basis of its own statements, 

and that certain viewpoints or material of the Indian side could not be 

regarded as agreed to or acquiesced in by the Chinese side just because 

the Chinese side had not deemed it necessary to comment on them 

specifically one by one. 



In attempting to negate certain items of evidence cited by the Chinese side, 

the Indian side also brought up the strange contention that evidence in 

tradition and custom must date far back in years, otherwise it cannot serve 

as a basis. For instance, this was how the Indian side lightly brushed aside 

the evidence of 1930 cited by the Chinese side proving that the area west 

of Shipki Pass belongs to it. Such contention of the Indian side obviously 

cannot hold water. Needless to say, in appraising the value of a piece of 

material the first and foremost thing to bear in mind is whether the given 

material conforms to the objective facts. As to the date of the material, it 

may date back to early years, but not necessarily so. As a matter of fact, a 

considerable number of evidences in tradition and custom cited by the 

Indian side are also of quite recent date. For instance, Wakefield's account 

about Shipki Pass cited by the Indian side was precisely published also in 

1930, while some unofficial maps cited by the Indian side were published as 

late as the 50s of the 20th century. Yet the Indian side considered such 

material as constituting valid evidence. The Chinese side cannot accept 

these evidences of the Indian side not because they do not date back to 

early years, but because they either do not conform to the facts or fail to 

support the explanations made by the Indian side. 

The Indian side also charged the Chinese side with adopting different 

attitudes towards materials of the same category, alleging for instance, that 

the Chinese side rejects the accounts of western "travellers" cited by the 

Indian side, while quoting from them when they are found favourable to it. 

Actually, this is quite easy to understand and the question of inconsistency 

does not arise at all. As the Chinese side has repeatedly pointed out, these 

so-called "travellers" generally all proceed from the British standpoint and 

their accounts generally reflect the policy of aggression of British 

imperialism against China, therefore such accounts are naturally 

unacceptable. But if even in the accounts of such persons there can be 



found certain specific portions which are consistent with the Chinese 

viewpoint, it would all the more prove the strength of the Chinese position. 

There is no contradiction in the Chinese side rejecting those parts which are 

erroneous and quoting from those parts which are correct in such accounts. 

As a matter of fact, there have also been instances of the Indian side 

rejecting the unfavourable portion of a certain evidence or category of 

evidences while quoting from those portions favourable to it. For example, 

the Indian side often brushed aside at one stroke those portions of certain 

"travellers" accounts cited by the Chinese side which correctly reflect the 

true situation of the boundary. 

The Indian side also mentioned that the Chinese side rejected the fact of 

pasturing and salt-collecting by Ladakhis as evidence of Indian ownership of 

the area in the western sector while citing the pasturing and salt-collecting 

by people of Sinkiang and Tibet as evidence that the same area belongs to 

China. There is no contradiction in this either, because these two kinds of 

pasturing and salt collecting are different in nature and can in no way be 

mentioned in the same breath. Such activities of the Ladakhis were of an 

occasional, incidental and trans-frontier nature, whereas such activities of 

the people of Sinkiang and Tibet are of a long standing in history, frequent 

and sufficient to prove the ownership of territory. 

As to ancient Chinese maps, the Chinese side also adopted an attitude of 

objective analysis, and there is nothing contradictory in it. The Chinese side 

has always held that ancient authoritative Chinese maps are of great 

reference value taking into account the then knowledge of geography and 

the scientific and technical conditions prevailing in those days. But on the 

other hand, it still has to be admitted that in the absence of precise surveys 

and the method of co-ordinates, they cannot have such precision as 

modern maps do in indicating the location of places and distances. The 

maps cited by the Chinese side are all official maps of greater authority, 



and the Chinese side explained these maps with prudence on the basis of 

the relevant annotations. Most of the maps cited by the Indian side, 

however, are maps from private sources. They are not only lacking in 

authority, but some of them are even drawn up by foreigners. 

In persisting in its stand, the Indian side did not scruple to argue for British 

imperialism. For instance, concerning the Sang and Tsungsha area, after 

Britain invaded and occupied this area in 1919, the Tibet local government 

consistently and resolutely demanded the return of all the lost territory, and 

negotiations and exchanges on this question were spread over a period of 

10 years. As the position of the Tibet local government was fully justified, 

even Britain .could not partially accept it and submitted a so-called 

"compromise" proposal, agreeing to return to China apart of the occupied 

territory. This was obviously an attempt on the part of Britain, by 

disgorging part of its encroachments, to keep hold of the rest (if the 

territory it occupied. Yet, the Indian side alleged that this was because 

Britain attached importance to "friendship" and volunteered to cede Indian 

territory to Tibet, and that "the after was made not because Tehri's claim 

was weak but because the Government of India were anxious to settle a 

minor dispute lest it impair the prevailing friendly relations between India 

and Tibet." These allegations of the Indian side are indeed inconceivable. 

How could such a notorious inveterate imperialist become so "generous"? Is 

not such an assertion by the Indian side an obvious defense of the British 

imperialist policy of expansion and distortion of the facts of history? 

Furthermore, in disregard of the avowal of the people of Sang and 

Tsungsha produced by the Chinese side which clearly laid bare British 

threats against them, the Indian side asserted thai this evidence was the 

product of the threats against them by the Tibet local government; the 

Indian side also alleged that the Briton Herbert had been subjected to 

intimidations when he was prevented by the Tibet authorities from 



penetrating deep into the territory of China for activities in the early years 

of the 19th century.  

This, too, can only be regarded as falsifying the historical facts. 


