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KALIMPONG IN CIA’S COVERT

OPERATION IN TIBET

Chapter IX

REMOVAL OF THONDUP FROM

KALIMPONG AFTER APRIL 1960

It has become clear that the first decisive steps to check Thondup and
his associates in Kalimpong were taken immediately after Chou En-
lai’s visit to New Delhi in April 1960. It was then that pressure appears
to have been mounted on Mullik, which resulted in restrictions being
imposed on Thondup. From then onwards, Thondup was forbidden
‘from crossing the Teesta River. [He] was banned from both Kalimpong
and Sikkim for a decade’.1 Even Nehru wrote to the Dalai Lama in
August 1960, cautioning him against making any fresh appeal (seeking
international intervention against the PRC’s forcible take over of  Tibet)
to the United Nations, which he considered would be unhelpful, and
possibly harmful.2

TINKER TAILOR SOLDIER SPY

B.N. Mullik wrote a 650-page book on Sino-Indian relations in which
he devotes 19 pages3 to Tibetan armed resistance. There is no mention
therein either of  the CIA’s covert operation in Tibet or the use of
Kalimpong by Thondup and others in fanning armed resistance. All
that Mullik is willing to disclose is ‘…the extent of this discontentment
and trouble prevalent in Tibet over such a long period was not fully
realized in India.’4 Mullik added that, ‘the magnitude and the strength
of  the Khampa resistance had not been fully comprehended by us.’5

American declassified records of  the period suggest that ‘Mullik, in
fact, already knew that the planes had been flown by CIA pilots,
following confidential discussions with agency (CIA) officials.’6 Mullik
even met CIA’s Richard Helms in 1960 on the sidelines of  an Interpol
conference in Hawaii when ‘he (Mullik) endorsed the Agency’s (CIA’s)
efforts and wanted US overflights to continue.’7 At the time, Helms
was the CIA’s deputy director of  plans (operations). James Critchfield,
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one time head of  the CIA’s Near East Division, has revealed that he
had gone to New York in 1961 for a discreet meeting with Mullik,
who had come there in connection with an Interpol conference. It was
in this meeting that Mullik was to restate his approval of the Tibet
operation. Critchfield adds, ‘We (CIA) had decided to put our money
on him (Mullik) and invested a lot in a major briefing.’8 All this goes to
show that Mullik was definitely in the know of things—at least the
sanitized CIA version which might possibly have excluded references
to Kalimpong, Thondup, and others in India.

However, there are some acts of commission and omission of Mullik
in the discharge of his duties which have come to light, and need
mention. First, in the first half of 1959, the request of the Intelligence
Bureau (which Mullik headed) for opening additional border posts
was turned down9 by G.B. Pant, the Indian Home Minister and Mullik’s
direct superior. However, later that year, Mullik went on to exceed his
brief  by taking unilateral action by approaching a colleague, Wazir Mehra
(Inspector-General of  Police in the state of  Jammu and Kashmir) for
the loan of  one company of  the Central Reserve Police for deployment
in the Ladakh area.10 It has been suggested that Mullik’s action in using
armed police for patrolling purposes may have precipitated the Kongka
La incident (refer Chapter VI of this monograph). The Intelligence
Bureau was accused of causing provocations in frontier areas11 and, as
a result, armed police patrolling from then onwards was brought under
the jurisdiction of  the Indian Army.12

Second, Mullik was to use armed police patrols after his return from
England where he was to spend five months (between mid-February
1959 and beginning July 1959) without the purpose of his visit being
available.13 It was during this period that the armed resistance peaked
in Tibet, and the Dalai Lama decided to flee Lhasa and seek asylum in
India. It is surprising that the head of Indian intelligence should have
chosen to absent himself for such a long duration from his country at
a juncture when the situation in Tibet appeared to be on the boil.

Third, Mullik was to associate himself directly with the inquiry relating
to the ill-fated ‘Kashmir Princess’ airplane in Hong Kong, from where
it had taken off in April 1955 (refer Chapter I of this monograph).
Chou had leveled serious allegations against Mullik for collusion with
the British authorities in conducting the investigation in Hong Kong
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and in attempting to suppress evidence relating to the ‘Kashmir Princess’
incident; he even suggested that Mullik was on the payroll of  the British
and the Americans.14 Mullik has asserted that Chou later withdrew his
charge; however, he provides no details as to how and when the same
was done.15

Fourth, there appears to be little doubt that it would have been on the
basis of inputs provided by Mullik that the Indian response of 2 August
1958 to the PRC’s note of  10 July 1958 would have been framed
(refer Chapter VI of this monograph). It is somewhat perplexing to
note that Mullik (and his men) had been unable to check the use of
Kalimpong by Thondup et al. for around three years right up to April
1960, since he would have been fully aware of what Nehru had all
along been maintaining: that any kind of  armed resistance in Tibet
instead of helping would have an entirely opposite effect. In this
connection, Nehru had even identified Thondup in particular, whom
he had suspected of nurturing ambitions for an independent Tibet,
which he had described as ‘foolish’. Nehru had even asked Mullik to
keep an eye on Thondup and other émigrés with a view to unravelling
intrigues in respect of  armed resistance in Tibet. The advice given by
Nehru on the issue of  armed resistance to the Dalai Lama, to officials
of the Ministry of External Affairs, and to Mullik from time to time—
at least from 1953 onwards—which has been declassified and is in
public domain, has been reproduced verbatim in Chapter II and Chapter
III of this monograph. In August 1958, Nehru had even personally
warned prominent Tibetan émigrés not to indulge in anti-PRC
propaganda (refer Chapter VI of this monograph). It is clear from
this record that Nehru did not want any sort of trouble smacking of
armed resistance against the PRC on Indian soil—not only because he
did not want to displease the PRC but also because he strongly believed
that any form of  armed resistance would be counter-productive and
detrimental to Tibetan as well as Indian interests.

Fifth, when Indian intelligence was being blamed for failing to provide
actionable intelligence regarding PRC’s intentions to attack India,
Mullik was to turn to Lord Mountbatten, at that time Chairman, British
Chiefs of Staff Committee, with top-secret papers of the period to
plead his innocence and solicit his help,16 knowing quite well about
Nehru’s predilection for that sort of  an Englishman. In contrast,
Galbraith appears to have been aware of  the impending PRC’s attack
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on India and shared his knowledge of the same with the Department
of State, a full five days prior to it taking place (refer Chapter VIII of
this monograph).  Further, in his history of MI5, the British internal
intelligence agency, Christopher Andrew has asserted that the
relationship between Mullik and the heads of MI5 was based on close
personal friendship. ‘At least in Mullik’s time, the head of  the Indian
Intelligence Bureau was in greater sympathy with the head of MI5
than with the Nehru government.’17 No further details have been
provided by Andrew in this regard.

Incidentally, in later life, Mullik was seen sporting a queue—a practice
generally associated with the most orthodox Hindu.18 It has been
suggested that ‘Mullik was atoning for all that he did.’19 Thondup offers
a defense for Mullik when he admits,

I had made a promise to B. N. Mullik to keep Indian intelligence

informed of  my political activities, but we could never let the

Indian government know that we were using their country as a

recruiting ground for the American CIA. Our work had to be

carried out in the strictest of  secrecy.20

However, the needle of suspicion continues to point towards Mullik.
It is admitted that further work requires to be done in the matter
before any definite conclusion(s) can be arrived at.
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THE PRC’S
IMPERIAL LEGACY

Chapter X

TERRITORIAL ACQUISITIONS, MAP MAKING, AND THE

GREAT GAME

The PRC was unwilling to accept Indian territorial claims on the plea
that these had emanated from her imperial (British-India) legacy1—
implying therefore the use of force and/or unfair means in their
acquisition.2  However, the PRC’s territorial claims have eventually gone
beyond the territories the ROC was to inherit from the imperial Manchu,
and even beyond those what the PRC was to inherit from the ROC.
The record of talks between Nehru and Chou En-lai during April
1960 is replete with examples of the PRC taking the exalted histories
left by the Manchu court historians and the Republican Chinese maps
at face value, and consequently making undue assertions favourable to
itself. Additionally, the PRC has shown a deliberate aversion for maps
and contemporary travel accounts which are not favourable to it by
branding them as the work of imperialists3 and, therefore, not reliable
and acceptable as evidence. Further, the PRC has deliberately tried to
create an impression that Manchu and Republican China were victims
of western and Japanese imperialism (the century of humiliation),
conveniently ignoring the fact that they have, at the same time, been
major beneficiaries of  the Great Game and the Cold War. Clearly, the
PRC has deployed these stratagems with the purpose of getting the
better of  others. In this Chapter and the next (Chapter XI of  this
monograph), it will be observed that British India was willing to
sacrifice, among other things, the legitimate territorial claims of the
princely state of Kashmir in favour of the Manchu, thereby emboldening
its successors—the ROC and the PRC—to stake claim even to territory
over which the writ of the Manchu never ran. On account of the
Anglo-Russian rivalry in Central Asia (a.k.a. the Great Game), the
Manchu became a natural beneficiary of concessions granted by both
rival Powers, as a result of  one Power trying to deprive the other of
territory.
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First, the imperial Manchu, a non-native dynasty, was to almost double
the territory under its control in a span of just one hundred years —
1660–1760.4 Diplomacy, warfare and modern map making enabled
the Manchu to incorporate major portions of Amuria, Dzungaria and
Kashgaria at the expense of  the Mongols, Uighurs, Kazaks, Tajiks,
Russians and others. By the Treaty of  Nerchinsk (1689) between the
Manchu and the Tsar, the first between the two rival powers on the
Eurasian continent, their frontier would be drawn north of the Amur
River along the nearest mountain range. Interestingly, this treaty was
negotiated on behalf of the Manchu by two French Jesuit priests5 in
Latin (the language of  the Treaty), with copies being made in Russian,
Manchu, Mongol, and Chinese. The Mongols, who would soon be
reduced to a third divisive force, were to gradually lose control over
most of their territories, leaving the field open for Russian and Manchu
advance in the areas vacated by them. The Manchu conception of its
natural borders kept expanding as the armies marched west.6 Tibet
was to be included in 1720, for what has been loosely described in
some places as a protectorate under nominal Manchu suzerainty.
Whereas others have ventured to suggest that the Dalai Lama was in a
special priest-patron relationship—choyon7— with the Manchu, a fellow
Buddhist.

Second, it were the Jesuits who prepared the first modern map for the
Manchu of their empire by fixing a total of 641 points of latitude and
longitude by astronomical and geographical measurements.8 Five
woodblock editions and one copper edition of the map depicting the
Manchu empire were to be produced between 1717 and 1726.9 Tibet
was also mapped by the Jesuits10 from information provided from
Chinese and Manchu sources.11 Interestingly, on the largest edition of
this map, only what constitutes as Han territory has been designated as
China (Neidi during the Manchu period). Place names within this territory
are written in Chinese characters whereas territory descriptions given
elsewhere are in Manchu. Thus, China formed only one distinct part/
province of  the Manchu empire.12 From the information smuggled to
France by the Jesuits by 1725, Jean Baptiste Bourguignon d’Anville
published his Atlas de la Chine in 1735, choosing to erroneously describe
the Manchu empire as China, thus giving currency to that name.13 An
interesting comparison has been made by Laura Hostetler with the
help of a map depicting the extent of the Manchu empire (from the
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Atlas of the Chinese (Manchu) Empire, brought out by the China
Inland Mission in 1908), which has been superimposed on a map of
the PRC published in 1987. These two maps show areas of  incongruity.
In the Manchu map, the Lingzitang Aksai Chin Plains (in the western
sector) are not included as a part of the Manchu empire.14 When this
fact was brought to the notice of the officials of the PRC in 1960, they
were to dismiss the 1908 map of the Manchu empire as one that had
been ‘inspired by imperialists.’15

Third, the Manchu encouraged the Tibetans into believing that the British
in India had been instrumental in instigating the Gurkha (Nepal) attack
on them in 1791.16 As a part of the Tibetan-Nepalese peace treaty
concluded with Manchu help in 1792, the Chumbi valley (on the
southern slope of the Sikkim Himalayas), was detached from Sikkim
and arbitrarily ceded to Tibet,17 even though Sikkim had not sided
with the Gurkha in this war. It is known that ‘Chumbi Valley divides
Sikkim and Bhutan as if  a dagger is thrust half  way between the two
of  them, to within 25 miles of  the plains of  Bengal.’18 The Manchu
realized the importance of control over a salient on the southern slope
of the Himalayas that would provide easy access to British Indian
territory in the plains of India—a lesson that the PRC was not to
forget, and even wants to emulate.

Fourth, coming down to the last quarter of  the nineteenth century, the
Russians, by the Treaty of  Lividia of  1879 with the Manchu, were not
required to withdraw from the Ili valley in the Tien Shan Mountains.19

It was to be Halliday Macartney, a Scot of  impeccable lineage,20 who
was to assist the Manchu to get back the Ili valley from the Russians by
the Treaty of  St Petersburg of  1881.21

Fifth, the Manchu had unilaterally and voluntarily withdrawn her troops
from the Sarikol district in the foothills of  the Taghdumbash Pamir
because of Russian counter claims to that district.22 It was left to the
British Pamir Boundary Commissioner (1895), General Gerard, to
convince his Russian counterpart that the Manchu frontier lay westwards
on the watershed so as to include the Taghdumbash Pamir and Sarikol
in Manchu territory23 (refer Chapter V of this monograph). British
India had taken this stand only after it had decided to waive Hunza’s
(Indian Kashmir) claim to that Pamir and Sarikol in favour of the
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Manchu.24 Earlier, George Macartney (the son of Halliday Macartney
through a Chinese woman), a British India employee posted at Kashgar,
was present to unofficially represent Manchu interests. Macartney had
taken Gerard for an 80-mile tour of  the Taghdumbash.25  Using some
ingenuity, he had arranged for the positioning of  a Manchu soldier
here, along with a temporary cabin made of mud and stone as his
post or station. T. Hungerford Holdich, the Deputy British Pamir
Boundary Commissioner writes,

…this was enough; it signified permanent occupation. Round

about it were no “premises”; only a few draggle-tailed cocks and

hens, with pessimistic mien … This was interesting because the

domestic fowl will not grow on the Pamirs.26

In return for the gift of  the Taghdumbash Pamir and Sarikol, which
required, as stated above, the shifting of the Manchu frontier south-
westwards of where it actually lay—or where the Russians believed it
should lie, especially after the Manchu had themselves voluntarily
withdrawn from that area—the PRC was to show its gratitude some
68 years later (in 1963) by inducing the Pakistanis to consent to parting
with the Shaksgam Valley and adjacent areas, even beyond what had
been gifted to it in 1895.

As a part of the Great Game, there was to be a competition of sorts
between Russia and British India in denying each other territory,
especially and including the area sandwiched between the Hindu Kush
and the Karakoram in the south, and the Kunlun in the north. The
resultant beneficiary of the rivalry in this area was the Manchu, as both
Powers were not mindful if  territorial gains were to accrue to the
Manchu so long as one or the other rival would not get it for itself.
The PRC was to exploit the inconclusive traces left behind by this
rivalry  some 45 years later to lay territorial claims even beyond what
the Manchu had considered its territorial limits. The China Historical
Geographical Information System project, covering the period between
221 BCE and 1911, has been in progress at the Harvard University
since 2001. The results of this project could have come in useful for
determining the extent of  Manchu territories that were bequeathed to
the ROC and eventually to the PRC. Alongside, what would have
become available are the changes in Manchu territorial limits and
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territorial status across time. However, the provinces of Sinkiang and
Sikang, for some reason, have been kept outside the scope of the
current project. Perhaps, it could be inferred from these omissions
that the PRC (and the Americans under the PRC’s pressure or otherwise)
are not yet ready to let the truth emerge in respect of the Manchu
frontiers with respect to British India, as considered by the Manchu
themselves.27
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CHINESE CHEQUERS: ONE-UPMANSHIP

ON THE BOUNDARY QUESTION

Chapter XI

HORSES IN WINTER ON THE LINGZITANG

AND AKSAI CHIN PLAINS?

In a very imperial fashion, when the world was witnessing the
beginnings of a wave of decolonization across Asia and Africa, the
PLA was marching into Tibet to reclaim what had once been considered
a Manchu protectorate. A PLA column on horses is said to have entered
Western Tibet through Sinkiang. In order to buttress his assertion that
the Lingzitang and Aksai Chin Plains were Chinese, during the talks
with Nehru during (April 1960), Chou En-lai claimed that

The People’s Liberation Army went to … South Sinkiang in 1950

and thence to Ari district of Tibet through this (Lingzitang and

Aksai Chin Plains) area by the end of 1950. This area is on a

high plateau. In 1950, the People’s Liberation Army transported

its supplies on horses.1

When Chou spoke of ‘horses’ and ‘by the end of 1950’ together, he
gave away the truth about his gambit. The Lingzitang and Aksai Chin
Plains comprise a desolate region at an elevation varying between 16,000
and 17,000 feet, and even more at places. The route, mostly through
these elevated plains, between Sanju (the last inhabited village in Sinkiang)
and Tanske, (the last inhabited village in Ladakh) is estimated at 350
miles. The portion of  the road between the Changlung Pass and Kizil
Jilga is considered the most difficult part of  the route, aggravated by
frequent snow and a piercing wind, which blows from morning to
night. On this route, the supply of  fuel is scanty, and the availability of
grass (fodder) is just not there.2 Details of the availability of fuel, fodder,
and water at different camping sites on these elevated plains on the
route taken by Captain Biddulph and his party (and on its variant taken
by Captain Trotter) on their way from Leh to Yarkand, as a part of
the Forsyth Mission, in September-October 1873 are known.3 It is no
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wonder that Captain Biddulph chose sheep as pack animals to cross
the elevated plains, because sheep

…can feed themselves as they go along, which ponies cannot do,

and can pick up a subsistence on the scanty pasture grounds and

among rocks where horses would starve. Each sheep was assigned

a reduced load of  20 lbs. by Captain Biddulph in order to give it

greater agility and enhanced marching distance.4

The position regarding fuel and fodder ‘by the end’ of the year (1950),
with icy cold winds getting chillier and snow sometimes turning into
ice beds, would surely have worsened. If the PLA took this route, as
asserted, under these conditions, it certainly must have caused much
worry and distress to it. It is left to the reader’s imagination to guess as
to what could possibly have happened to the poor horses and their
miserable riders on these cold desolate plains. It is inconceivable to
even think that a general worth his salt would have entertained the
thought of sending a column of his forces through the Lingzitang and
Aksai Chin Plains on horses in the winter of 1950 when there exists a
much easier Eastern Route (Rudok or Changthang Route) lying in
Tibetan territory, where fuel, fodder and water, relatively speaking, are
plenty and easily available at different stages.5

It is on this route in earlier times, it has been suggested, that the flying
hordes came to India from the north. This was the Royal Road referred
to by William Moorcraft (the East India Compay’s veterinary doctor
and explorer). Indian traders from the town of Najibabad traversed
this route for years on their journey to Yarkand and back before the
Tibetans closed it, sometime after the Tibet-Gurkha war of 1791-
1792. Traders had to stop using this route for fear of  the Changpas
who, at the instance of  the Tibetan officials at Gartok and Rudok,
threatened travellers with death if they chose to traverse it.6 Mullik
corroborates the material provided above by stating that there is
evidence to show the PLA entered Gargunsa in Western Tibet not
before June 1951. He also believes that the PLA did not come through
the Lingzitang Aksai Chin Plains Route but took the easterly route,
which is given as: Khotan, Nurmat Langar, Polur, Aqsu, Khizil Pass,
Baba Hatim, Kokyar Pass, Altoon Pasha, Yashil Tso, Ibrahim Kol,
Jawaza, Dung Ming, Zama Mangbo, Mense to Gargunsa.7 Thus, in all
likelihood, the PLA column entering Tibet from Sinkiang (by the end
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of 1950) would have used this Eastern Route  instead of the more
difficult route (virtually impossible for a modern army along with its
commissariat in winter) across the Lingzitang and Aksai Chin Plains.
The question of  the feasibility of  an invading army coming from the
north and using the Lingzitang Aksai Chin Plains Route (also known as
the Chang Chenmo Route) had been discussed by members of the
Royal Geographical Society, who were unanimous in their opinion
that it would not be possible for an army with its commissariat to
cross these Plains. Evidently, a winter crossing of  these Plains had not
been considered by them. The members apparently were under the
erroneous impression that the flying hordes from the north had used
this route, not then being in possession of knowledge of the existence
of the easier Eastern Route.8

THE SEARCH FOR EASIER ROUTES TO EASTERN TURKESTAN

For many years, British India had engaged itself  in searching for easier
routes from Kashmir to Eastern Turkestan in place of  the Karakoram
Pass route.9 In this connection, the Chang Chenmo Route passing
through the Lingzitang and Aksai Chin Plains had been identified for
the purpose in 1868 by H. Cayley,10 the first British Indian Agent posted
at Leh, Ladakh. However, traders continued to prefer the Karakoram
Pass Route, their preference being justified in Darwinian terms as a
‘kind of natural selection’ based on the experience of centuries that
had dictated the choice of routes in the past.11 The Chang Chenmo
Route proved to be a failure despite the Kashmir Government building
rest-houses and depots, apart from providing guides and dak (letter/
message) runners across it (the route).12

It has been suggested that this route may have been used for some
time when the Karakoram Pass Route had been considered unsafe on
account of  threats from robbers from Hunza and Nagar.13 Thus, the
question of the PLA using this route during the end of 1950 in
preference to the much easier Eastern Route does not stand scrutiny.
However, on account of the special topographical features of the
Chang Chenmo Route, the British had realized that this route would
be suitable for wheeled carriage (at that time the only powered wheeled
carriage available was the steam railway). It is highly likely that in wanting
to take advantage of this topographical feature, the PRC built a road
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across the plateau of Aksai Chin, north of the water parting, connecting
Gartok and Rudok in Western Tibet to Sinkiang, which was inaugurated
sometime in 1957. It was only after the CIA’s covert operation in Tibet
when Indians started to be viewed in inimical terms that the PRC was
to come to Lingzitang and the surrounding areas in the Indian
watershed, presumably seeking territorial depth for the defence of
their main arterial road through Aksai Chin, north of the Loksang
Mountains.14 This range forms the watershed between the drainage
systems of the Karakash in the north and the Indus in the south.

CHOU’S DESCRIPTION OF THE TSUNGLING MOUNTAINS

Once again—for the purpose of laying claim to territory right up to
the crest of the Karakoram Mountains, east of the Karakoram Pass—
Chou in his discussions with Nehru in New Delhi during April 1960
chose to claim that the Kunlun Mountains, which form the southern
boundary of  the Tarim Basin of  Sinkiang, were a part of  the
Karakoram.15 No doubt this was an attempt to gain unfair and undue
advantage. To buttress his claim, Chou chose to erroneously equate the
Karakoram with the Tsungling16 (which he refers to as Tsung) of  classical
Chinese geography. To reconcile these apparently erroneous and
contradictory assertions, the Karakoram Mountains have to be
considered as a ‘horse-shoe-shaped indigesta moles of mountain
masses’.17 But then, these horse-shoe-shaped mountain masses have
already been identified with the Tsungling Mountains (with the
Karakoram Mountains forming one constituent part of  the same).
This was done after Sven Hedin (the Swedish geographer and explorer)
had considered almost all the material available from different sources,
including Chinese (partly translated for the first time) in which the
Tsungling happened to be either mentioned or described before he
arrived at his description of  these mountains.18

To begin with, in the first century BC, the Chinese described all mountain
passages that led from the Tarim Basin to countries around the Oxus
in the west as the Tsungling. While the Kunlun, mostly along with the
Tien-shan, forms the upper or northern arm of  the Tsungling, the
lower or southern arm is provided by the Hindu Kush, sometime
along with the Karakoram. During the early period, the Karakoram
was said to be a part of  the Tsungling. However, the Chinese traveller
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Hiuen Tsang excludes the Karakoram from his Tsungling. Manchu
geographers have considered the Tsungling both with and without the
Karakoram, depending on how it has been depicted cartographically.19

During most of  the nineteenth century, Moorcraft’s description of  the
mountain ranges west of the (Karakoram) Pass as the Karakoram
continued to be used, although some explorers preferred the Balti
name of  Mustagh or ‘ice mountain’ for these mountain ranges.
Gradually, however, mountain ranges to the east of  the Pass were
included in the description Karakoram, although these ranges, unlike
the ranges to the west of  the Pass, do not form a water parting between
rivers flowing south into the Indian Ocean and those flowing north
into the Tarim Basin. These northern and southern arms join the
meridional range, that is, the eastern rim of the Pamirs, which includes
the Mustagh Ata Peak and is now often described as the Mustagh Ata
Range. It is through this meridional range that all silk road routes from
the Oxus to the Tarim Basin pass.

Clearly, the mountain ranges described as the Kunlun in the north and
the Karakoram in the south were not known to Chinese geographers
by these names. It was left to European geographers to dissect the
Tsungling Mountains, and separate them into their constituent parts.20

Hedin points out that on account of a double error having crept in in
early Chinese geography, the Indian Ganges and the Chinese Huang-
ho rivers were shown to have their source in the Kunlun, which in turn
could have led to the depiction of one single range separating India
from Eastern Turkestan in early European maps.21 This confusion could
perhaps have been behind Chou’s misunderstanding about the Kunlun
being a part of the Karakoram and the latter being the same as the
Tsungling.

Chou was to add the following.

Your Excellency (Nehru) and some other friends yesterday

mentioned to me about Indians having deep feelings towards

Himalayas (in respect of the eastern sector) … Himalayas should

become a mountain of friendship between China and India …

You can appreciate that the Chinese, particularly the Sinkianese,

have the same feelings towards Karakoram … and this should

also become a mountain of  friendship.22
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Citing an incomplete term from classical Chinese literature, Chou went
on to give lessons in the geography of the region, which neither had
their basis in Chinese literature nor did they represent physical reality
on the ground. What made him to assert that the Kunlun was a part of
the Karakoram Mountains and assume that they were the same as the
Tsungling is not clear. As shown above, both the Kunlun and the
Karakoram could have formed constituent parts of  the Tsungling
Mountains at some period of  time or another. Thus, it is not for the
Karakoram Mountains that the Chinese ever had special feelings; these
feelings have always been for the Kunlun Mountains which are said to
be the abode of, among others, Si-Wang-Mu, the goddess of  the
Kunlun.23

THE GREAT CENTRAL ASIAN—SOUTH ASIAN

WATER PARTING

To Nehru, Chou had said,

… the delineation of the western sector of the boundary has a

basis, namely, the Karakoram watershed. The Karakoram has a

very high peak called the Khunlun (Kunlun) mountain which lies

between Sinkiang and Tibet … to the west is the Karakoram

range, whose watershed divides Hunza from Sinkiang and the

watershed between Sinkiang and Ladakh … (Karakoram) is the

natural watershed. Broadly speaking, rivers and streams to the

south and west of this belong to India while those to the north

and east of  it are on China’s side.24

It is clear that Chou chose to misinterpret—either through ignorance
or design— the term ‘Karakoram watershed’ to erroneously include
the entire region enclosed by the Kunlun, the Karakoram, and the
meridional Mustagh Ata Range, i.e., the Tsungling Mountains. The PRC
had not realized that this (Karakoram) watershed represents only those
portions of the Karakoram Mountains that lie to the west of the
Karakoram Pass, whose apex (the Shaksgam Valley) forms the divide
between the drainage of  the Tarim Basin in the north and the Indian
Ocean in the south, and accordingly was considered the natural
boundary only in that part of  the western sub-sector. Regrettably, it
appears that Chou was misinformed about the drainage, east of  the
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Karakoram Pass. He was clearly under the mistaken belief  that ‘All
water systems north of the Kongka Pass and Karakoram (even east
of the Pass) flow towards the north’.25

This erroneous line of reasoning was to lead Chou into believing that
the crest-ridge of the Karakoram Mountains, even east of the
Karakoram Pass was the watershed (forming the water parting between
the drainage of  the Tarim Basin in the north and the Indian Ocean in
the south) in this part of  the western sub-sector. Accordingly, the
Karakoram Mountains east of  the Pass do not form a water parting as
they do to its west. Actually, the watershed in this portion east of  the
Pass (between Sinkiang and Ladakh) could be roughly taken as a line
drawn diagonally northeast from the Karakoram Pass which passes
north of the Lingzitang Plain and south of the Aksai Chin Plain and
cuts across the crest-ridge of the Loksang Mountains, separating these
Plains.

THE MANCHU AND ROC SURVEYS OF THE DISPUTED AREAS

IN THE WESTERN SECTOR, EAST OF THE KARAKORAM PASS

To lend credibility to his assertions, Chou added the following.

In the year 1891 to 1892, the Manchu Government sent people

to Karakoram and Chang-Chenmo valley for carrying out surveys.

These people confirmed that our boundary lay here. We have

records to prove this. The KMT also surveyed the Kongka pass.

In fact, the local Government had invited some Soviet experts

to come and do the survey.26

There appears to be a context to Chou’s assertion which requires
elucidating. Very briefly, British Indian military strategists believed that
the ‘no-man’s land’,27 or unclaimed land, or what really has also been
considered as ‘regional commons,’ constituted a territorial gap between
the Afghan and Manchu frontiers as well as between the Kashmir (India)
and Manchu frontiers.28 These territorial gaps, which had come to the
notice of the Russians, who were believed to be coveting them, needed
to be closed in order to ‘shut out Russia.’29 The territorial gaps actually
represented tracts of land that had been used over centuries for the
trade pilgrim caravan routes. Remains of  Ashokan as well as of  later
Buddhist times have also been found here.30 Accordingly, for British
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India to determine the issue of  sovereignty over these territorial gaps
was proving to be a highly vexatious and complex issue. It was believed
that the prevailing dangerous situation in the region on account of
these gaps could be exploited by the Russians to use the Pamir route
(in preference for the traditional Afghanistan route) for military
intervention through the mountain passes that led into Chitral and Gilgit
in Kashmir (India).

There was no real evidence to show that any one particular country
had ever actually exercised even loose political control over all these
routes for sustained periods in the past. One Captain F.E. Younghusband,
officer and explorer, who had been dispatched twice in 1889 and
1890 to examine these gaps, went about the task of attempting to
close them with military precision. Younghusband explains.

The country described above (between Kunlun and Karakoram

Mountains, west of the Karakoram Pass) is, for the most part, a

‘no-man’s land,’ and to lay down any particular boundaries is at

present very difficult … the Mustagh (Karakoram, west of the

Pass) Mountains here form a definite boundary between the

countries under our influence and those under the authority of

China (Manchu).31

The range of  mountains which forms the watershed of  the Indus

River system … is generally called by us the Hindu Kush in the

western portion, and either the Mustagh or Karakoram

Mountains in the eastern part … I will refer to the portion of

the Indus watershed extending from the bend of the Hindu Kush

Mountains to the Karakoram Pass as the Mustagh (Karakoram,

west of  the Pass) Mountains.32

…the Chinese (Manchu) have never asserted an authority over

the valley of  the Yarkand River, and it is only this year (1889-

1890) that they have asserted any definite authority over

Shahidulla district, the limits of their jurisdiction, for all practical

purposes, having hitherto been the Kuenlun range, with frontier

posts at Kugiar, Kilian, and Sanju. In their former (1759-1863)

occupation of  Turkestan (renamed Sinkiang after re-conquest),

the Chinese (Manchu) made no pretensions to any authority on

the southern side of the Kuenlun Mountains, and the Maharaja
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(of Kashmir) built, and for some years occupied, the fort at

Shahidulla … Now, according to the latest information, the

Chinese (Manchu) have stationed a guard at Shahidula, and have

therefore definitely set up a claim to that place.33

The Maharaja of Kashmir had been claiming sovereignty over territories
right up to Shahidulla, where a Kashmir garrison had been stationed.
In this connection, during 1857, Adolphe von Schlagintweit (a Bavarian
geologist and explorer) had found the fort at Shahidulla to be
unoccupied, and Suget (in the valley of the Karakash River, less than 7
miles to its south) had been a simple camping ground at that time.34 In
1865, W. H. Johnson (a British Indian surveyor associated with the
survey of  Kashmir), found the Kashmir garrison at Shahidulla.35 Robert
Shaw, the explorer, believed that the fort at Shahidulla had been built
(renovated?) by the Kashmir government in 1864.36 In November 1889,
the Russian-Polish explorer, Captain Grombchevsky, who had been
snooping around in these areas, had learnt that the Kashmiri garrison
at Shahidulla had vacated the fort only a few months earlier, during the
autumn months (September? 1889). It has now become clear that it
was at the instance of  Younghusband that the Manchu taotai
(commissioner) at Kashgar and the concerned Amban (district officer)
put a stop to grain supplies from Sanju and Kilian in Manchu territory
to the Kashmir garrison at Shahidulla, thus compelling the Kashmiri
soldiers to withdraw from their frontier outpost.37 In his exploration
of the region in 1913-1914, the Italian De Filippi found the fort at
Shahidulla empty and deserted. In its place, an ROC’s custom official
was found to be located in a small fort at Suget,38 constructed sometime
after 1890.39

The British in India were attempting to make the Manchu (empire) a
buffer state provided it could be persuaded to extend its frontiers and,
where necessary, ‘meet with those of  the other buffer state,
Afghanistan.’40 Accordingly, the Manchu occupation of  the watershed
region between the Kunlun and the Karakoram mountains, west of
the (Karakoram) Pass, commenced only after Younghusband’s visit to
the area. He was successful in inducing P’an Ta-jen, the Amban (at
Yarkand) to occupy that region.41 To Younghusbands’ great satisfaction,
P’an is reported to have responded favourably. He ‘considered the
watershed … defined as a natural (literally, a heaven-made) boundary,
to be the frontier between Kashmir and Yarkand’42
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In doing so, British India was blatantly and gladly willing to sacrifice
the claims of the Kashmir state to the watershed region west of the
Pass.43 In June 1890, Governor-General Lansdowne shared his views
with Sir John Walsham, Britain’s Minister to Peking, regarding the matter:
‘… the Russians would be wary of “complications with a neighbour
(Manchu) at whose pertinacity in upholding her territorial rights” she
has already had an experience in the Kuldja (Ili) dispute’.44 Lansdowne
instructed the Resident in Kashmir (the British Indian representative
there) to inform the Maharaja at an opportune moment that British
India considered the Indus watershed, west of the Karakoram pass, as
the boundary between Kashmir and Sinkiang.45 Nothing was said about
the region east of  the Pass. In November 1892, the Kashmir government
complained to the Resident that the Manchu officials had put up two
boundary pillars, one on the Karakoram Pass and another one some
50 feet on the southern slope of  the Mountain,46 and expected ‘To
maintain territory already acquired and in its possession and, in that
case, the unlawful aggression of  the Khatais (Manchu/Chinese) must
be repelled, and the original boundary restored’.47 The British Indian
view was that ‘no boundary marks will be regarded as having any
international value’ unless these had been erected “with the concurrence
of  both powers”.’48

In all likelihood, as a consequence of  Younghusband’s visit to Sinkiang,
the Manchu surveyor Li Yuan-ping was deputed in 1891-92 to ‘survey’
the area most probably between the Kunlun and Karakoram Mountains,
east of  the Karakoram Pass. As already referred to, the Manchu had
been gifted the watershed region to the west of  the Pass. Li Yuan-Ping
is asserted to have ‘surveyed’ the area from the Kilik pass in the west
(the Kilik pass being referred to here is most probably not the pass to
the extreme western extremity of undivided India but the pass to the
east of the Sanju pass) to the Kongka pass in the east, in addition to the
elevated plains of Aksai Chin and Lingzitang and the valley of Chang
Chenmo.49 Apparently, Yuan-Ping could have been attempting to
determine the water parting in this region, east of  the Karakoram
Pass, for he is reported to have advocated a method of demarcation
based on the water system of Kashmir and Sinkiang,50 the same principle
that had been employed west of  the Karakoram Pass. It is not known
whether the Manchu effected any changes in its maps even at the district
level as a result of  Yuan-Ping’s ‘surveys.’ It needs to be mentioned here
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that in the absence of a triangulation grid and the time spent on the
‘surveys’, these ‘surveys’, in all likelihood, would have been no more
than rudimentary route surveys, often employed by travellers in those
days. Generally speaking, such surveys were even then not considered
suitable for official map-making purposes.51

Accordingly, it has become clear that Chou’s knowledge of  the area
was based on these rudimentary route surveys which, as route surveys
usually are of a perfunctory nature, resulted in some very rough sketches
of the area. The Indian side issued a clarificatory note on 22 April
1960, stating the following.

Had this (the fact of  the asserted Manchu and ROC surveys

having taken place) been true, it is impossible that Chinese maps

until today (April 1960) would be so crude and elementary. Very

few of  them show the features correctly. Many of  them do not

show any features at all. At best, the Chinese may have crude

sketches prepared by a few travellers in this area. These cannot

be called surveys. We (Indian side) have with us a number of

very detailed accounts of  our exploration and survey parties

who visited the area, and fixed trigonometrical points and prepared

scientific maps. Our records, therefore, are better evidence of

our jurisdiction than any records the Chinese can produce …

Chinese (Manchu) maps of the 18th and 19th centuries showed

the boundary of  Sinkiang on the Kuen Lun. Similarly, the maps

of the early 20th century (Manchu) and the postal map of 1917

(issued by the ROC) also showed the boundary on the Kuen

Lun. It is only after the 1920s that the Chinese (ROC) maps

show an alignment south of the Kuen Luen.52

CHOU CLAIMS THE AKSAI CHIN ‘AREA’

To lay claim to the entire Lingzitang Aksai Chin Plains and the
surrounding areas, Chou very cleverly chose to describe this entire region
as the Aksai Chin area, without making a distinction between its
constituent parts.53  Nothing south of  the Loksang Mountains has ever
been described either as Aksai Chin or Aksai Chin area.54 To lend
credibility to his claim, Chou put forward the argument that Aksai
Chin is a name derived from the Uighur (Turki) language.55 Perhaps,
he was not aware that many a time a different name was assigned to a
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place, mountain, mountain pass, river, etc. depending on whether the
person was from Turkestan in the north or Ladakh in the south. More
often than not, depending on where the caravan bashi (guide) was from,
the name for a place was given accordingly. It so happened that in the
present case the caravan bashi of Adolphe von Schlagintweit (the first
Europeon to have been credited with crossing the said plains in 1857),
one Mahomed Ameen Yarkandi, had been called to the Indian Army’s
Quartermaster-General’s office sometime in 1862, where a rough sketch
depicting caravan routes in the region was drawn. The words Aksai
Chin appeared for the first time on this sketch and were written right
across the blank space south of  the Kunlun Mountains. According to
Ameen Yarkandi, Aksai Chin was outside Manchu territory.56 The Great
Trigonometrical Survey (of  India) would reach, and cover this area
shortly thereafter as a part of  the survey of  the territories of  the Maharaja
of Kashmir (1855-1865).

PROTECTION ON THE PILGRIM TRADE ROUTES

IN ‘NO-MAN’S LAND’

Around 1832, Manchu officials in Eastern Turkestan issued an order
waiving custom duty payable by traders plying different routes, including
those to and from Kashmir, by voluntarily abandoning the reciprocal
duty of  ensuring the security of  the routes. Traders from India using
the Karakoram Pass Routes (confined to the watershed region west
of the Pass) were refusing to pay custom duty to the Maharaja of
Kashmir till such time as arrangements were made for their security on
these routes.57 Accordingly, the Maharaja started providing security on
these routes until 1889 when, at the instance of  Younghusband, the
Kashmir garrison at Shahidulla had to withdraw from there (as referred
to above in this Chapter of the monograph). This shows that during
the first half of the 19th century neither the Manchu nor Kashmir
coveted or laid claims to the territory along these routes—that is, not
till the advent of the Russians and the British on the scene. It appears
that the two (Kashmir and Manchu) were happy to levy custom duty
for the sole purpose of meeting the cost of providing protection to
pilgrims and traders on these routes.

Thus, it can be safely inferred that the Manchu administration had never
reached the region between the Kunlun and the Karakoram Mountains,
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whether to the east or to the west of the Karakoram Pass, in the
eighteenth century as asserted by Chou58—or even until the formation
of  the PRC in 1949. As has been reffered to, the routes east of  the
Pass through the Linzitang and Aksai Chin Plains had never really been
used by traders. It was the cartographical aggression of  the ROC (see
below), which Chou himself had earlier ridiculed, that brought the
ROC’s claim line south of  the Kunlun in the region, east of  the
Karakoram Pass.

THE  CARTOGRAPHICAL AGGRESSION OF THE ROC

Apparently, the Lingzitang and Aksai Chin Plains had never been of
much strategic value to the Manchu since it considered the Tarim Basin
as a virtual fortress in itself—the land of  the Four Garrisons—being
enclosed by the Tienshan Mountains in the north and the Kunlun in the
south. The Shun Pao map of 1934–35 (published privately during the
ROC period) resorted to cartographic aggression by showing the
Lingzitang and Aksai Chin Plains as a part of  the ROC’s territory,59

along with the non-Tibetan tribal belt south of the Himalayan
watershed—covered by the Indian state of Arunachal Pradesh in the
eastern sector—as a part of Sikang (then a Special Administrative
District of ROC) without there being even a shred of evidence to show
that  the ROC (or the Manchu) had ever exercised jurisdiction over any
of  these two territories.60

In the western sector, what Chou coveted was the entire landmass,
virtually uninhabited, which falls in a rain shadow area enclosed by the
Tsungling Mountains. The Lingzitang and Aksai Chin Plains are the
eastern part of  this landmass. On this landmass lie the ancient caravan
trade pilgrim routes between India and China. British India was willing
to divide this landmass on the basis of the watershed principle, and
apportion a lion’s share to the Manchu. Younghusband’s efforts in regard
to the region west of the Karakoram Pass have already been referred
to. For the region east of  the Pass, an offer was made in 1899 to the
Manchu foreign office, the Tsungli Yamen, by the British Minister to
the Manchu court, Sir Claude MacDonald.61 No response was received
in the matter. The matter rests there. It is only when the PRC chooses
to declassify the official records pertaining to the British Indian offer,
that some light might possibly be thrown on Manchu diffidence in
accepting it. It would also be interesting to know of Russian moves on
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this issue, which would become possible when the records of the
Tsar’s War Office (since the eventual superior of  the Russian Consul
General at Kashgar was the Tsar’s War Minister) are declassified. The
British-Russian rivalry in the region and how it subsequently impacted
the Sino-India boundary question requires further study.

CHOU AND THE MCMAHON LINE

In so far as the eastern sector is concerned, Chou’s position was that
the McMahon Line was ‘some dispute …left to us by Imperialism.’62

He went on to expose his ignorance of the alignment of the Line, as
he was clearly under an erroneous impression that British India had,
through this Line, claimed territory even beyond the crest-ridge of the
Himalayas on the northern slopes of  these mountains. This is all too
evident when during his talks with G.B. Pant, the Indian Home Minister,
he stated: ‘…the Chinese people were also sentimental about the
Himalayas. The northern parts of  the Himalayas belonged to China
and, therefore, they formed a common border between the two
countries’.63

Apparently, Chou did not know that the McMahon Line did exactly
what he was in fact suggesting: it gave the northern slopes of  the crest-
ridge of the Himalayas to Tibet and the southern slopes to India through
the application of the watershed principle (to the Himalayas) in the
eastern sector. Further, convinced about the merit of  his argument
regarding the Karakoram Mountains, east of the Karakoram Pass,
forming the watershed in this part of  the western sub-sector, Chou
went on to insist that if Nehru wanted the watershed principle to be
applied to the eastern sector (the Himalaya), then the same principle
should be applied to the western sector as well, when he said: ‘If we
take the watershed principle, it should be made applicable to both
sectors’.64

THE PRC’S STRATEGIC THINKING DICTATES

TERRITORIAL CLAIMS

It is becoming increasingly clear that PRC’s strategic thinking in respect
of its frontiers with India changed significantly and dramatically after it
chose to believe in India’s complicity in the covert operation. From
then onwards, it appears that the PRC began to feel the need to protect
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its soft underbelly, which it believed could be achieved in the western
sector by denying India any territory in the landmass enclosed by the
Tsungling. By this stratagem the PRC would obtain three natural
barricades: the Kunlun Mountains (in the north), the Karakoram
Mountains (in the south), and the intervening inhospitable region enclosed
by these mountain ranges, separating the Muslim dominated Sinkiang
from India. This would make Sinkiang virtually impregnable from the
Indian side in the south.

In the eastern sector, as a stratagem or otherwise, the PRC refused to
acknowledge the legality of the McMahon Line. By implication, it
claimed the entire non-Tibetan tribal belt with some Buddhist pockets
south of the Himalayan watershed in order to protect Buddhist
dominated Tibet by either sitting on the edge of the northern plain of
Assam, south of the Himalaya, or employ it as a bargaining point
(after keeping a salient or two-Tawang et al.-for itself) for the exchange
of  territory claimed by it in the western sector. Most probably, it was
the latter reason that was the more significant one. Apparently, in 1955,
the PRC had not considered a frontier with India, south of the
Himalaya. In a conversation with the Panchen Lama in Peking (23
February 1955), Mao told the Lama: ‘Now that the Tibetans are
cooperating with the Han, our national defence line is not the Upper
Yangtse River but the Himalaya Mountains’.65

Thus, in 1955, the strategic thinking of the PRC appears to have been
different. It started changing shape sometime after it began to believe
in India’s complicity in the covert operation in Tibet. After choosing to
do so, the PRC picked up the slender threads bequeathed to it by the
ROC (as if they were a gauntlet thrown at it), especially after Chou
himself  had ridiculed the ROC’s cartographic aggression (refer Chapter
VI of  this monograph). For a person of  Chou’s position and stature,
he should have known better than to advance claims in both sectors
that do not even stand on foundations of  sand. Evidently, he was ill
advised in the matter.

HISTORY REPEATS ITSELF: THE SOUTH CHINA SEA

Speaking of the present, it seems clear that for the sake of establishing
‘historical facts’, the PRC has shown no hesitation in making use of
ROC’s maps, which go even beyond the exaggerated territorial claims
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of the Manchu, and which Chou had himself ridiculed way back in
1954 (refer Chapter VI of this monograph). The PRC has also
demonstrated that, if required, it can muster the necessary political will
to use force in furtherance of its territorial claims in blatant disregard
of  international law, norms, conventions, and practice. This has also
been witnessed in the South China Sea, where it continues to claim 80
per cent of that sea for itself based on the ‘Nine-Dash Line’ map
issued by the ROC in 1947. This has been so despite the award of the
tribunal of  the Permanent Court of  Arbitration in The Hague of  12
July 2016 finding no legal basis under the United Nations Convention
on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) for the PRC to claim historic rights
to resources within the sea areas falling within the ‘Nine Dash Line.’66

Significantly, the award is based on the Convention (1992), which the
PRC itself helped to draft apart from becoming one of its willing
signatories (1996). Despite all this, the PRC has chosen to reject the
award as ‘null and void’—in complete disregard for international law
and world opinion. In rejecting the award, and by its occupation,
reclamation, construction of military facilities, and also by causing serious
damage to the ecology of  the region, the PRC ‘has acted as a practitioner
of  hard power.’67 In doing so, the PRC has attempted to declare itself
as the master of the South China Sea—the indisputable gateway from
the Pacific to the Indian Ocean (and vice versa) through which flow an
annual estimated over US$ 5 trillion in merchandise trade.

As the cliché goes, history appears to be repeating itself in the South
China Sea. The PRC has reacted to the award on the South China Sea
by making the PLA’s Southern Theatre Command display its latest
weaponry on state television in order to send a clear message that it is
prepared to fight for advancing its territorial claims.68 One way to
explain the PRC’s present threatening posture in the South China Sea is
that it is under the impression it can get away with it, like it could in the
past. Five and a half  decades ago, the PRC chose to use the PLA rather
than the negotiation table for advancing territorial claims against India.
No doubt the PRC got away with it then because of  Cold War politics.
Once again today, in the PRC’s calculations, the Americans are
preoccupied in containing the Russians and fighting terror (in that order),
and the time appears ripe for projecting force in the South China Sea
for advancing its own territorial claim. In this way, it seems to be clearly
demonstrating that it believes in putting itself as the final arbiter of
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disputed territorial claims against militarily inferior rival claimants. It
will be recalled that India had offered to make a reference of the Sino-
Indian boundary question to any international authority, including the
International Court at The Hague. However, the PRC rejected
international arbitration even at that juncture (refer Chapter VII of this
monograph).

By way of  caution, it needs to be recognized that the PRC’s state
machinery continues to be a monolithic entity that has operated all
these years without even a semblance of what is called the separation
of  powers. The PRC chooses to describe itself  as a ‘socialist market
economy’ without having had the advantage of being exposed to
rational-liberal thought, one major manifestation of which is democracy
and another being human rights. Till such time as it does not affect
requisite changes in its socio-political structure, its methods will remain
crude and primitive for advancing territorial claims in respect of those
it does not consider its peer—unless it has reson to believe that there
are mitigating circumstances to show that it should be seen to be acting
differently. For the global community, it must take note of  the fact that
the proverbial pond is already half full and with another doubling of
the PRC’s GDP, that pond will be full (when the PRC’s GDP reaches
the level of the US GDP or even crosses it).

The global community stands at a critical juncture, with no elbowroom
left for further procrastination in respect of sending a clear message to
the PRC to play the game in the international arena in a fair and
gentlemanly manner as per well-established international conventions,
rules, and practices. In this connection, the PRC’s leaders need to realize
that Chou En Lai had himself assured that the PRC would not
unilaterally change boundaries as the KMT had—and by implication
repudiated the ‘Nine Dash Line’ as well (refer Chapter VI of this
monograph). The award on the South China Sea has, in a way, put the
PRC to a test in which it has to demonstrate whether it is willing to
show respect for international law as well as past assurances in settling
territorial disputes. In case the PRC is not willing to settle the dispute in
the South China Sea according to the arbitration award and UNCLOS,
then it is time for the international community to stand up as one, and
settle it appropriately. The global community could come to regret it
later if  it does not take timely action in this matter. Having said this, it
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needs to be added that no one grudges the PRC’s rise in getting its
‘rightful place in the world’, whatever that means—provided it grows
as a rational liberal society and not as a country uglier than pre-war
Japan—by which route it could end up becoming a threat to global
equilibrium and the global community itself.
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CONCLUSION

In an attempt to obfuscate issues, the rupture in Sino-Indian relations
leading to the conflict of 1962 is sought to be projected as an ‘un-
anticipated consequence’ of  the CIA’s covert operation in Tibet.1 In
this regard, the author of the book, Reidel, has attempted to assert that
‘how big a role it (the covert operation) played (in creating that rupture)
is hard to discern in the absence of  access to China’s archives.’2 Clearly,
this line of reasoning appears as a lame excuse when it is fully known
that the PRC as a non-democracy is under no compulsion whatsoever
from its civil society or otherwise to place official records in the public
domain, as democracies often do as a part of their transparency initiative.
However, Indian and American responses covering the period of the
covert operation have been quite accurately recorded, are well
documented, are getting declassified, and have been considered in the
writing of this monograph. Thus, the question before us is: was the
Sino-Indian conflict an un-anticipated consequence of the covert
operation in Tibet? Or, was it an integral part of it?

For the sake of  argument, if  all the outcomes of  the covert operation
identified in Chapter V of  this monograph—namely, the rupture in
Sino-Indian relations leading to the conflict of 1962; the underlying
aim of weakening International Communism; the vengeful and ruthless
manner of  Tibet’s amalgamation with the PRC; the loss of  an
opportunity of working towards Tibetan ‘autonomy’ in a peaceful
manner; and the replacement of India by Pakistan as friend (and ally?)
of the PRC—were all to be clubbed together as the ‘un-anticipated
consequences’ of the covert operation, the question that would naturally
arise is: what then was the intended purpose of  that operation? To
begin with, it will be recalled that Eisenhower chose not to keep Nehru
informed of  the covert operation (when the two had met in Washington
in December 1956), especially when, as a part of the operation, Thondup
et al. were to be located in Kalimpong and Darjeeling in Indian territory,
and that CIA aircraft would be required to fly over Indian airspace to
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make aerial drops to destinations in Tibet. If the intended purpose
was to be as simple as that of providing assistance to resistance fighters
in Tibet, Eisenhower would not have chosen to remain hesitant in
taking Nehru into confidence about the operation. Surely, he would
have known all along that Nehru would come to know of it in some
form or another from other sources in due course. Conversely, if  the
Indians were a part of the covert operation, then Eisenhower would
have kept Nehru informed of  it. However, the CIA kept only Mullik
informed at some stage(s); but to what extent, is not known. It has
already been shown that the officially stated purpose does not carry
conviction, and requires a greater degree of transparency in its
articulation (refer Chapter V of  this monograph). Also, as already
shown, to complicate matters those operatives of the CIA, who were
connected with the covert operation in one way or another, have chosen
to either dodge the question of stated purpose when it was put to
them, or have remained silent about it in their interviews and writings.

The other question that arises is: why were the Americans not making
mid-course corrections during the implementation of the covert
operation when they found that the ‘un-anticipated consequences,’ which,
putting it mildly, were grave and far outweighed any anticipated
consequence? The Americans had every opportunity to review the covert
operation after John F. Kennedy took over the Presidency from
Eisenhower in January 1961, when it was already known that armed
resistance had virtually died down (even before April 1960). In this
regard, John Kenneth Galbraith, the American Ambassador to India
at the time, on the basis of material shared with him during  a briefing
arranged for him at the CIA headquarters in March 1961, expressed
serious reservations on the covert operation in Tibet. He remarked,
‘This sounds like the Rover Boys at loose ends.’3 In an operation of  this
nature, when the ‘un-anticipated consequences,’ or, putting it differently,
the collateral damage far outweighs or exceeds the anticipated
consequences, then that operation is expected to be capped, rolled
back, and even terminated. This did not happen to the covert operation
in Tibet. Possibly, that the covert operation was allowed to proceed
with all its ‘un-anticipated consequences’ lends credibility to the view
that some of these ‘un-anticipated consequences’ could actually have
been the anticipated consequences of the operation.
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Moreover, it needs to be underscored that the covert operation in
Tibet was just one component of  a bigger operation put in place by
the Americans through their National Security Council Directives of
1954–55. These were aimed at waging the Cold War against the Soviets
and their allies, known collectively as ‘International Communism.’ It
will be recalled that the CIA had smelt blood when it came to learn of
Khrushchev’s speech of  February 1956 denouncing Stalin, and
advocating the co-existence of the capitalist and communist systems
(refer Chapter VI of this monograph). The CIA got to work
immediately after obtaining a copy of that speech in April 1956. It
initiated a series of covert operations to sow discord amongst the
world’s communist parties, and promote spontaneous manifestations
of discontent in communist countries with a view to weaken
International Communism. The covert operation in Tibet, which too
was approved during this period, most probably had to do with the
overall aim of weakening International Communism rather than to
create a minor irritant for the PRC. Had the Americans really wanted
to create trouble for the PRC, they would have chosen to do so in
1951 or thereabouts—when the PLA was facing a food crisis and the
road network in Tibet was non-existent—rather than wait for the
situation to stabilize in Tibet for the PLA, as the CIA did.

An examination of the US actions toward the PRC, right from her
coming into existence in 1949 and until the early 1960s, when hostility
between the two appears to have peaked, reveals that these purportedly
hostile actions had more form than content. During this period, the
USA did not take major steps that would adversely impact the PRC’s
strategic concerns or interests. First, when it became known that China
had fallen to the communists, fears of a PRC takeover of Tibet began
to emerge which would naturally shake up the Tibetans. Despite
attempts by the Tibetans to rally support for the acceptance of their
independent status, the Americans were most reluctant to accept it—
although during World War II they had respected it by not sending
military assistance to the KMT and the Communists through Tibet
which, unlike the ROC, had remained neutral.

Second, there was to be no real encirclement of the PRC as SEATO
was to have no teeth, and was, on the contrary, just a subterfuge to
arm some countries like Pakistan. As a matter of  fact, through SEATO,
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as things played out, India found itself being troubled more than the
PRC, for whose encirclement it had been established (refer Chapter I
of this monograph).

Third, even as the CIA’s covert operation unfolded, it turned out to be
a low intensity affair that would not shake PRC’s hold over Tibet in
any way—significant or otherwise (refer Chapter IV of this
monograph).

Fourth, the Americans even started respecting the PRC’s sentiments
when they chose not to criticize it too sharply after the Sino-Soviet
differences became apparent from 1956 onwards. This was a part of
the self-imposed ‘strategic silence’ (refer Chapter V of this monograph).

Fifth, by 1961, when Soviet military hardware supplies to the PRC
were drying up, the British (naturally, with American approval) made
up for it by agreeing to sell dual purpose long-range transport aircraft
capable of ferrying troops and carrying ammunition non-stop to Lhasa
(refer Chapter V of this monograph).

Sixth, the Americans who were in talks with PRC since 1955 gave an
assurance of neutrality in the event of a Sino-Indian conflict. This made
the PRC feel secure, and led to preparations for an attack on India
(refer Chapter VII of this monograph).

Seventh, even after the Sino-Indian conflict, American military assistance
to India remained insignificant so as not to send wrong signals to
Pakistan—and to the PRC as well (refer Chapter VII of this
monograph).

The process of welcoming the PRC in the American camp was to be
formalized through the Shanghai Communiqué (in 1972). This had
varying implications for India, Tibet, and the nations on the South
China Sea Littoral.4 A year earlier (1971), during his meeting with Chou,
Kissinger was to inform him that

President Nixon has authorized me to tell you that the USA will

not take any major steps affecting your interests without discussing

them with you and taking your views into account.5

The progress we have now started will send enormous shock

waves around the world. It may panic the Soviet Union into
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sharp hostility … It will have (a) major impact on our (South-

East) Asain allies … It will increase the already substantial hostility

in India.6

There is no doubt that the CIA’s covert operation in Tibet has had a
lasting impact. Even today, Chinese authors tend to scrupulously tow
the official line according to which the root cause of the 1962 war was
the Indian attempt to undermine the PRC’s rule in Tibet for the purpose
of  converting it into a ‘buffer zone.’ From the very beginning, the PRC
found it convenient to blame India for armed resistance in Tibet rather
than take the blame on itself for the manner in which it had handled
the ‘peaceful liberation’ of Tibet. It has already been shown (refer
Chapter VIII of  this monograph) that the PRC’s official line is without
basis. Moreover, no useful purpose will be served by towing the official
line any more. Instead, the PRC needs to view the matter in a calm and
objective manner, and take a deeper look at the reactions that were
caused on account of the heavy footprint of the PLA, apart from the
rash policies and harsh actions of  the Communist Party of  China’s
cadres in Tibet.

In this context, to suspect India or Nehru of  duplicity, and to suggest
that India was harbouring designs on Tibet does not stand to reason,
and fails scrutiny. On the contrary, what emerges is a multitude of
causes which came to the fore after the PRC chose to suspect India of
complicity in the CIA’s covert operation in Tibet. Among these causes,
some could be the following: the PRC’s worldview; its Manchu imperial
legacy; inherited KMT maps; and its revolutionary fervour. All these
combined together to produce responses that became strident, virulent,
and even unmanageable after the covert operation started having its
effect—especially after the Dalai Lama was granted refuge in India.
The aim of the covert operation appears to have been, on the one
hand, to ‘sow seeds of discord’ between the PRC and India, which
was achieved through making the former suspicious of  the latter’s
complicity in the armed resistance in Tibet, and, on the other, to stiffen
the backs of the Indians—so that a resolution of the boundary question
would remain elusive. In this, the Americans succeeded fully. As has
been shown the consequences—intended or otherwise—of the covert
operation in Tibet were very much to the disadvantage of both the
Indians and the Tibetans. They only helped the PRC and the Americans.
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Indeed, the covert operation in Tibet took the Americans one step
forward in the Cold War against the Soviets. Eventually, the Americans
were to win that war, with the PRC by its side. Naturally, the PRC was
to gain being a part of the winning side.

During these past 39 years or so, the PRC has steadily forged ahead,
leaving India way behind. The gap between the two countries has only
been widening, despite reports of a PRC slowdown. India has ceased
to be in a position of being an equal to the PRC. When compared to
India in economic and military matters, the PRC is much stronger
currently than it was in 1962. After securing a permanent membership
of  the United Nation’s Security Council and emerging as a major military
and economic power, the PRC has acquired greater leverage in the
international arena. The advantage definitely vests with the PRC. In
addition, it has clearly demonstrated its preference for using the PLA
rather than the negotiating table for settling territorial disputes, especially
where it thinks it can get away with it. Its foreign policy in such cases
seems to be more sword than a shield.

In any negotiation7 on the boundary question with the PRC at this
juncture, India is highly unlikely to obtain a settlement that could be
better, or even somewhat similar,8 to the one it could have obtained in
1960-1961,9 or thereabouts. The time is just not opportune for India
to conclude a boundary agreement with the PRC and change its map.
Just like the Republican Chinese and the PRC and their immediate
predecessor the Manchu who, in their weakest periods refused to enter
into any boundary agreement and, on the contrary, kept issuing maps
so as to lay territorial claims when the time would be ripe, the Indians
too should accordingly not change their map. The Indians can wait for
better times unless, for some reason, it becomes possible to believe
that realization is dawning upon the PRC to treat neighbour India in a
fair and friendly manner. No doubt this would, to all intents and
purposes, be in the realm of  wishful thinking.

Thus, it appears that no useful purpose would be served in trying to
make the PRC change its mind on the boundary question. The acceptance
of a well-defined status quo on the boundary question for arriving at
a modus vivendi as a tentative and interim measure may appear one
pragmatic way out. When the time is ripe, and both countries are ready
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and willing to arrive at a ‘reasonable, equitable and friendly’10 settlement
on the Sino-Indian boundary question, one way forward would be to
accept the principle of watershed for delimiting, delineating, and
demarcating the border in both sectors as suggested by Chou—the
watershed in the western sector being determined by the water parting
of  the rivers flowing into the Tarim Basin in the north, and those
flowing into the Indian Ocean in the south. In places in the eastern
sector, where river gorges or valleys bisect the Himalayan crest-ridge
watershed, the border will need to be delimited with care so as to
deny salients to either country. Alongside, what is urgently required is
India taking decisive steps to improve itself. Indeed, Prime Minister
Modi has been elected on this very promise.

ENDNOTES:

1 Reidel, p. 179.

2 Ibid. p. 179.

3 Ibid. pp. 59–60.
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8 The PRC had suggested to the Burmese in January 1962 that it was willing

to drop its map claim in the western sector and retain only the area held by it
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