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TIBET: BARRIERS TO SETTLING
AN UNRESOLVED CONFLICT

THURSDAY, JUNE 23, 2022

CONGRESSIONAL-EXECUTIVE
COMMISSION ON CHINA,
Washington, DC.

The hearing was held from 9:05 a.m. to 10:56 a.m., room H-313,
the Capitol, Washington, DC, and virtually via Cisco Webex, Sen-
ator Jeff Merkley, Chairman, Congressional-Executive Commission
on China, presiding.

Also present: Representative James P. McGovern, Co-chair, Sen-
fétorlJon Ossoff, and Representatives Chris Smith and Michelle

teel.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JEFF MERKLEY, A SENATOR
FROM OREGON AND CHAIR, CONGRESSIONAL-EXECUTIVE
COMMISSION ON CHINA

Chair MERKLEY. Good morning. Today’s hearing of the Congres-
sional-Executive Commission on China entitled “Tibet: Barriers to
Settling an Unresolved Conflict” will come to order.

More than 70 years after the invasion that led to Chinese rule
in Tibet, Tibetans continue to struggle in the face of unrelenting
opposition. Chinese authorities routinely violate Tibetans’ freedom
of religion, expression, and assembly and deny Tibetans self-deter-
mination.

The Chinese Communist Party has waged a years-long campaign
of “sinicization” requiring conformity with officially sanctioned in-
terpretations of religion and culture, not the authentic practice and
teaching of Tibetan Buddhism. Contrary to that practice and teach-
ing, the Chinese government even insists on its own authority to
select the next reincarnation of the Dalai Lama, whom authorities
label a security threat. Those who express reverence for the Dalai
Lama are punished.

Also punished are those who express dissatisfaction with Chinese
rule in Tibet. Punishments range from warnings to surveillance to
interrogation and detention. The Commission’s Political Prisoner
Database currently includes records of 715 Tibetans detained or
imprisoned for political or religious reasons. We note that there are
considerably more cases of detention in China than we can capture
in the database.

Increasingly, this oppression threatens the religious, cultural,
linguistic, and historical identity of the Tibetan people. Earlier this
year, we heard testimony about insidious efforts to separate Ti-
betan children from their parents, with nearly 80 percent of all Ti-
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betan children now placed in boarding schools to disrupt the inter-
generational transfer of language and culture. We are observing an
extension or expansion of that practice now to children going to
kindergarten.

This Commission has documented these kinds of human rights
violations in Tibet for 20 years and we will continue to do so. In
today’s hearing, our focus turns to the dialogue needed to address
the aspirations of the Tibetan people that their basic rights and
self-determination be respected. Sadly, that dialogue has been fro-
zen for 12 years, as Chinese authorities refuse to meet with the
Dalai Lama or his representatives.

The longstanding policy of the United States is to promote dia-
logue without pre-conditions to achieve a negotiated agreement on
Tibet. In other words, we recognize that this remains an unsettled
conflict that must be addressed. Yet the Chinese government would
have the world believe that Tibet is an internal affair and that
issues of its status are resolved. This narrative ignores Tibet’s his-
tory, and today’s hearing aims to set the historical record straight.

Our witnesses will share with us their considerable experience
analyzing the history of Tibet, the international law dimensions of
the conflict, the barriers to resuming dialogue, and U.S. policy on
Tibet. I hope this hearing helps cut through Chinese propaganda
and helps bring attention to the true historical underpinnings of
the Tibetan quest for autonomy.

I'd also like to welcome the members of the Tibetan Parliament-
in-exile—it’s good to have you here—the International Campaign
for Tibet, dignitaries, and other friends of Tibet who are with us
this morning while they are in town for the 8th World Parliamen-
tarians’ Convention on Tibet. Thank you for joining us.

The causes of Tibetan human rights and self-determination need
champions all over the globe, and I look forward to continuing to
work with my fellow parliamentarians to advance the cause of
human dignity and freedom wherever we can.

Among global elected officials, few have been as great a friend
of Tibet as my co-chair, Congressman McGovern, who for many
years has led the charge in the U.S. Congress to pass legislation
and ailivocate for the Tibetan people. I now recognize him for his
remarks.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES P. MCGOVERN, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE FROM NEW JERSEY AND CO-CHAIR, CONGRESSIONAL-
EXECUTIVE COMMISSION ON CHINA

Co-chair MCGOVERN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I too,
want to welcome our friends who are visiting Washington for the
World Parliamentarians’ Convention on Tibet. I want to especially
welcome the members of the Tibetan Parliament-in-exile. We have
two members of the Canadian Parliament here. I want to welcome
my friends from the International Campaign for Tibet, and I want
to welcome my dear friend Richard Gere, who has been an incred-
ible activist and advocate for human rights in Tibet. We're de-
lighted you are all here.

You know, I appreciate that we’re holding this hearing on Tibet,
the status of dialogue, and a path forward in the Tibetan quest for
rights and dignity. Congress has had a long and abiding interest
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in Tibet. It created Tibetan-language broadcasting, scholarships
and exchanges, and aid programs for Tibetans in Tibet and in exile.
In 2002, Congress passed the landmark Tibetan Policy Act and
codified the position of Special Coordinator for Tibetan Issues.

Support for Tibet transcends the partisan divide. Congressman
Tom Lantos and Senator Jesse Helms stood side by side with the
Dalai Lama. So did President Bush and Speaker Pelosi, who pre-
sented him with the Congressional Gold Medal in 2007.

I've had the honor of authoring the two most recent Tibet bills
to be enacted into law. The Reciprocal Access to Tibet Act seeks to
enable diplomats, journalists, and tourists to travel to see Tibet
with their own eyes, because Chinese officials have closed it off.
The Tibetan Policy and Support Act expands the U.S. policy ap-
proach. As its key feature, the bill makes it U.S. policy that the
succession or reincarnation of Tibetan Buddhist leaders, including
a future 15th Dalai Lama, is an exclusively religious matter that
should be decided solely by the Tibetan Buddhist community, not
by China.

Congress and the U.S. Government have advocated for the
human rights and religious freedom of the Tibetan people, but the
core problem remains that the Tibetan people cannot advocate for
themselves. They are forced to live in an authoritarian system
under a paranoid central government that sees any expression of
distinct identity as a threat to their power.

His Holiness the Dalai Lama says it doesn’t have to be this way.
He’s right. For decades, he sought to negotiate with Chinese au-
thorities. He did so in good faith. The Chinese side did agree to 10
rounds of dialogue. They talked to the Dalai Lama’s envoys, but
they did not do so in good faith. Chinese officials say they will re-
turn to the table only if the Dalai Lama meets certain demands—
demands that are not only unreasonable, but false.

The U.S. Government, to its credit, has consistently called on the
Chinese to return to dialogue without pre-conditions, but that
hasn’t worked. For 12 years, the Tibetans stood ready, the Ameri-
cans asked, but the Chinese turned away. Should we keep doing
it this way, or should we explore some other tactic or strategy?
That’s the question we will explore in this hearing.

Our witnesses today bring expertise and a variety of perspec-
tives—legal, historical, policy, and personal—on the Tibet-China
dialogue. We hope to hear what Congress and the U.S. Government
can do to help. Should we be countering false Chinese narratives?
Should we reorient how we talk about the basis for dialogue? Is
dialogue even possible in the current environment, and what would
the alternatives be?

So thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to consider
these important questions, and I look forward to our hearing.

Chair MERKLEY. Congressman Smith, I know youre with us on
Zoom. Do you wish to make an opening comment?
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STATEMENT OF HON. CHRIS SMITH,
A REPRESENTATIVE FROM NEW JERSEY

Representative SMITH. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I'll be brief. I thank
you again, and our co-chair, for convening this important hearing.

I also want to welcome our distinguished witnesses, and Richard
Gere, who has been an extraordinary advocate for the people of
Tibet and especially for the Dalai Lama.

Simply put, the barrier, obviously, is the Chinese Communist
Party. It has an ideological commitment to control Tibet far beyond
what previous Chinese governments sought to do, which has been
evident since the founding of the People’s Republic of China. In-
deed, one year after the communist government took power in Bei-
jing and completed its control of the mainland, it invaded Tibet and
sought to annex it. 1959, of course, marked an even greater at-
tempt to control Tibet and led to the dramatic flight of the Dalai
Lama from his home country. All these years he has been in exile,
while the world has benefited from his personal holiness and his
example. He truly is a treasure, and I, like my other colleagues,
have met him and have been so deeply impressed by his goodness
and his holiness.

Well, we saw the extreme cruelty of the Cultural Revolution,
where Mao’s Red Guards despoiled so much of Tibet’s religious and
cultural patrimony. Then there was the kidnapping and disappear-
ance of the Panchen Lama, which personalizes how evil and totali-
tarian the CCP is and underscores the extent to which they will
go to deny the Tibetan people the right to practice their faith freely
and without interference.

Now, today, under Xi Jinping, the suppression of Tibetan Bud-
dhism—indeed, the suppression of all religion, which Xi Jinping
seeks to sinicize—has intensified. The Chinese Communist Party is
intent upon committing cultural genocide. This must end. The Ti-
betan people must be free to practice their own faith and choose
their own spiritual leaders. We look forward to our distinguished
witnesses giving us guidance on the path forward. I yield back.

Chair MERKLEY. Thank you very much, Congressman.

We'd now like to introduce those witnesses. I'll introduce all of
them now.

Michael van Walt van Praag is a professor of international law
and executive president of Kreddha, an international non-govern-
mental organization created to help prevent and resolve violent
interstate conflicts. He is the author of Tibet Brief 20/20 and he
previously served as legal advisor to the Office of His Holiness the
Dalai Lama.

Hon-Shiang Lau is a retired professor who taught at the City
University of Hong Kong, Oklahoma State University, and Wash-
ington State University. Since retiring, he has devoted his time to
Chinese history. He is the author of the book Tibet Was Never Part
of China since Antiquity.

Tenzin N. Tethong is a former Representative of His Holiness the
Dalai Lama, New York and Washington, DC. He’s served in several
roles in the Central Tibetan Administration, including as kalon
tripa, the equivalent of prime minister. He has served as the direc-
tor of the Tibetan language service at Radio Free Asia and is cur-



5

rently the director of the Tibetan language service at Voice of
America. He is testifying in a personal capacity.

Ellen Bork will be joining us via Zoom. She is contributing editor
at American Purpose. She previously served as the senior profes-
sional staff member for Asia and the Pacific at the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee and writes frequently about U.S. policy to-
ward Tibet, Hong Kong, and Taiwan. Her writing has appeared in
the Wall Street Journal, The Dispatch, the Washington Post, and
other publications.

Thank you all for joining us for this hearing. Without objection,
your full statements will be entered into the record. We ask that
you keep your oral remarks to about five minutes. We'll start with
Michael van Walt van Praag.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL VAN WALT VAN PRAAG, PROFESSOR
OF INTERNATIONAL LAW AND EXECUTIVE PRESIDENT OF
KREDDHA

Mr. VAN WALT VAN PRAAG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My testimony today is based on the findings of 10 years of col-
laborative research, historical and legal, most of which I carried
out during my tenure at the School of Historical Studies of the In-
stitute for Advanced Study at Princeton, and the findings are pub-
lished in these two books: Sacred Mandates: Asian International
Relations since Chenggis Khan and Tibet Brief 20/20.

Today, I'd like to call your attention to one of those findings and
its international legal ramifications. Contrary to what the PRC
claims, Tibet was historically not a part of China. Though not al-
ways independent in the modern legal sense of the term, and over
the centuries subject to various degrees of Mongol, Manchu, and
even British authority or influence, Tibet was never a part of
China. The PRC did not inherit Tibet from the Republic of China
or from earlier empires, as it claims. Tibet was, in fact, an inde-
pendent state in the modern sense of the term in fact and law from
1912 to 1951, when the PRC took it by force.

So the PRC’s military invasion of Tibet constituted an act of ag-
gression and violated the peremptory norm of international law
prohibiting the acquisition of territory by the use of force against
another state. This informs the legitimacy, or not, of China’s pres-
ence in and rule of Tibet. China does not have sovereignty over
Tibet, and therefore it is occupying Tibet illegally.

That, in turn, informs the international community’s legal obliga-
tions and its responsibilities regarding the Sino-Tibetan conflict.
Governments are prohibited under international law from recog-
nizing China’s annexation of Tibet, and they have the positive obli-
gation to help bring about a resolution of the Sino-Tibetan conflict,
to end the occupation of Tibet, and to enable the Tibetan people to
exercise self-determination.

As you stated, it is U.S. policy to support a negotiated resolution
to the conflict between China and Tibet, but U.S. Government ac-
tions run counter to that policy. The U.S. Government has stated
more than once that it considers Tibet to be a part of the PRC. If
it and other governments continue to do so, Beijing no longer will
have any incentive to negotiate with the Tibetans. The inter-
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national community will have satisfied the PRC’s needs without
Beijing having to make any concessions to the Tibetans.

The PRC wants two things above anything else regarding Tibet:
legitimacy and no foreign interference or criticism. Beijing’s strat-
egy to obtain legitimacy in Tibet from the Tibetans is failing. The
Dalai Lama disputes the PRC’s only claim to entitlement to Tibet,
namely that Tibet has been an integral part of China since antiq-
uity, and he is not giving in to pressure to make a statement to
that effect.

Beijing has, therefore, started demanding of other governments
that they recognize that Tibet is part of China, and is using their
statements as a substitute for true legitimacy. Once a government
agrees to regard Tibet as part of the PRC, it also accepts that Tibet
and Sino-Tibetan relations are China’s internal affair, outside its
purview. Beijing’s needs are then satisfied and Tibetan negotiating
power, which depends heavily on the international community’s up-
holding of international law in keeping with Tibet’s status as an oc-
cupied country, is then severely weakened.

And not only that, endorsing China’s sovereignty claim to Tibet
conditions the Tibetans to envision a settlement that can bring only
marginal change in Tibet. Given what we know about China’s
treatment of Tibetans and also its treatment of Uyghurs and Bei-
jing’s determination to eradicate their very identity, I ask: Is mar-
ginal change what the U.S. really wants for the Tibetan people?

The conflict will not be resolved with marginal change. It can
only truly be resolved if the Tibetans’ basic needs are satisfied. At
a very minimum, this requires a robust autonomy with guarantees
and international protection endorsed by the Tibetan people in ac-
cordance with their right to self-determination. To arrive there, the
international community needs to play its role—uphold inter-
national law and treat Tibet as an occupied country and the con-
flict as a matter of international responsibility.

Thank you.

Chair MERKLEY. Thank you very much.

We’ll now turn to Professor Lau.

STATEMENT OF HON-SHIANG LAU, RETIRED CHAIR
PROFESSOR, CITY UNIVERSITY OF HONG KONG

Mr. LAU. T want to thank this distinguished audience for ena-
bling me to make this presentation. My theme is that China’s pre-
1949 official historical records clearly show that Tibet was never
part of China before the PRC invaded Tibet in 1950. This is an im-
portant issue because China is a signatory to the relevant cov-
enants of the League of Nations and the United Nations which
means that, since 1919, China has promised not to gain territories
through military conquest thereafter.

Moreover, the PRC incessantly condemns other countries for
their past colonial conquests and their past bullying of China.
Therefore, the PRC needs to cover up its 1950 Tibet conquest as
a unification of a territory that has been part of China since antiq-
uity. Sadly, today many governments incorrectly believe this ridicu-
lous lie, and this is part of the reason why many Western democ-
racies fail to provide adequate support for upholding Tibet’s sov-
ereignty.
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There are two important foundational concepts behind my theme.
Foundation A: There is an abundance of authentic and reliable pre-
1949 Chinese official historical records. The PRC version of Chi-
nese history is very, very different from the version of Chinese his-
tory reflected in these pre-1949 official Chinese records.

Foundation B: We used a comprehensive range of objective cri-
teria to examine whether Tibet was part of China. Thus, to judge
whether Tibet was part of China during China’s Ming dynasty, we
used official classical Chinese records to examine, for example: (1)
Whether the Ming Empire had designated Tibet as part of China
or as a foreign entity, say, via a promulgated map. (2) Was the
Ming Empire able to conduct censuses or collect taxes in Tibet? (3)
Was the Ming Empire able to appoint and dismiss judges or gov-
erning officials in Tibet? (4) Was China’s language, legal system,
and monetary system used in Tibet? etc.

Combining Foundations A and B, we can prove the following con-
clusion: China’s pre-1949 official records clearly show that Tibet
was never part of China before the PRC’s 1950 invasion. We also
prove that the PRC’s so-called evidence of sovereignty over Tibet is
based on not only distortions, but outright fabrications and for-
geries of pre-1949 Chinese records. This means that a current per-
manent member of the UN Security Council militarily conquered a
foreign country in 1950 and continues to subjugate it today. This
crime obligates the intervention of the international community.

I'm going to show you two examples of these proofs. The first ex-
ample is a Ming dynasty map. It’s on your tablet. This is labeled
as Map 1, purported to show the entire Ming Empire. [Map 1 ap-
pears on page 36 in the written statement of Mr. Lau.] Regarding
my Foundation A stated earlier, this proof is from a Ming dynasty
1461 A.D. government publication. That is, it comes from a very
authoritative Chinese source. Regarding my Foundation B, it re-
lates to an objective sovereignty claim, depicted on a national map.

In this map, labels for Chinese territories are framed in white
lettering on a black background. In contrast, the map labels non-
Chinese territories, such as Japan in the east and then Tibet over
here in the west, in non-framed black lettering on a white back-
ground. The contrast is literally in black and white. In other words,
the Ming government clearly declared that Tibet was a non-China
foreign entity.

If you would flip the tablet, you will see Map 2, which is an ex-
ample of a Qing dynasty proof. This is from a Qing dynasty 1732
government publication, purported to show the entire Qing Empire.
[Map 2 appears on page 37 in the written statement of Mr. Lau.]
On this map, the Qing government shows the position cor-
responding to today’s Tibet Autonomous Region (the TAR) as a
blank space. Hundreds of similar proofs are presented in this book
that I have written. Most of them involve textual records, and not
just merely pictorial proofs like this. And they are, of course, much
more reliable. Thank you very much.

Chair MERKLEY. Professor, thank you very much for your com-
ments and for sharing these maps and this history. We will now
turn to Mr. Tethong.
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STATMENT OF TENZIN N. TETHONG, FORMER REPRESENTA-
TIVE OF HIS HOLINESS THE DALAI LAMA, NEW YORK AND
WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. TETHONG. Chairman Merkley, Co-chair McGovern, it is my
distinct honor to offer testimony this morning in this hearing on
Tibet and to speak briefly on Tibetan-Chinese relations in the 20th
century, including efforts toward a resolution of the Tibet issue.
Tibet has remained an unresolved conflict ever since the establish-
ment of the People’s Republic of China. One of Mao Zedong’s ear-
liest declarations was his intention to liberate Tibet from the West,
and the Tibetan people from a backward and oppressive society.

The Tibetan government protested immediately, citing Tibet’s
historical independence from the time of Tibetan kings to the rule
of the Dalai Lamas, from the Tang to the Manchu Qing dynasties.
With equal urgency, Tibet appealed to the United Nations and the
global community, especially to India, the United Kingdom, and the
United States. Unfortunately, China did not heed Tibet’s protests,
and the global community did not come to Tibet’s defense. The Peo-
ple’s Liberation Army marched into Tibet in 1950, easily over-
whelming the Tibetan Army and militia. China knew right then
that rhetorical justification for such an invasion was not enough
and called for negotiations to formalize an agreement.

Tibetan representatives negotiated in Beijing but, disregarding
any proper ratification process, were forced to sign what is called
the 17-Point Agreement for the Peaceful Liberation of Tibet. Never-
theless, for the next nine years, His Holiness the Dalai Lama and
the Tibetan government tried to work within the broad confines of
the agreement, which promised no change in the status of the
Dalai Lama or the Tibetan government. However, China did not
live up to these commitments, nor to the personal assurances the
Dalai Lama had received from Mao Zedong.

Tibetan dissatisfaction was widespread during these years, and
protests against the Chinese finally culminated in the uprising in
Lhasa on March 10th, 1959, which led to the escape of the Dalai
Lama, and the escape of thousands, to India and neighboring coun-
tries. For the next 20 years, Tibet was completely shut off from the
rest of the world. An extreme overhaul of Tibetan life, from its tra-
ditional Buddhist roots to Chinese Marxist socialism, was intro-
duced, which in the latter years was consumed by the madness of
the Chinese Cultural Revolution.

However, in early 1979, China deemed the Tibetan issue impor-
tant enough to be revisited. Deng Xiaoping invited the Dalai
Lama’s older brother to Beijing and declared that short of separa-
tion everything would be discussed, meaning that short of granting
Tibetan independence, China would be open to all Tibetan concerns
and aspirations. This breakthrough meeting led to renewed dia-
logue between His Holiness the Dalai Lama and the Chinese gov-
ernment. Four delegations of exile leaders were able to visit Tibet
extensively, to see and learn what had transpired under two dec-
ades of Chinese rule.

By 1984, representatives of the exile government were in delib-
erations with Chinese officials to address larger issues related to
Tibet. However, in 1987, Hu Yaobang, party general secretary and
the main proponent of changes in the Tibet policies, died. This was
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soon followed by the Tiananmen student protests and the mas-
sacre. China stepped backwards, and the Tibetan issue also re-
treated.

In 2001, however, communication with China was restored, and
envoys of His Holiness the Dalai Lama began meeting in Beijing,
where the Tibetan side presented the Dalai Lama’s Middle Way
policy, seeking genuine autonomy for Tibet within the framework
of the PRC. The envoys met many times, even after the unprece-
dented 2008 Tibet-wide protests that called for greater freedom for
the Tibetan people. However, the envoys’ last meeting was to be in
2010, when the Chinese ended the dialogue process.

This brief overview of Tibetan-Chinese relations should show
that even at the most challenging of times, China has seen the
need to address the legitimacy of their rule in Tibet and that there
is perhaps now a realization of the shortcomings of their rule.
China has also repeatedly initiated direct communication with His
Holiness the Dalai Lama, demonstrating the obvious need to find
a meaningful resolution to these outstanding issues.

Ever since the exile delegation visited Tibet in the 1980s, to the
later meetings of the Dalai Lama’s envoys in Beijing, the Chinese
leadership has been made much more aware of Tibetan perspec-
tives of their rule in Tibet and of the unvarnished aspirations of
the Tibetan people, both of which contradict the official Chinese
narrative. Worldwide attention to Tibet has been an important part
of creating greater awareness of the Tibetan issue, even in China,
allowing for more liberal and reasonable views of the Dalai Lama
and of Tibetan hopes and demands to have some standing.

There is little doubt that public support for Tibet, through the
person of His Holiness the Dalai Lama and concern for the cultural
and human rights of the Tibetan people, has been an important
factor in the U.S. Government’s attention on the issue—which has
been sustained to a large degree by individual Members of Con-
gress. The continued efforts of the United States will help remove
barriers to this unresolved conflict and will advance the Tibetan
people’s desire for greater freedom and democracy. I thank you.

Chair MERKLEY. Thank you, Mr. Tethong.

We're now going to turn to Ellen Bork, who is joining us via
Zoom. Welcome.

STATEMENT OF ELLEN BORK,
CONTRIBUTING EDITOR, AMERICAN PURPOSE

Ms. BoRK. Thank you very much. Thank you to the members of
the Commission and staff, and I appreciate appearing alongside the
other witnesses very much.

As you all know, the United States has charted a new course to-
ward China on a lot of issues, but Tibet, so far, has not been the
subject of a considerable revived agenda. It should be. Unfortu-
nately, Tibet is often viewed as a fait accompli, a tragic but closed
chapter of history. That is not the case, of course, for the Chinese
Communist Party. Tibet, for them, remains a cornerstone of Chi-
na’s aggression, both territorially and ideologically. It is part of
China’s assault on liberal democratic norms, which in turn will ad-
vance the Party’s plan to control the succession of the Dalai Lama,
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or at least gain preference and acquiescence to its choice of suc-
cessor.

Addressing that challenge by building support for the authentic
Dalai Lama now and in the future, and in particular building sup-
port for Tibetan democracy, which is his legacy, should play a
much larger role in the U.S. response to China. Unfortunately, the
foundations of American Tibet policy make this difficult. A look
back at history shows America’s Tibet policy was not the product
of historical fact or international law but of outdated perceptions
of America’s strategic interest in subordinating Tibet to China. U.S.
involvement in Tibet is, compared to some other powers, relatively
recent, but it has played a decisive role in what’s happening today.

First, of course, the United States accepted Great Britain’s appli-
cation of the concept of suzerainty over Tibet. This is something
short of sovereignty. According to many scholars, it is not even ap-
plicable, but Great Britain found it useful while it was involved in
the great geopolitical competition of the Great Game in the region.
The United States accepted that term, but if you read through a
lot of the diplomatic memos you’ll see how uncomfortable and am-
bivalent officials were about it, as well as about the concept of sov-
ereignty. And for several decades, policy fluctuated in terms of the
language used and the way the United States thought about what
had happened in Tibet from the 1950s, and even before. Officials
really accepted that it was de facto independent, even though the
United States refused to accept requests to recognize Tibet’s inde-
pendence.

Later on, after several decades—it was when the United States
forged a rapprochement with Beijing at Taipei’s expense that the
position on sovereignty really gelled. Again, this was the result of
its perception of the strategic need with regard to China, and de-
ciding to choose one Chinese priority, in Tibet, over another. I don’t
think it’s too far-fetched to say that in that way, it transferred def-
erence to China over Tibet from one dictatorship that never exerted
authority there—meaning Chiang Kai-shek—to a totalitarian re-
gime that it decided to favor at the time.

As a result of this decision—incidentally, Vice President Mondale
visited Beijing in 1979 and sort of said: We will no longer view the
Dalai Lama as a political leader. And we’ve essentially said we're
going with your sovereignty over Tibet. Not surprisingly, with that
decision taken, Tibet had to become diminished within U.S.-PRC
relations. It’s not uncommon for diplomats to consider that it’s an
irritant in the U.S.-China relationship and even that Tibet can only
be helped if we lower the temperature with Beijing over Tibet, and
I think exactly the opposite.

Above all, this meant that the United States would not focus on
legitimacy questions about the PRC’s role in Tibet or give adequate
attention to the extraordinary achievement of democracy in exile.
That democratization process was carried out under the Dalai
Lama’s leadership and with the support of the Tibetan people in
exile, at exactly the same time that democratic transitions were oc-
curring in Asia, the Philippines, South Korea, Taiwan, and later
Indonesia, and that has been the basis of American policy toward
the region ever since.
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By contrast, of course, Tibet is a huge priority for the Party. And
it has an international Tibet agenda. It’s not just the domestic re-
pression, or inside Tibet’s border, that we need to focus on. It has
a really corrosive agenda for Tibet, trying to impose litmus tests on
the way countries and NGOs deal with Tibet. And it has a Bud-
dhist agenda in its Belt and Road investment initiatives. It seeks
to appropriate Buddhist sites and cultivate and co-opt leaders and
make Tibet a core interest—a condition of its good relations.

I'd just like to note, before I give a few recommendations, the im-
portance of understanding that many brave Chinese democracy ad-
vocates have over time challenged the Party on Tibet. It’s very easy
to imagine that the Chinese people are sort of inherently nation-
alist when it comes to Tibet, and I think that’s false. It’s the prod-
uct of intense propaganda and fear. It’s important to recognize that
going back to Wei Jingsheng, and continuing to Liu Xiaobo, there’s
been a thrust among Chinese democrats increasingly to see democ-
racy as the solution to both Tibet and China’s problems. Charter
08, the democracy manifesto of 2008, took this up, and although I
think it was too sensitive to use the word “Tibet” in that document,
there was a clear reference to the goal of “federation of democratic
communities of China.”

In that sense, the first recommendation I would make is to re-
introduce support for democracy in China and to support Chinese
and Tibetan political prisoners and activists, lawyers, and journal-
ists more than we currently are in our relationship with Beijing.
I think I'd like to suggest also an independent review of U.S. pol-
icy, to go deeply into some of the issues I mentioned about the
choices the United States made from the ’40s on, to see how United
States policy or attitudes about Tibet’s status fluctuated, and why
the United States made these decisions, and how they are not re-
lated. As Michael points out, our position is in violation of inter-
national law. How did this happen? And what should we under-
stand about not only Tibet’s status but how the United States
treated Tibet and subordinated it to China historically?

Finally, I would say we should enlist allies in a common position
on the Dalai Lama’s succession and make that very public. Give
the elected Tibetan exile government more access and support and
include it in forums like the Summit for Democracy, and counter
Chinese influence in international organizations and on campuses
and at state and local levels, not only on Tibet but on other ques-
tions, like Taiwan. Thank you.

Chair MERKLEY. Thank you very much, Ms. Bork, and I thank
all four of you for the expertise you bring to this conversation. We’ll
now have a period of questioning. I think we’re set for seven min-
utes. I'll be handing the gavel over to Representative McGovern
after my questions because I have another hearing to chair, but I’ll
tell you, this Member of the Senate will never recognize as legiti-
mate Chinese control over Tibet.

In the hearings that we have held in this Commission about
what China is now doing in Tibet—in particular I can’t get out of
my mind the fact that 80 percent of the children are being sent to
boarding school to separate them from their parents, and to essen-
tially re-educate them in a false narrative and destroy the religious
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and cultural foundations of the Tibetan people. This is truly an
enormous crime against Tibet.

I appreciate the historical perspectives. I was struck by two of
you testifying about 1979. Mr. Tethong, you noted that in 1979
Deng Xiaoping invited the Dalai Lama’s older brother to come and
said that, short of separation, China was open to discussion of how
to address Tibetan concerns and aspirations. Then Ms. Bork, you
noted that in 1979, Vice President Mondale went to China and es-
sentially recognized—if I understood your testimony correctly—rec-
ognized that the United States saw China as having legitimate au-
thority over Tibet. How do we reconcile these two things happening
in that particular year? How did one precede the other? And are
they tied together? I'd invite both Ms. Bork and Mr. Tethong to
help us understand that.

Mr. TETHONG. Mr. Chairman, I think, as I'll try to explain very
briefly, that even though China had just come out of the very seri-
ous period of the Cultural Revolution, to set China on the right
course they had to deal with many important issues. Obviously
Tibet was right up there on their agenda. It shows that Tibet re-
mained a key issue in the Chinese government’s state of mind. Un-
fortunately, what Vice President Mondale declared during the Car-
ter administration, shall we say, overlooked the importance of the
Tibetan human rights situation. In part, maybe we were unable to
present our case to a President who had a strong interest in
human rights. But maybe at the time, President Carter was very
engaged in establishing normalized relations with China. That’s all
I can say.

Chair MERKLEY. Thank you. Ms. Bork, would you like to com-
ment on the juxtaposition of those two events in 1979?

Ms. Bork. Thank you very much. I don’t know the interaction or
the interplay between those two events. I think that would be a
really interesting thing to explore. I suspect that getting the Ti-
betan leadership to acquiesce, to sort of buy in to some solution,
is not inconsistent with getting the United States to settle its posi-
tion on Tibet’s sovereignty. But it would be very interesting. I've
done a little research. It’s not easy to know what went into the
preparation for Vice President Mondale’s trip. I think that would
be a great subject for an independent commission.

Chair MERKLEY. Thank you.

Let me turn to our two professors, Professor Lau and Professor
Michael van Walt van Praag. Where is American leverage in bring-
ing China back to the conversation through the dialogue about au-
tonomy with Tibet?

Mr. vAN WALT VAN PRAAG. Thank you. Because China’s primary
objective in the international field in relation to Tibet is precisely
to obtain legitimacy for its rule in Tibet, questioning that legit-
imacy creates leverage. In other words, in the reverse, accepting or
otherwise identifying Tibet as a part of China or as a part of the
PRC or accepting Chinese sovereignty over Tibet today takes away
any leverage the Tibetans have.

It takes away the need for the Chinese leaders to approach the
Tibetans, to negotiate with them and find an agreement that will
end up with an arrangement where the Tibetans accept some form
of Chinese sovereignty, rule, relationship, that works for both par-
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ties. If the international community, and therefore the U.S. as per-
haps one of the most important players in relation to China, does
not question China’s legitimacy in Tibet, China’s sovereignty in
Tibet, then that takes away that leverage.

Chair MERKLEY. Thank you.

Professor Lau.

Mr. Lau. Thank you, sir. I can only echo what Michael has just
said. I think that the United States and the world should actively
counter and oppose the PRC’s narrative, by producing solid proofs
to show that the PRC’s version is incorrect, or that theyre just ba-
sically telling lies. I think in the past I've heard many people deny-
ing the PRC’s version but without producing believable and author-
itative proofs. I think it’s about time that the world becomes more
explicit in contradicting the PRC’s claim by doing more than just
simply saying: “You are wrong, I am right.” Show the proofs. That’s
all I know. Thank you.

Chair MERKLEY. Thank you very much. I'll close with this ques-
tion to Ms. Bork. Thank you, by the way, for your five rec-
ommendations. One of the things you talk about is enlisting allies
in a united position on the integrity of the Tibetan process for se-
lecting the next Dalai Lama. Can you comment for just a moment
on your general sense of the disposition of the European Union,
both in terms of that specific issue, but more broadly on the issue
of establishing a clear, united position that China’s control or au-
thority over Tibet is illegitimate.

Ms. BORK. Thank you, Senator. There’s no question that the Chi-
nese government has made great inroads in Europe, but that, I
think, on a number of issues has been slow, if not completely re-
versed. Like in the United States, there are many countries where
there’s great reverence for Tibet and the Dalai Lama. It’s not
viewed there as quite as huge a matter. It doesn’t get quite as
much attention. I think that the attention to the reincarnation
issue that the U.S. Congress has shown is also spreading in Eu-
rope. I'm optimistic that some of the leading countries there in sup-
port for the Dalai Lama would step forward, but they’ve always
been treated to that kind of divide and conquer. They've suffered
so much—as you remember, the way Norway suffered after the
Nobel Peace Prize to Liu Xiaobo. So it’s essential that there’s some
kind of shared burden and protection for people—for countries as
they take this position. 'm very heartened by the appointment of
the new special coordinator, Uzra Zeya, and believe that there is
prospect for greater attention to Tibet within U.S.-Europe rela-
tions.

Chair MERKLEY. Thank you very much. We’re now going to turn
to Co-chair McGovern.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Let
me thank all the panelists for being here. And let me make clear,
the reason why we’re doing this hearing, the reason why we've
done other hearings on Tibet, the reason why we have passed legis-
lation on Tibet, is because China is not living up to the expecta-
tions of the international community with regard to Tibet. You
know, I think there might be a perception in China that the world
will soon forget and move on to something else, but I hope we're
making it clear that that’s not going to be the case. In fact, activity
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in the United States Congress on Tibet has intensified in recent
years. More attention is being devoted to Tibet, and some of the
topics that we’re talking about here today many members of Con-
gress are unaware of. They will be enlightened by this hearing, and
it will bring additional perspective as we deal with other legislation
impacting China in the future.

I just say to the government of China, who always gets annoyed
when we do these hearings—you know what? You have a Tibet
problem. Deal with it. You can go back to the negotiating table. I
mean, that would be a good first step. Let’s try to resolve these dif-
ferences. But as long as you don’t, as long as you pretend that
there’s not a problem here, please be assured that activity focused
on Tibet in the United States and in other countries around the
world will intensify.

Professor Lau, would you say that the Chinese government’s in-
sistence that the Dalai Lama say that Tibet has been part of China
since antiquity is tantamount to a demand that the Dalai Lama
say something that is false?

Mr. LAU. Absolutely. I agree with that 100 percent. The PRC
knows that that claim is a lie, and they are forcing the Dalai Lama
to lie with the PRC.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. OK. Mr. van Walt, you testified that gov-
ernments using the Chinese narrative that Tibet has always been
part of China is an obstacle to resolving the conflict through dia-
logue. Now, there has been no dialogue in 12 years. Assuming that
governments made such statements as a concession to get the Chi-
nese to the table back then, is there any reason for them to con-
tinue saying the same thing?

Mr. VAN WALT VAN PRAAG. I think it was a mistake for govern-
ments to play China’s game, and I don’t know what the objective
was of making those statements acknowledging Tibet being a part
of the PRC. But I think it was a mistake to do so, if the hope was
that this would encourage China to negotiate. I think it’s quite the
contrary. And I think we must realize that the Middle Way ap-
proach of His Holiness the Dalai Lama can only work if we’re con-
scious that the kind of genuine autonomy that we’re talking about
is only a possible middle path if it is the middle between the legiti-
mate right of the Tibetans to restore their independence on the one
hand and China’s intention to fully integrate Tibet into China on
the other. If we take away this legitimate right of the Tibetans,
then there’s really very little to negotiate that is left.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. I think it’s fair to say that those govern-
ments that bought into the Chinese narrative, maybe thinking that
it might make the Chinese government more reasonable with re-
gard to Tibet, it didn’t work.

Mr. vAN WALT VAN PRAAG. It didn’t work, and I think it is coun-
terproductive today.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. Mr. Tethong, the Chinese insist that they
have the right to select the next Dalai Lama, and demand that the
Dalai Lama say that Tibet has been part of China since ancient
times. Do you think that these reveal a latent insecurity within
Chinese leadership about the legitimacy of their claim to own
Tibet?



15

Mr. TETHONG. Definitely, Chairman. We've all touched on this
issue of legitimacy. I believe that even within the Chinese leader-
ship and the Chinese mindset, legitimacy of the rule of the CCP
is what is at stake. Tibet or the Tibetans were the ones who con-
tested that legitimacy. That’s why there is total control over Tibet,
yet China often finds itself needing to address it somehow, because
the question of legitimacy will never be fully satisfactory for the
Chinese until the Tibetans have a proper role in that.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. Thank you.

Ms. Bork, given what the other three witnesses have said, what
actions should the United States Government take to get the par-
ties back to the table? Do you agree that the State Department
should stop using the “Tibet is part of the PRC” phrase, as they
did in the Tibet negotiations report this month? And given that the
PRC was founded in 1949, would it be fair to say that the U.S.
statements do not endorse the Chinese position that Tibet has been
part of China since antiquity?

Ms. BORK. I'm not sure what the intention of the department was
in that particular matter, but I do think there’s a lot to be done
before approaching Beijing. I think dialogue can take many forms,
and people may have different attitudes about it. I'm not a par-
ticular supporter of the idea of dialogue, at least not without much
more coordination among the allies in support of the Tibetans. I
think that without that, I don’t think it’s going to go anywhere. I'm
deeply skeptical about Chinese intentions with regard to any kind
of dialogue.

By all means, again, review the defects in the American position,
why they’ve used language in the past and the fact that they
should stop using it. Again, it’s because it’s not accurate histori-
cally and not helpful right now. Yes, they should stop using that
and begin to talk about Tibet in a different way.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. I appreciate that, and whatever the defi-
ciencies in U.S. policy have been over the years, I think it is fair
to say that we are reorienting our policy in a way that is more in
tune with what the Tibetan community wants. I just want to say
that we’re working on a bill that we’ll be introducing soon to help
the U.S. Government counter Chinese disinformation on Tibet and
ensure that U.S. policy supports the basis for the Dalai Lama’s
quest for genuine autonomy. And also making it clear that, you
know, facts matter and that you can’t rewrite history because you
want to. I mean, history is history. Facts are facts.

And so, again, I think that there is a renewed interest in the
United States and in other countries around the world, as we wit-
nessed yesterday talking to parliamentarians from all over the
world who are in Washington to find ways to support the Tibetan
people, and I think things are changing globally. I wish they’d
changed a long time ago, but they’re now changing.

My time is up right now. I'm going to recognize Senator Ossoff.

Senator OssOFF. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and thank you to our
panelists. I'd like to ask each of our panelists to comment on the
intersection of press freedom and the issue at hand today. Last
week in the Commission we heard from Under Secretary Zeya, who
committed to work with my office to expand press freedom inter-
nationally and strengthen U.S. leadership for press freedom. My
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question, please, beginning with you, Mr. Tethong, is: How does the
CCP repress freedom of reporting and publication within Tibet, and
more broadly within China? How does the CCP seek to influence
reporting and publication on related issues internationally? And
when you’ve concluded, we can move to Ms. Bork. I'd like to hear
from each panelist on this. Thank you.

Mr. TETHONG. Thank you, Senator. There is no press freedom in
Tibet, or in any of the Tibetan areas within the PRC. No foreign
journalists are allowed to visit Tibet freely. Very rarely and occa-
sionally, groups of Western journalists who are stationed in Beijing
might be allowed on a short trip that is fully managed by Chinese
officials. So with regard to press freedom, I think Tibet is regarded
as one of the worst, even worse than North Korea, according to
Freedom House, I believe. We are only able to get news items,
news reports through personal contacts of Tibetans who are in exile
and occasionally through social media.

Senator OSSOFF. Thank you. Ms. Bork.

Ms. BORK. Oh, I'd certainly concur with what Mr. Tethong has
said. I think it’s important to think about the way China is chal-
lenging norms of freedoms, and we have to be really very attuned
to the way they treat rights and the way they’d like to alter the
way the world respects universal norms. I don’t have anything to
add about inside Tibet, but I would be very alert to the way Chi-
nese Communist Party officials talk about democratic norms, in-
cluding press freedom, and try to shape them, particularly in coun-
tries where they have a great deal of influence or where they're
trying to acquire influence.

Senator OSSOFF. Thank you. Mr. van Walt van Praag.

Mr. VAN WALT VAN PRAAG. Yes. I don’t have anything to add
about press freedom or the lack of it in Tibet. What I would say
is that at the same time, China is, in a sense, abusing the freedom
of the press internationally, outside of China, but using the press
very actively to project its narrative on Tibet, to project also its vo-
cabulary on Tibet. For example, many members of the press write
articles in which they refer to Tibetans as a minority—one of Chi-
na’s minorities, which is an implicit acceptance of Tibet being part
of China and the Tibetans being one of China’s peoples, minorities.
Whereas, in effect, the Tibetans are not a minority. They are the
population of Tibet. They are the people of Tibet. And they are a
people under international law with the full right to self-deter-
mination. That’s just one example, but there are so many examples
of articles in the press and reports in the press that use Chinese
terminology in regard to Tibet.

Senator OSSOFF. Thank you. Mr. Lau.

Mr. LAu. Thank you. I'm not an expert in this area and have
nothing of value to add, but I would like to use this opportunity
to emphasize something else that was brought up just now. China
or the Qing Empire never had any power in selecting the Dalai
Lama. It is clearly reflected in the official Chinese records. The
Qing Empire only made a request to the Tibetans to use a golden
urn to do one minor step of the selection by drawing lots. That was
all, and even that request was not consistently followed or acceded
to by the Tibetan authorities during the Qing dynasty. Thank you.
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Senator OSSOFF. Thank you all for your responses. Thanks for
the additional context and information. I worked prior to my elec-
tion producing investigative reports of crimes, official corruption,
crimes against humanity. Freedom of the press and freedom of
publication are under attack worldwide. The United States Govern-
ment must strengthen and redouble its commitment to stand en
garde for press freedom around the world. And this hearing will
help inform our efforts to that end.

I yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. Thank you very much, Senator.

Congresswoman Steel.

Representative STEEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Every person has the right to religious and cultural beliefs, and
all governments, including the CCP, have no right to restrict this
fundamental ability. It is inexcusable that the people of Tibet are
not free and are currently threatened with punishment ranging
from warnings and surveillance to interrogation and detention. We
cannot sit still while Tibetans are being detained and imprisoned
for political and religious reasons. I was honored to meet His Holi-
ness the Dalai Lama in my district. We have to make the world
know that the leader of Tibet cannot go back to his own country
and his own people because of CCP oppression.

With that, to all the witnesses, with the current abuses by the
CCP oppressing autonomous regions, what should the United
States and other countries do to stand with the Tibet people. I'm
just asking all the witnesses. So if anybody wants to answer, I'd
love to hear that.

And can local global corporations play a role in raising awareness
about the Tibetan oppression? That’s what I asked last year, before
the Winter Olympics. I wanted these corporations that were going
to spend billions and billions of dollars in advertising to use their
platform. But I didn’t get a response from any of those 17, the
Olympic sponsor corporations.

So could you just let me know? You can start, I guess, Ms. Bork.

Ms. BORK. I'm so sorry. If someone else could start, please. I'm
having trouble hearing.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. Congresswoman, if you could just repeat
the crux of your question again, because it kind of went in and out.

Representative STEEL. Oh. With the current abuses by the CCP
oppressing the autonomous regions, what should the United States
and other countries do to work together to stand with Tibet’s peo-
ple? And can global corporations play a role in raising awareness
about the Tibet oppression?

Ms. BORK. Thank you very much for the question. I think inter-
national solidarity and coordination on all these points is vital,
given the Party’s adept use of tools like financial diplomacy and
propaganda, and various other kinds of intimidation, not to men-
tion that we haven’t even talked about how China continues to re-
define Tibet, to the point that it is referring to northeast India as
southern Tibet. So this is very much an ongoing issue that requires
staunch and coordinated reply.

There was an interesting proposal, unrelated to Tibet, from a fel-
low in Scandinavia about an economic Article 5 for NATO. I think
it’s certainly worth discussing the kind of retaliation that countries
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could experience if they take a more thoughtful and principled
stance on Tibet. We really can’t prepare enough for that eventu-
ality, 1ellnd I'd certainly recommend that Congress think about that
as well.

As for global companies, they haven’t really—I guess I'm too neg-
ative. I only know the bad examples. Maybe someone else knows
some good examples with companies on Tibet. But I do think that
attitude is changing as a result of the Olympics and some other—
you know, the NBA, and things like that. I think unfortunately
there’s still a market for companies to kowtow to the Chinese line
on Tibet and other issues. But I do think it’s changing, and people
are more sensitive to that, so I'm a little more optimistic than I
might have once been.

Representative STEEL. Thank you. Any other witnesses?

Mr. vAN WALT VAN PRrRAAG. I would like to make two observations
that follow on what Ellen Bork has just mentioned. Regarding co-
operation among countries, I think it’s also very important to em-
phasize that not only is this of crucial importance for Tibet and the
Tibetan people themselves, but this has broader international
ramifications, because the appeasement of China on Tibet for the
past 70 years is not unrelated to China’s expansion today—or its
efforts to expand—in the South China Sea, where it uses a similar
historical narrative as it does to claim sovereignty over Tibet, and
its aggressive stance in relation to northern India, both in the east-
ern and western part of northern India, and as Ellen Bork men-
tioned, even calling one part of northeast India southern Tibet,
where it makes territorial claims, again, directly related to its his-
torical narrative of Tibet.

One cannot accept the historical narrative on Tibet and then con-
test China’s claim to northern India. Or perhaps it even makes it
difficult to contest their claim to the South China Sea islands. And
the second question, regarding corporations, the only thing I would
mention is that, again, under international law, because China is
denying the Tibetan people their right to self-determination, which
they have, and because it is occupying Tibet, corporations and gov-
ernments are forbidden from benefiting from the exploitation of re-
sources in Tibet, because those resources under international law
belong to the Tibetan people and therefore cannot be exploited, and
one cannot benefit from it without the express permission of the Ti-
betan people, given freely.

Thank you.

Representative STEEL. Thank you very much for those answers.
The CCP continues to have oversight of Tibetan religious life by
mandating political education for monks and nuns and creating ap-
paratus to surveil and manage monastic institutions. Can you ex-
pand more on how CCP authorities continue to reorient Tibetan so-
ciety? I think maybe Professor Lau.

Mr. LAU. Actually, I would like to comment on the earlier topic
that you brought up. I think it’s important for the world to realize
that the Tibet issue is not necessarily just a China issue. I read
in mainstream newspaper articles in the past several days, and you
have pointed out, that Putin is going to re-create the old Russian
empire by bringing up all these historical “territorial rights,” even
over the Baltic nations. If you look at the Chinese records, these
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records clearly show that Tibet was not part of China, but they do

indicate that Burma, Korea, Thailand, Laos, and a whole bunch of

other areas were clearly part of China. They also indicate that even

cCOﬁmtries like Holland and Portugal were tributary countries to
ina.

We have seen what has developed in Putin’s and in Ukraine’s
case. If we do not explicitly reject this kind of attitude, there is a
strong possibility that 20 years from now, when China becomes
even stronger, that they could bring up these old claims of sov-
ereignty over Korea and over Vietnam and then, as I've said, even
over Portugal. I think that’s the point that I would like to make.
Thank you.

Mr. TETHONG. I would just like to add a comment, that yes, for
the last 20 or 30 years, global attention to what is happening in
Tibet, and especially concerns expressed by the United States Con-
gress, has had a tremendous impact on the situation in Tibet and
on the rights and safety of the Tibetan people; to a great degree
they have been provided simply because the outside world is watch-
ing, especially the United States.

For a long-term goal to help resolve the Tibet issue, I think, as
my co-panelists have said, we should not look at Tibet and the Ti-
betan people as a unique element on their own, but that this is an
issue that concerns the whole world. When we deal with any devel-
opment in Tibet, of course, we are going to look at it from the per-
spective of the human rights of an individual Tibetan, and there-
fore the Universal Declaration of Human Rights should be a cen-
tral theme to work with. And along with that, as far as the Tibetan
people are concerned, their right to self-determination should be an
underlying feature of how we deal with Tibet in the future.

Representative STEEL. I totally agree with Professor Lau because
China is one of the biggest threats in the whole world. If we don’t
stop the CCP’s invasion and oppression of autonomous regions
right now, then in 20 years, what kind of map are we going to
have? So this is a very important hearing. I really appreciate that
we can hear from our witnesses. Thank you for coming out.

I yield back.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. Thank you very much. I appreciate it.

I have a series of questions. I'm trying to get through them all,
so bear with me here. Mr. van Walt van Praag, your testimony ad-
dresses the concept of self-determination as core to your thesis.
Can you discuss the gap, if any, between the basis of the right to
self-determination in international law, and the extent to which
governments honor and protect that right? And how would you re-
spond to those who say Tibetans are not entitled to self-determina-
tion?

Mr. vAN WALT VAN PRAAG. Thank you very much for your ques-
tion. Self-determination, under international law, is a basic right.
It is both a basic right and it is codified in the International Cov-
enant on Civil and Political Rights and the International Covenant
on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, in its very first article,
because there is a recognition, and there was a recognition when
those two conventions were written, that without honoring the
right to self-determination, many of the other human rights are dif-
ficult to conceive of and to respect, and therefore, those rights are
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dependent, to some degree, on respecting the right to self-deter-
mination.

But self-determination is also a fundamental principle of inter-
national relations. As many UN declarations make clear, respect
for the right to self-determination is a fundamental requirement for
friendly relations among states and so both these things are truly
fundamental. At the same time, self-determination, as it has devel-
oped, was for a long time considered to be primarily a right of
countries to de-colonize from Western colonialism. But increasingly,
it is being recognized that when we’re speaking about colonialism,
we're speaking about the nature of rule, the nature of the relation-
ship between dominant power and a subjugated country, a sub-
jugated people under alien domination.

Regardless of whether it is a Western power, regardless of
whether there is an ocean between the cosmopolitan country and
the colony, colonialism is about the nature of relations between the
dominant and the dominated and about the latter’s exploitation.
Under that concept, Tibet very clearly is under colonial rule today,
and I think it should be recognized that way. The PRC just intro-
duced this, at an earlier session of the Human Rights Council in
Geneva, a resolution on—and I don’t know the exact words but—
something like the continuing consequences of colonialism. Even
within that context, we should be using colonialism to address the
situation in Tibet.

Aside from colonialism, Tibetans also, because they are a peo-
ple—under any definition in international law—a people with a
right to self-determination, fit squarely in that category. In terms
of the difference between, in other words, their right to full self-de-
termination and the honoring of that right internationally, there is,
I think, a big gap. In the 1950s and ’60s, a number of countries,
including the United States, recognized and supported the Tibetan
people’s right to self-determination. And as we know, there is a
United Nations General Assembly resolution on that subject from
the 1960s that recognizes the Tibetans’ right to self-determination
and calls for its respect and for its implementation.

So Tibetans have had that recognition internationally. The dis-
crepancy is that today many countries, probably most countries, do
not refer to the Tibetan people’s right to self-determination any-
more, simply out of fear of displeasing China. And I think it is very
important to restore the situation to where it was universally rec-
ognized that Tibetans had the right to self-determination.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. Thank you.

Ms. Bork, you have written about how democracy should be a
component of our policy on Tibet, keeping in mind that the Central
Tibetan Administration (CTA) has established a democratic form of
government-in-exile. The Biden administration has created a proc-
ess to prioritize this issue called the Summit for Democracy, and
as I understand it, the CTA was not involved in the first summit
meeting last December. Would you recommend that the adminis-
tration include the CTA in the upcoming summit this December?
And if so, how?

Ms. BORK. I would very strongly recommend that. It seems to me
a great oversight to continue to neglect this achievement, especially
if the administration is trying to develop support for the reincarna-
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tion as an element of, effectively, liberal democracy and liberal
democratic norms being effective, human rights, and so forth. So
yes, I would strongly do that. I don’t know the governing basis for
inclusion. Whatever it is, it can include representatives of the
democratically elected body, even if they are not a sovereign coun-
try. So I hope so.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. Thank you.

Mr. Tethong, you have firsthand experience dealing with Chinese
interlocutors, including during your participation in a fact-finding
delegation to Tibet. What perspective can you provide on the Chi-
nese attitude toward dialogue with the Dalai Lama?

Mr. TETHONG. Mr. Chairman, I think through the interactions
we've had with the delegations that visited Tibet in the ’80s—I was
a part of one of the groups—and the later interactions that the en-
voys have had, which have been very extensive, although the Chi-
nese government brought the process to an end, we know that dur-
ing that process many key officials in the Chinese government and
the United Front officials became fully aware of, shall I mention,
the misrule in Tibet, and also fully aware of what Tibetan inten-
tions or Tibetan hopes and aspirations were. And so there is, with-
in the Chinese government and leadership, I think, a full under-
standing of where the Tibetans stand and where it could make ac-
commodations. It’s not as though the Chinese leadership is igno-
rant about the real situation.

So while on one level it seems like the negotiations have stopped,
we know that there are elements within the Chinese leadership
and the Chinese government who can, given the right cir-
cumstances, take up Tibet once again. So this process and the pos-
sibility of renewed dialogue, and an initiative from the Chinese
side, I think, remains very possible.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. Professor Lau, are the maps and documents
that you cite available in archives inside of China? And do re-
searchers and historians in China have access to the information?
And to what extent is this information digitized and online, or oth-
erwise available at libraries outside of China?

Mr. LAU. Thank you for your question. Please allow me to an-
swer the preceding question.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. Absolutely.

Mr. LAvU. Yes. I want to add to what Michael had said about self-
determination. The Chinese Communist Party in the earlier
version of the Party constitution, in the 1930s, repeatedly affirmed
the self-determination rights of the so-called minorities, with an ex-
plicit sentence stating, “up to the level of independence and seced-
ing from China.” In other words, they practically advocated the
right of the Tibetans and, well, actually the Xinjiang Uyghurs too,
to form independent countries. They only deleted those clauses
after they gained power after 1949.

Now, to answer your question. Actually, in my book, which is
written in Chinese, and my target audience is people in China, I
wanted to sort of convince the people in China that they haven’t
done the right thing with respect to Tibet. So I have taken a totally
Chinese chauvinistic approach. I dismiss all Tibetan records. I dis-
miss all Western records. I only use Chinese records that are au-
thored by Chinese, written in the Chinese language, from the 13th
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century up until 1949, before the Chinese Communist Party took
power. And I also restrict myself to only those records that are re-
printed by the People’s Republic of China, indicating their accept-
ance of the authoritativeness of these publications.

And yes, most of them are digitized by companies or libraries
under PRC rule. And I think actually 80 percent of them are not
only available and digitized, theyre available free of charge on pub-
lic websites. Also, I explicitly tell my readers: Don’t believe a single
word in my book. Go to the internet and check it out yourself. The
two maps that I'm showing over here, they are available for free
on websites, many of them operated within the PRC, many of them
operated by official units of the PRC.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. Well, maybe President Xi ought to visit the
library or go online. (Laughter.)

Mr. Lau. Well. (Laughs.)

Co-chair MCGOVERN. Congresswoman Steel, I don’t know if you
have an additional question. I see you're still on the line. Do you
have additional questions?

Representative STEEL. No, I don’t.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. OK. Thank you.

Representative STEEL. Mr. Chairman, I just love to listen.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. Very good. Thank you. Mr. van Walt, what
other governments have made statements about Tibet being part of
China? I mean, how many also say “since ancient times”? Can you
provide examples of how the Chinese narrative has been embraced
by the international community?

Mr. VAN WALT VAN PRAAG. I can’t give you exact numbers of how
many governments have and how many governments have not. I
know that some governments—and I know that because I've spo-
ken to their officials—have been very careful not to make any ex-
plicit statements, despite pressure. Others have been pressured by
China, especially after, for example, somebody higher up in the
government, the minister of foreign affairs or the prime minister,
has received His Holiness the Dalai Lama. After that, they're sub-
jected to a tremendous amount of pressure from Beijing, and a
number of them then make a statement to the effect that they rec-
ognize or that they identify Tibet as a part of the PRC.

A good example of that is France. After President Sarkozy, in his
capacity as president of the European Union, met with His Holi-
ness the Dalai Lama in Poland, France was put under a lot of pres-
sure and made a statement that since the time of Charles de
Gaulle, France recognized that Tibet was a part of China, which is
actually not true, or not accurate, I should say. But that is an ex-
ample. The statement continues by saying that this will not
change. Denmark was pressured to make a similar statement. They
added that the Danish government does not support Tibetan inde-
pendence, and President Obama added that statement as well.

I think that addition is even more harmful, and completely un-
necessary. It takes away and violates the Tibetans’ right to self-de-
termination to say that they cannot have any say in their future
because we do not support a particular outcome. Again, this type
of statement reduces the leverage for Tibetans, should negotiations
take place.
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Co-chair MCGOVERN. Thank you. I think our position is that Ti-
bet’s true representatives are the Dalai Lama and the Tibetan gov-
ernment-in-exile, as recognized by the Tibetan people. That is the
direction that our government should follow, as well as other gov-
ernments around the world. Mr. Tethong, the position of the Cen-
tral Tibetan Administration is that the Middle Way approach pro-
posed by the Dalai Lama is the only viable solution to the Tibet
problem—and would you characterize the Chinese government’s re-
sponse to the Tibetan position as their disagreement that the Mid-
dle Way approach is viable, or is it a denial that there’s even a Ti-
betan problem at all?

Mr. TETHONG. That’s a difficult question to answer. It seems very
complicated. I couldn’t understand what you were saying, actually.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. Yes, I mean, I guess the question is that
His Holiness outlined this Middle Way approach, and the Chinese
government hasn’t responded, right? The question is, is it that they
cannot see themselves getting to the Middle Way approach, or is
it basically that they feel they don’t have to, because there isn’t a
Tibetan issue they have to deal with?

Mr. TETHONG. I think it may be more of a lack of confidence on
their part on how to deal with the Tibet issue—afraid that if they
give in to the Tibetans, other issues will arise within China. Also,
the Tibet situation is not entirely comparable to any other. That
may be one reason. And the basic reason, I think I tried to point
out earlier, is that within the Chinese leadership, from a position
of being confident and trying to find a solution during Hu Yaobang
and Deng Xiaoping’s time, it has retreated to another direction.
And this Middle Way policy may have suffered.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. I apologize. I just have a few more ques-
tions. I just think it’s important to establish a full record here, not
only for the Commission but for my colleagues.

Ms. Bork, there have been many meetings between U.S. Presi-
dents and His Holiness the Dalai Lama. Would you say that these
meetings have strengthened the hand of the Dalai Lama vis-a-vis
China? And if President Biden were to meet with His Holiness dur-
ing his term, what would you advise him to say?

Ms. BORK. I think the reception by U.S. Presidents of the Dalai
Lama has been extremely important, and also because it has be-
come so regular. It would be wonderful for President Biden to be
able to visit with the Dalai Lama, or if travel for either one of them
were a problem, having the vice president call on His Holiness
would signal American support and an effort to break down some
of the isolation that His Holiness has experienced over the years.

What should he say? I think it’s very much a part of the broader
U.S. policy for China. A democratic basis of government for Tibet
and China would be what the U.S. President seeks, and committing
to that and committing to support Tibetan democracy in exile, but
also Tibetan democracy eventually and Chinese democracy, under
whatever arrangement most people can agree on should be the
goal. I don’t see any problem with the United States standing for
that. In fact, I think it’s imperative.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. Thank you. Professor Lau, Mr. van Walt’s
books argue that it is inappropriate—and if I'm mischaracterizing
your books, correct me—that it is inappropriate to apply the mod-
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ern definition of sovereignty to Tibet and its neighbors because rul-
ing powers in East Asia are related to each other in ways that were
distinct from the Western notion of sovereignty that was applied
later. Does your research conform to this view? And how would you
characterize Tibet’s relations with its neighbors over the centuries?

Mr. LAau. Thank you for your question. As far as I could tell,
there are many places in Chinese official records where entities
were referred to as “countries,” which in Chinese is gudjia, (coun-
try). And Tibet is also referred to as a country, guogjia, just like
Vietnam and Holland, and other countries. So if you look at the
history of Tibet over the past 1,000 years, they are not that dis-
similar or that different from the histories of Germany, or China,
whatever. Sometimes they are unified into a central administration
and at other times it was fragmented. And sometimes there were
all these principalities.

So I guess your question itself would take hours to debate, and
I'm not good enough to answer the question. Certainly, by the Qing
Empire’s time, or actually even before that, I think by the 15th or
16th century, Tibet became sufficiently unified. They had all these
structures of government such as legal codes, central taxation, and
so forth, that qualified them to be a country. But I've always felt
that—pardon me for saying this—it’s a less relevant question. The
more relevant question is, was Tibet part of China? And if Tibet
wasn’t part of China, to put it bluntly, it’s really none of your busi-
ness whether Tibet itself was a country.

So on one hand I would say, yes, Tibet was definitely a country,
compared to the standards that would be applicable to China and
Germany since the 15th century or so. But again, I want to repeat
that that’s probably an unnecessary confusion of the issue. The
more important issue is that nobody has the right to judge whether
Tibet was a country. The more important thing is whether Tibet
was part of somebody else’s territory. And if it wasn’t, then leave
Tibet alone.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. Thank you for clarifying all that for us. Let
me ask one other question, and then, to everybody here, any clos-
ing remarks that you want to make. In a May press conference
with the Japanese prime minister, President Biden said, “I believe
what Putin is attempting to do is eliminate the identity of
Ukraine”—the identity. He can’t occupy it, but he can try to de-
stroy its identity, and you know, I think those words are true, what
Putin is trying to do in Ukraine, but I think they’re also applicable
to what China is trying to do in Tibet.

When we visited Lhasa back in 2015 with Speaker Pelosi, it was
clear what they're trying to do—deny Tibetans access to their reli-
gion, prevent them from speaking their language and honoring
their customs, you know, being who they are. They’re doing it in
a thousand different ways, and displacing people. And it really is
quite horrific what is going on; the brutality is really horrific. How
should we view Tibet through the lens of President Biden’s com-
ment about eliminating the identity of Ukraine? And I will ask you
all to respond, and also with anything that you think we should
add for the record. This is the time to make that clear as well.

So why don’t we begin with Mr. van Walt.
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Mr. VAN WALT VAN PRAAG. Thank you very much. I think what
is happening in Ukraine—Russia’s war within Ukraine is bringing
home a number of issues that are directly related to Tibet as well.
I mean, we are obviously shocked by the blatant aggression against
Ukraine and are reminded that exactly the same happened a little
over 70 years ago, in relation to Tibet. President Biden also made
a statement to the effect that taking another’s territory by force is
unacceptable, that it violates fundamental norms of our inter-
national order. I couldn’t agree more. And I think that should
apply to Tibet.

In terms of the destruction of the very identity of the Tibetans,
and I believe the same is true when we look at the Uyghurs in
East Turkestan, it has become very clear, I think, at this point,
that the very policy of the PRC and of the Chinese Communist
Party is precisely this: To destroy the identity of these peoples be-
cause they have found them to be an obstacle to their full integra-
tion in China. And not only that, but they have found that as long
as there is a sense of identity in the Tibetan case and in the
Uyghur case, both very closely linked to their religious beliefs and
traditions, that the CCP will not be able to fully control the Tibet-
ans.

This is linked also to the question of the reincarnation of the
Dalai Lama. All Chinese policies today under Xi Jinping are geared
at full and total control of the Tibetans, whether it is through the
Dalai Lama, by picking him and educating him in accordance with
CCP views, or whether it is by taking the children and placing
them in this network of colonial schools, or whether it is by sup-
pressing religious freedom, and other things as well. So, yes, the
intention is to rub Tibet off the map in terms of the identity and
the distinctness of the Tibetan people. As part of that, there is a
strong effort to rob the Tibetans also of their history, since that’s
also tied to their identity and is a continuing embarrassment to
China’s attempt to continue to rule Tibet.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. Mr. Lau.

Mr. LAvu. Well, I would like to reiterate two points. The first
point is I hope the United States and other governments would
counter directly the claims of some of these empire revivalists.
We'’re seeing that, of course, in Putin’s case, and then very likely
a few years from now we’ll see that explicitly expressed in China,
that they can use historical fabrications to justify their attempts to
reunify their ancestral lands. And that comes to the second point,
which is that I hope in the future, in schools throughout the world,
people will try to change this perception that I know is very deeply
ingrained among the Chinese, that it’s very important to be a na-
tional of a big country, of a powerful country. They believe that it
is essential to their well-being. My background is that I was born
in Singapore. And of course, I've seen countries like Liechtenstein
and Switzerland; people in Singapore and Liechtenstein have no in-
terest in enlarging their countries. And people can live very well.
But people who are educated in Russia and China, it never comes
to their minds that they could live happily ever after if they lose
Xinjiang, or Ukraine, or Tibet, or whatever it is. They think it’s the
end of the world if their country is splintered, and then Tibet is
gone, and Xinjiang is gone. I think it’s important for us, using the
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Voice of America, or whatever, to try to somehow tell people explic-
itly that people in Switzerland and Liechtenstein live very well.
This is all the message that I have.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. Thank you.

Mr. Tethong.

Mr. TETHONG. Thank you, Chairman. With reference to what’s
happening in Ukraine, I think one can say that 70 years ago Tibet
was in the same situation, and unfortunately, the world community
could not come to Tibet’s assistance. We hope attention and focus
on Ukraine will be much better, and the outcome will be better too.

For the record, I would like to take the opportunity, on behalf of
all Tibetans, to express acknowledgement and gratitude to the
United States Government for the attention and focus on what’s
happening in Tibet. Clearly a tremendous amount of change has
happened in Tibet, for the better, because there is attention from
the outside world, and especially the United States. We especially
acknowledge Members of Congress who have taken the lead, and
your leadership at this time on the Tibet issues as well. I would
like to say thank you on behalf of the Tibetan people.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. Thank you.

Ms. Bork.

Ms. Bork. Thank you very much. Just in closing, as you’re talk-
ing about what happened 70 years ago, I just wanted to mention
that the United States took a very principled position in support
of the Baltic states against the annexation by the Soviet Union.
There are some dissimilarities, but not really serious ones, in my
view. It’s really valuable for the United States to look back at the
constraints it’s imposed on itself all these decades, acting on behalf
of Tibet and making the Tibetan exile government’s position
stronger in trying to reach some kind of improvement. In that re-
garc%, I think a strategic focusing on Tibet as a strategic issue is
vital.

For the record, I will pass along to the staff a readout of a table-
top exercise that several of us conducted in 2019 about the future,
with the passing of the Dalai Lama and how governments will re-
spond at that time. Clearly that is an exercise that needs to be re-
peated. And it would be something that I think Members of Con-
gress would find useful to think about—being prepared for that
eventuality, and what China will do and what the United States
and its allies should do in preparation. Thank you very much.

Co-chair MCGOVERN. Thank you, and thank all of you for your
testimony. I think this is a very important hearing because in our
discussions on Tibet, and some of the topics that we covered here
today, we don’t include the historical fact that Tibet has not been
a part of China since ancient times. I think everybody here has dis-
puted that very clearly. Our focus is on standing with the people
of Tibet to protect their identity, to protect their history, to protect
their culture, and to protect their human rights, and I believe that
we in the United States—and, Mr. Tethong, I appreciate your kind
words, but to be honest with you, we’re not doing enough. The
world community is not doing enough. You know, if we were, we
would be having a very different discussion right now.

And it’s complicated. There are corporate interests involved, urg-
ing governments not to rock the boat because they’re all worried
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about continued corporate profits and strategic issues. Nobody
wants to rock the boat with China. We’re very good at talking the
talk; we’re not very good at always walking the walk on these
issues.

But I think that’s changing. I really do. I mean, I look at the last
few years here in the United States Congress. We have legislated
more; we have created more policy on Tibet than at any other time.
As I said, Tibet’s true representatives are His Holiness the Dalai
Lama and the Tibetan government-in-exile, as recognized by the
Tibetan people, and I think that that should be our guiding prin-
ciple here as we move forward. I mean, it’s not up to President
Biden, or it’s not about what President Xi wants for Tibet. It’s not
about what the President of France wants. It’'s what the Tibetan
people want.

So any solution, any way forward, has to be what the Tibetan
people want. It can’t be imposed by somebody who’s not part of the
Tibetan community and I think there’s a growing recognition of
that. The Tibetan government-in-exile is showing an embrace of de-
mocracy, which is really inspiring. I witnessed some of the election.
I've watched online as people voted in far-off places, participating
in this process. It really is inspirational. But I've also met with
families who have been torn apart, people who don’t know where
their mothers or fathers are, who were disappeared. It’s cruel and
it is horrific.

Again, we are moving forward with additional legislation. We are
encouraged by the new special coordinator in this administration.
We will work with her to have her not only be a spokesperson for
what U.S. policy should be but to work with the international com-
munity. I was particularly grateful that this hearing is being held
at the same time that the World Parliamentarians’ Convention on
Tibet is meeting. This is not just a U.S. issue. It is a global issue.
If you care about human rights, this has to be a central issue. I
mean, you go all over the world and you have these countries go,
Oh, human rights, human rights, human rights. Well, if you can’t
stand up to China on something like this, then stop talking about
human rights.

And to the Chinese government, look, if you want to do some-
thing constructive right now, you should re-enter the direct dia-
logue that you walked away from 12 years ago. This issue is not
going away.

I appreciate everybody being here. I want to thank all the wit-
nesses for their testimony. Without objection, I'd like to enter into
the record a written statement from the International Campaign
for Tibet and an additional paper by Professor Lau. The record will
remain open until the close of business on Friday, June 24th, for
any items that members would like to submit for the record or any
additional questions for the witnesses. And with that, the hearing
is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 10:56 a.m., the hearing was concluded.]
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Contrary to what the People’s Republic of China claims and to what many people
take for granted, Tibet was historically not a part of China. This is one of the out-
comes of a multiyear collaborative historical research project that I recently com-
pleted and published.!

This is relevant and requires our attention because the PRC government has
made agreement on its version of history a precondition to Sino-Tibetan negotia-
tions, which have been in deadlock now for 12 years.2 More fundamentally, the PRC
bases its entitlement to Tibet solely on its assertion that Tibet has been an integral
part of China since antiquity.? Whether or not Tibet was historically a part of China
therefore determines whether the PRC has the legitimacy to rule Tibet or not. And
that in turn informs the international community’s obligations and responsibilities
regarding the Sino-Tibetan conflict.

Addressing the plight of the Tibetan people has been one of my lifelong goals, and
my contributions have mostly been in the international legal and diplomacy spheres,
in line with my career. I undertook this academic historical research to get to the
bottom of what informs the PRC government and the Dalai Lama in their opposing
views on Tibet’s historical status, with the aim to be able to come up with strategies
for those with access and clout to encourage the parties to break through the stale-
mate and resume their dialogue.

In the process it became clear that the PRC’s historical narrative—that Tibet has
always been a part of China—stands in the way of Sino-Tibetan negotiations in
more than one way. The international community has started to buy into that nar-
rative and governments have started to act accordingly, treating Tibet as if it was
China’s internal affair and even stating they consider Tibet to be a part of China.
I strongly believe that this development is one of the main obstacles to resolving
iche Sino-Tibetan conflict through negotiations. It is also in violation of international
aw.

Our research firmly establishes that though not always ‘independent’ in the mod-
ern legal sense of that term and over time subject to various degrees of Mongol,
Manchu and even British authority or influence, Tibet was most certainly never a
part of China. The PRC could therefore not have ‘inherited’ Tibet from the Republic
of China or earlier empires, as it claims. As a matter of fact, Tibet was an inde-
pendent state de facto and de jure from 1912 to 1950/51, when the PRC invaded
it.

Because Tibet was not at any point in time a part of China, the PRC’s military
invasion of Tibet in 1950/51 constituted an act of aggression and violated the pe-
remptory norm of international law prohibiting the acquisition of territory by the
use of force against another state.* This informs the legitimacy of the PRC’s pres-
ence in and rule of Tibet the past seven decades: China does not have sovereignty
over Tibet. It is occupying Tibet illegally.

International law prohibits governments from explicitly or implicitly recognizing
China’s unlawful annexation of Tibet, from doing anything that helps China consoli-

1The 10-year research project, which involved some 100 leading scholars worldwide, resulted
in the publication of Sacred Mandates: Asian International Relations since Chinggis Khan, co-
authored/edited with Timothy Brook and Miek Boltjes, Chicago University Press, 2018, and
Tibet Brief 20/20, co-authored with Miek Boltjes, Outskirts Press, 2020. Sacred Mandates won
a 2021 International Convention of Asian Scholars Book Prize.

2 See State Council Information Office of the People’s Republic of China, Tibet’s Path to Devel-
opment Is Driven by an Irresistible Historical Tide (Beijing, April 15, 2015).

3 Tibet Brief 20/20, op. cit. pp. 6-10.

4 A peremptory norm is an international obligation “so essential for the protection of funda-
mental interests of the international community that [its] breach [is] recognized as a crime by
that community as a whole”. International Law Commission Rapporteur Roberto Ago. Quoted
in Cassese, International Law, p. 202. Aggression is a prime example.
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date its hold on Tibet, and from denying the Tibetans the exercise of their right to
self-determination.? It also prohibits states from benefiting from the exploitation of
Tibet’s resources so long as Tibetans are denied the ability to make decisions con-
cerning them.é

At the same time, governments have the positive obligation to take action to help
bring about a resolution of the Sino-Tibetan conflict, end the occupation of Tibet and
enable the Tibetan people to exercise self-determination.”

Many governments are today acting contrary to these obligations, in plain viola-
tion of international law and to the detriment of the resolution of the Sino-Tibetan
conflict. This includes the US government.

Two developments stand out in this regard: governments make statements recog-
nizing that Tibet is a part of the PRC, and they treat Tibet as China’s internal af-
fair, outside their purview.

When governments state that they consider Tibet to be a part of the PRC, they
take away the PRC’s principal incentive to negotiate with the Tibetans as well as
reduce the latter’s main source of leverage. In the first place, Beijing uses these
statements as ‘evidence’ for its claim that it has sovereignty and legitimacy in Tibet,
and even for its historical claim. The more such statements it obtains, the less it
feels the need to turn to Tibetans for legitimacy. Instead, it uses the international
community’s pronouncements as a substitute for true legitimacy, that is, the legit-
imacy that would result from the consent of the governed—through an exercise by
the Tibetans of self-determination or through a process of sincere negotiations with
the Tibetan leadership.

Secondly, once a government states that it considers Tibet to be a part of the PRC
it cannot but treat Tibet and Sino-Tibetan relations as China’s internal affair. This
is effectively happening today: most governments are limiting their expressions of
concern to human rights abuses. In this way Beijing has largely succeeded in con-
taining international scrutiny and reproach to where it can manage it.

Some governments, including the U.S., have also added that they do not support
or are opposed to Tibetan independence.® Such statements not only violate the pro-
hibition against recognizing annexation by force, but also constitute a denial of the
Tibetan people’s right to self-determination, an equally serious violation of inter-
national law. Even though states cannot actually take away the right to self-deter-
mination—including the option of independence—from the Tibetan people, such
statements do the Tibetans a great disservice and encourage Beijing to ignore the
Tibetans’ rights. By supporting the aggressor, not the injured, they also fail to fulfill
the fundamental role international law requires the international community to
play—to prevent war and promote friendly relations and cooperation among states
based inter alia on the principles of non-use of force against other states and of
equal rights and self-determination of peoples—frustrating the very purpose of
international law in the process. For, as the International Court of Justice under-
scored in the Namibia case,? it is precisely to the international community that the
injured people must look for ending the illegality and for realizing its rights.

It is for Tibetans, and Tibetans only, to make concessions with respect to their
right to independence—if and when they so decide. Ruling out independence one-
sidedly disempowers the Tibetan side. It weakens the Tibetans’ negotiation position,
exacerbates the already stark power asymmetry, and conditions the expectations of
the Tibetans as well as of the international community to envision a settlement that
can bring only marginal change in Tibet. Given what we know, not only about Chi-

5International Law Commission, ‘Articles on the Responsibility of States for Internationally
Wrongful Acts (ARSIWA) (2001) YILC Vol. 2, Part 2, Arts. 40, 41, and commentary para 5. See
also, UNGA Res 2625 (XXV) Declaration on Friendly Relations Confirmed by the International
Court of Justice in Legal Consequences for States of the Continued Presence of South Africa in
Namibia (South West Africa) notwithstanding Security Council Resolution 276 (1970), paras 119,
124, ICJ Reports 1971; and in Legal Consequences of the Construction of a Wall in Occupied
Palestinian Territory, paras 155-159, ICJ Reports 2004.

6 Court of Justice of the European Union in a landmark case concerning the Sahrawi people’s
rights, in 2016, CJEU, Judgment in Case C-104/16 P Council v Front populaire pour la
libeération de la saguia-el-hamra et du rio de oro (Front Polisario), Dec. 21, 2016 https://
curia.europa.eu/jcms/upload/docs/application/pdf/2016—12/cp160146en.pdf, accessed 08/28/2021.
Confirmed by the UK High Court on 2019, https://www.lexology.com/library/detail.aspx?
g=e9a48d23-358¢-4948-b754-3f8868bda922.

7International Law Commission, ARSIWA, op. cit., Commentary to Art. 41(1).

8See, e.g., President Barack Obama—February 21, 2014, Readout of the President’s Meeting
with His Holiness the XIV Dalai Lama. See also, ‘Note Verbale’ of the Danish government of
Dec. 9, 2009. Reported by AFP, Dec. 10, 2009.

9 International Court of Justice (ICJ), Legal Consequences for States of the Continued Presence
of South Africa in Namibia (South West Africa) notwithstanding Security Council Resolution 276
(1970), ICJ Reports 1971, para 127, concerning South Africa’s illegal annexation of Namibia.
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na’s treatment of Tibetans® but also of Uyghurs, as detailed in the recent
Newslines Institute Genocide report,!! and the fact that Tibetans are resorting to
self-immolation to protest Beijing’s oppression and policies to eradicate Tibetan
identity,12 I ask: is marginal change in Tibet what the U.S. wants for the Tibetan
people?

The need for the international community to take responsibility and effectively
address the Sino-Tibetan conflict is not just a legal and moral imperative, it is also
a political necessity. Looking the other way with an underlying “let’s not make the
Tibetans’ problem our problem” has been a mistake for which the international com-
munity is today paying a price as it tries to deal with an emboldened PRC and Rus-
sia asserting expanding territorial claims and influence.

Beijing’s aggressive behavior in the South China Sea and threatening moves to-
wards India and Bhutan to press territorial claims, as well as its genocidal policies
against Uyghurs, all taking place at the time of this writing, cannot be treated as
unrelated to the years of international appeasement of Beijing as concerns its un-
lawful seizure and occupation of Tibet and its implementation of oppressive policies
of integration and assimilation there. And neither can Russia’s attempt at forcefully
annexing part or all of Ukraine.

It is U.S. policy to support a negotiated resolution of the Sino-Tibetan conflict.
U.S. Government actions, however, run counter to U.S. policy. Supporting a nego-
tiated resolution of the Sino-Tibetan conflict requires the political will to be vocal
about the lack of legitimacy of China’s presence in and rule of Tibet, not statements
that imply an acceptance of China’s claim to sovereignty over Tibet. It requires call-
ing and treating Tibet what it is: an occupied country, and the Tibetans what they
are: a people under alien subjugation and domination, not a ‘minority’ or ‘ethnic
group of China’. Adopting such PRC terminology denies the Tibetan people its prop-
er status and implicitly its right to self-determination. And lastly, it requires the
Sino-Tibetan conflict to be called and treated what it is: an international conflict,
falling squarely within the international community’s—including the U.S. Govern-
ment’s—purview and responsibility, no¢t China’s internal affair.

It is also U.S. policy not to recognize a country’s attempt to annex territory by
the use of force. President Joe Biden recently reiterated that taking territory by
force is unacceptable. He said so publicly in reference to Taiwan and Ukraine.13 The
prohibition against taking another country’s territory by force is a cornerstone and
fundamental norm of modern international law and the international legal order.
No derogation from this is allowed, and governments are prohibited from recog-
nizing such territorial expansion. Just as Russia’s attempted annexation of Ukrain-
ian territory cannot be accepted or recognized by the international community, so
China’s attempted annexation of Tibet must not be accepted or recognized. Only in
the absence of such recognition may the PRC government be moved to negotiate
with the Tibetan leadership to resolve their conflict.

The U.S. Department of State stated on March 12, in relation to the Russo-
Ukrainian conflict, that the U.S. is committed to “putting the Ukrainians in the
strongest possible negotiating position”.14 Tibet’s leaders are committed to non-vio-
lence and do not seek weapons. But they do need coordinated international action
to—at a minimum—{firmly anchor Tibet’s international legal status, to bolster its
negotiating capacity and to bring China to the negotiating table. The U.S. and other
governments have shown in recent months how coordinated diplomatic and eco-
nomic measures, including sanctions, can be deployed in efforts to stop and punish
aggression. Such coordinated action is overdue to address China’s occupation of
Tibet.

10 See Tibet Action Institute, Separated from Their Families, Hidden from the World; China’s
Vast System of Colonial Boarding Schools inside Tibet, December 2021; Tibet Advocacy Coali-
tion, Assaulting Identity: China’s New Coercive Strategies in Tibet, March 2021.

11 Newslines Institute for Strategy and Policy, The Uyghur Genocide: An Examination of Chi-
na’s Breaches of the 1948 Genocide Convention, March 2021.

12There have been 160 confirmed cases of self-immolation since 2009.

13 https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/speeches-remarks/2022/05/23/remarks-by-
president-biden-and-prime-minister-fumio-kishida-of-japan-in-joint-press-conference/. ~President
Biden accused President Putin of attacking “the norms and principles that are the foundations
of our international order.”

14 https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/us-ready-take-diplomatic-steps-ukraine-will-find-
helpful-state-dept-2022-03-12/
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WRITTEN STATEMENT
submitted by Hon-Shiang LAU

I want to thank this distinguished audience for enabling me to make this presentation. My theme
is: China’s pre-1949 official historical records clearly show that, before the PRC invaded Tibet
in 1950, Tibet was never part of China. This is an important issue because China is a signatory
to the relevant covenants of the League of Nations and the United Nations; which means that,
since 1919, China has promised not to gain territories through military conquest thereafter.
Moreover, the PRC incessantly condemns other countries for their past colonial conquests and
their past “bullying” of China. Therefore, the PRC needs to cover up its 1950 Tibet conquest as a
“unification” of a territory that has been “part of China since antiquity.” Sadly, today many
governments incorrectly believe this ridiculous lie, and this is part of the reason why many
western democracies fail to provide adequate support for upholding Tibet’s sovereignty.

There are two important foundation concepts behind my theme.

Foundation A: There is an abundance of authentic and reliable pre-1949 Chinese official
historical records. The PRC-version of “Chinese history” is very very different from the version
of “Chinese history” reflected in these pre-1949 official Chinese records.

Foundation B: We use a comprehensive range of objective criteria to examine whether Tibet was

part of China. Thus, to judge whether Tibet was part of China during China’s Ming dynasty, we

use official classical Chinese records to examine, for example:

#1. Whether the Ming Empire had designated Tibet as part of China or as a foreign entity, say,
via a promulgated map?

#2. Was the Ming Empire able to conduct census or collect taxes in Tibet?

#3. Was the Ming Empire able to appoint and dismiss judges and governing officials in Tibet?

#4. Was China’s language, legal system and monetary system used in Tibet? Etc., etc.

Combining Foundations A and B, we can prove the following conclusion: China’s pre-1949
official records clearly show that Tibet was never part of China before PRC’s 1950 invasion. We
also prove that PRC’s evidence of sovereignty over Tibet are based on not only distortions, but
outright fabrications and forgeries of pre-1949 Chinese records. This means that a current
permanent member of the UN Security Council militarily conquered a foreign country in 1950
and continues to subjugate it today. This crime obligates the intervention of the international
community.

Example of a Ming-Dynasty Proof. Please look at the attached MAP #1, purported to show the
entire Ming Empire.

Regarding my “Foundation A” stated earlier: this proof is from a Ming-dynasty 1461
government publication; i.e., it comes from a very authoritative Chinese source.

Regarding my “Foundation B”: it relates to an objective ‘sovereignty’ criterion -- depiction on a
national map.

This map labels Chinese territories in framed white lettering on black background; in contrast, it
labels non-Chinese territories such as Japan (on the east) and Tibet (on the west) in non-framed
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black lettering on white background. The contrast is literally in ‘black and white’: i.e., the Ming
government clearly declares Tibet as a non-China foreign entity

Example of a Qing-Dynasty Proof. Please look at the attached MAP #2.

This is from a Qing-dynasty 1732 government publication, purported to show the entire Qing
Empire. On this map, the Qing government shows the position corresponding to today’s Tibet
Autonomous Region (TAR) as a blank space.

Hundreds of similar proofs are presented in my book. Most of them involve textual records,
which are more reliable.

Thank you very much.



>,

MAP #1: <Great Ming Unification Map KB—%2

from {Great Ming Unification Record XEH—4i&£) , 1461 A.D.

VS ,@%«///’(}fﬁ\.’ )

G ,"«//“ ® //"V'Z‘S';—
AE =

NS N
7N AN

36

7T
i

i
0

YA
£ !




37

|

e i

yuvpg st
HOHISOJ
SAVL

Ao

2.

aye] g

nixBury =

@

5

r

el

9
S8

TeoIny Woay




38

PREPARED STATEMENT OF TENZIN N. TETHONG

Hon. Chairman,

It is my distinct honor to offer testimony this morning at this hearing on “Tibet:
Barriers to Settling an Unresolved Conflict” and to speak briefly on Tibetan-Chinese
relations in the 20th century, including efforts towards a resolution of the Tibet
issue.

Tibet has remained an unresolved conflict ever since the establishment of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China. One of Mao Zedong’s earliest declarations was his intention
to “liberate” Tibet from the West, and the Tibetan people from a backward and op-
pressive society.

The Tibetan government protested to the new Chinese state citing Tibet’s histor-
ical independence from the time of Tibetan Kings to the rule of the Dalai Lamas,
from the Tang to the Manchu Qing dynasties. With equal urgency, Tibet appealed
to the United Nations and the global community, especially to India, the United
Kingdom and the United States. Unfortunately, China did not heed Tibet’s protests
and the global community did not come to Tibet’s defense.

The People’s Liberation Army marched into Tibet in 1950, easily overwhelming
the Tibetan army and militia. China knew right then that rhetorical justification
for such an invasion was not enough and called for negotiations to formalize an
agreement. Tibetan representatives negotiated in Beijing, but disregarding any
proper ratification process, were forced to sign what is called “The 17 Point Agree-
ment for the Peaceful Liberation of Tibet.”

Nevertheless, for the next nine years, His Holiness the Dalai Lama and the Ti-
betan government tried to work within the broad confines of the agreement which
promised no change in the status of the Dalai Lama or the Tibetan government.
However, the Chinese did not live up to their commitments nor to the personal as-
surances the Dalai Lama had received from Mao Zedong.

Tibetan dissatisfaction was widespread during these years and protests against
the Chinese finally culminated in the uprising in Lhasa on March 10, 1959, which
led to the escape of His Holiness the Dalai Lama and thousands to India and neigh-
boring countries.

For the next twenty years Tibet was completely shut off from the rest of the
world. An extreme overhaul of Tibetan life from its traditional Buddhist roots to
Chinese Marxist socialism was introduced, which in the later years was consumed
by the madness of the Chinese Cultural revolution.

However, in early 1979, China deemed the Tibetan issue important enough to be
revisited. Deng Xiaoping invited the Dalai Lama’s older brother to Beijing and de-
clared that short of separation, everything could be discussed, meaning that short
of granting Tibetan independence, China would be open to all Tibetan concerns and
aspirations.

This breakthrough meeting led to renewed dialogue between the Dalai Lama and
the Chinese government, and four delegations of exile leaders were able to visit
Tibet e)litensively, to see and learn what had transpired in the two decades of Chi-
nese rule.

By 1984, representatives of the exile government were in deliberations with Chi-
nese officials to address the larger issues related to Tibet. However, in 1987, Hu
Yaobang, Party General Secretary and the main proponent of change in their Tibet
policies died. This was soon followed by the Tiananmen student protests and the
massacre. China stepped backwards and the Tibet issue also retreated.

In 2001, however, communication with China was restored, and Envoys of His Ho-
liness the Dalai Lama began meeting in Beijing, and the Tibetan side presented the
Dalai Lama’s Middle Way policy seeking genuine autonomy for Tibet within the
framework of the PRC. The Envoys met many times, even after the unprecedented
2008 Tibet-wide protests that called for greater freedom for the Tibetan people.
However, the Envoys’ last meeting was to be in 2010 when the Chinese ended the
dialogue process.

This brief overview of Tibetan-Chinese relations should show that even at the
most challenging of times, China has seen the need to address the legitimacy of
their rule in Tibet. And that there is perhaps now a realization of the shortcomings
of their rule. China has also repeatedly initiated direct communication with His Ho-
liness the Dalai Lama, demonstrating the obvious need to find a meaningful resolu-
tion to these outstanding issues.

Ever since the exile delegation visits to Tibet in the 1980s, to the later meetings
of the Dalai Lama’s Envoys in Beijing, the Chinese leadership has been made much
more aware of Tibetan perspectives of their rule in Tibet, and of the unvarnished
aspirations of the Tibetan people, both of which contradict the official Chinese nar-
rative.
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Worldwide attention to Tibet has been an important part of creating greater
awareness of the Tibetan issue even within China, allowing for more liberal and
reasonable views of the Dalai Lama and of Tibetan hopes and demands to have
some standing.

There is little doubt that public support for Tibet, through the person of His Holi-
ness the Dalai Lama and concerns for the cultural and human rights of the Tibetan
people, has been an important factor in the U.S. Government’s attention to the
issue, which has been sustained to a large degree by individual members of Con-
gress.

The continued efforts of the United States can only help in removing barriers to
this unresolved conflict and will advance the Tibetan people’s desire for greater free-
dom and democracy.

Thank you.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ELLEN BORK

Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, thank you for inviting me to appear
before you today. I am also grateful to the Commission staff for their advice and
expertise.

The Trump Administration began, and the Biden Administration continues, to
chart a profound change in American policy toward Communist Party-ruled China.

So far, however, Tibet has not been the focus of significant policy revisions by the
executive branch. Certainly, Tibet today would be far down the list of most Ameri-
cans’ concerns when it comes to China. Compared to China’s aggression in the
South China Sea, coercive financial diplomacy, and the threat to Taiwan, Tibet is
sometimes viewed as a closed, albeit tragic, chapter of history.

By contrast, more than 70 years after the invasion, Tibet remains a high priority
for the Chinese Communist Party. This priority is evident in the attention and re-
sources the Party devotes to surveillance, repression and control, to General Sec-
retary Xi Jinping’s goal of sinicizing religion, to the exploitation of natural resources
and to building up military forces along Tibet’s border with India.

Furthermore, the Party’s ambitions regarding Tibet are international and expan-
sive. They are a part of China’s assault on liberal democratic norms. This in turn
serves Beijing’s ultimate goal of gaining international deference to its choice of the
next Dalai Lama. Preventing that, reversing the diminution of support for the Dalai
Lama and building support for Tibetan democracy should play a much greater role
in America’s response to China.

The foundations of American Tibet policy make this more difficult than it should
be. A look back at history shows that America’s Tibet policy is not the product of
historical facts, or principles of international law, but rather of outdated perceptions
of America’s strategic interest in subordinating Tibet to China.

Washington had little involvement in Tibet until World War II. Before then, the
U.S. favored China’s territorial integrity even while its empire was disintegrating.
During World War II, Washington was allied with Chiang Kai-Shek. That relation-
ship had profound and lasting effect on Tibet.

Chiang hoped to recover lost imperial territory, including Tibet. American officials
did not wish to undermine him, even though officials knew that he exerted no au-
thority there and they considered that Tibet had been de facto independent for dec-
ades since the collapse of imperial rule.

Also damaging was Washington’s acceptance of imperial Britain’s assertion of Chi-
nese “suzerainty” over Tibet. Less than sovereignty, suzerainty is an anachronistic
and inapt concept which neither Tibet nor China accepted but which imperial Brit-
ain introduced in order to fend off Russia’s eastward advance during the geopolitical
competition in the region known as the Great Game.

Even so, American officials seemed uncomfortable with the term, and resisted
using it. From the 1940s through the 1960s, in internal documents, officials consid-
ered different views of Tibet’s status in response to developments. At the time of
the invasion, a memo by the State Department’s legal advisor suggested that rec-
ognition of Tibetan independence was a possibility. Later on, in the 1960s, there was
sympathy for the idea of Tibetan self-determination, including in a letter from the
Secretary of State to the Dalai Lama. But it was easy enough to say this while
doing little except provide some support to Tibetan rebels, and while the U.S. was
still allied with Chiang Kai-shek, who had fled to Taiwan.

Only decades after the invasion did the U.S. recognize Chinese sovereignty. In
1987, the State Department, responding to questions about unrest in Tibet, dated
this position to 1978. That reference appears to have been an internal decision rath-
er than a public statement. And it took place around the time of the break in rela-
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tions with Taipei. Visiting Beijing in August 1979, Vice President Mondale told
Deng Xiao-ping, “our position, whenever asked, is that Tibet is part of China.” The
Vice President also said that henceforth, the Dalai Lama would be received as a re-
ligious figure, not a political leader.

In short, America’s approach to Tibet fluctuated according to its perception of its
strategic interests with regard to China—and with regard to which Chinese govern-
ment it favored—the Republic of China or the People’s Republic of China. Ulti-
mately, Washington transferred its deference to China over Tibet from a cultish dic-
tatorship that never exerted authority there to a cultish totalitarian regime that in-
vaded and repressed it.

Once this was done, Tibet became problematic within U.S.-PRC relations. As
Melvyn Goldstein writes, with policy focused on improving its accommodation with
China, Tibet became “an embarrassment for the United States,” “no longer relevant
to U.S. national interests” and even “potentially harmful.”! The characterization of
Tibet as a problem in U.S.-China relations that should be neutralized, including for
Tibet’s own sake, has persisted.

Of course this approach to Tibet, and the decision to accept the PRC’s sovereignty,
meant that the democratization of the theocratic government in exile—and the ille-
gitimacy of Party rule there—could not be a major factor in America’s policy. The
extraordinary accomplishment of Tibet’s democracy in exile would not be discussed
alongside the democratic transitions in the Philippines, Taiwan, Indonesia, and
South Korea at the end of the last century which have shaped America’s approach
to the region ever since. It should also be noted that America’s approach to Tibet
had been out of step with the principled stance Washington took against communist
aggression in Europe and the annexation of the Baltic states.

For its part, the CCP has maintained an ambitious agenda for Tibet, and not only
inside its borders. In neighboring countries it has used border settlements, security
relationships, investment and the development and appropriation of Buddhist sites
to advance its interests. In fact, even today, Chinese officials maintain territorial
ambitions with regard to Tibet, speaking of parts of northeastern India as “Southern
Tibet” and putting pressure on India across the Tibet-India border.

Beijing also pursues its Tibet agenda aggressively in foreign capitals and inter-
national organizations. Beijing uses its self-proclaimed “core interest” in Tibet to im-
pose litmus tests in the United Nations, and in foreign capitals.

In this way, Tibet is an instrument of the Party’s assault on liberal democratic
norms. It is also intended to help the Party win international deference to its selec-
tion of the next Dalai Lama.

In 2019, I convened a group with expertise in Tibet, China, India, and American
foreign policy to consider how governments would respond when the Dalai Lama
dies, and China seeks to install an impostor. The group concluded that the Dalai
Lama’s succession is a matter of strategic competition and should be viewed as such
by the U.S. and its democratic allies.

A final note: the Party’s intense propaganda and control makes it seem that Chi-
nese people are irredeemably nationalist when it comes to Tibet. This has an effect
inside China, of course, but also outside, making new thinking about Tibet seem
hopeless. In fact, leading Chinese dissidents have offered criticism of Party policies
in Tibet. Going back to Wei Jingsheng, and continuing to Liu Xiaobo and Xu
Zhiyong, pro-democracy activists, lawyers and others have bravely linked Tibet’s
fate to China’s, stressing that the solution for both Tibetans and Chinese is democ-
racy. Liu Xiaobo wrote in 2008, “a confrontation between freedom and dictatorship
has been made to look like a clash between ethnicities.”2 The democracy manifesto,
Charter 08, referenced Tibet indirectly in its call for a “federation of democratic
communities of China” and the resolution of “disputes in the national minority areas
of China ... to find a workable framework within which all ethnic and religious
groups can flourish.”

This is a message from inside China that American officials should consider.
Taken together with the democratic achievement of the Tibetan people in exile, the
U.S. can chart a new approach based on Tibet’s strategic importance, not only in
the territorial sense, but in the ideological one.

1Melvyn Goldstein, Snow Lion and the Dragon,(Berkeley: University of California Press,
1997), p. 57-58.

2 Liu Xiaobo, “So Long as Han Chinese Have No Freedom, Tibetans Will Have No Autonomy,”
April 11, 2008, No Enemies, No Hatred, Perry Link, Tienchi Martin-Liao, Liu Xia, editors, (Cam-
bridge: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2012), p. 263.
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A few recommendations follow:

e Renew and redouble support for Chinese and Tibetan political prisoners, dis-
sidents, democracy activists, independent journalists and lawyers.

e Conduct an independent review of U.S. Tibet policy since the end of Chinese
imperial rule, including the diplomatic history, and of internal deliberations
that have influenced America’s approach to Tibet.

e Bring Tibet policy into line with America’s interest in combating China’s assault
on democratic norms, including international law, and in advancing democracy
in the Indo-Pacific by enlisting allies in a united position on the integrity of the
Tibetan process for selecting the next Dalai Lama. The Dalai Lama, or his des-
ignee, should regain the access he once had in foreign capitals.

o Receive elected officials of the Central Tibet Administration (CTA), the Sikyong,
his cabinet and other Tibetan officials at the highest levels of government and
include them in the Summit for Democracy and other gatherings.

e Make Tibet a part of efforts to counter Chinese influence in international orga-
nizations, on university campuses and at the state and local level.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. JEFF MERKLEY

Good morning. Today’s hearing of the Congressional-Executive Commission on
China entitled “Tibet: Barriers to Settling an Unresolved Conflict” will come to
order.

More than 70 years after the invasion that led to Chinese rule in Tibet, Tibetans
continue to struggle in the face of unrelenting oppression. Chinese authorities rou-
tinely violate Tibetans’ freedom of religion, expression, and assembly, as well as de-
nying their self-determination.

The Chinese Communist Party has waged a years-long campaign of “sinicization”
requiring conformity with officially sanctioned interpretations of religion and cul-
ture, not the authentic practice and teaching of Tibetan Buddhism. Contrary to that
practice and teaching, the Chinese government even insists on its own authority to
select the next reincarnation of the Dalai Lama, who authorities label a security
threat. Those who express reverence for the Dalai Lama are punished.

Also punished are those who express dissatisfaction with Chinese rule in Tibet.
These punishments range from warnings to surveillance to interrogation and deten-
tion. The Commission’s Political Prisoner Database currently includes records of 715
Tibetans detained or imprisoned for political or religious reasons. We note that
there are considerably more cases of detention in China than we can capture in the
database.

Increasingly, this oppression threatens the religious, cultural, linguistic, and his-
torical identity of the Tibetan people. Earlier this year, we heard testimony about
insidious efforts to separate Tibetan children from their parents, with nearly 80 per-
cent of all Tibetan children now placed in boarding schools to disrupt the intergen-
erational transfer of language and culture. We are observing an expansion of that
practice to children going to kindergarten.

This Commission has documented these kinds of human rights violations in Tibet
for 20 years and we will continue to do so. In today’s hearing, our focus turns to
the dialogue needed to address the aspirations of the Tibetan people for their basic
rights and self-determination to be respected. Sadly, that dialogue has been frozen
for 12 years as Chinese authorities refuse to meet with the Dalai Lama or his rep-
resentatives.

The longstanding policy of the United States is to promote dialogue without pre-
conditions to lead to a negotiated agreement on Tibet. In other words, we recognize
that this remains an unsettled conflict that must be addressed. Yet the Chinese gov-
ernment would have the world believe that Tibet is an internal affair and that
issues of its status are resolved. This narrative ignores Tibet’s history, and today’s
hearing aims to set the historical record straight.

Our witnesses will share with us their considerable experience analyzing the his-
tory of Tibet, the international law dimensions of the conflict, the barriers to resum-
ing dialogue, and U.S. policy on Tibet. I hope this hearing helps cut through Chi-
nese propaganda and brings attention to the true historical underpinnings of the Ti-
betan quest for autonomy.

I’d also like to welcome the members of the Tibetan Parliament-in-Exile—it’s good
to have you here—the International Campaign for Tibet, dignitaries, and other
friends of Tibet who are with us this morning while they are in town for the 8th
World Parliamentarians’ Convention on Tibet. Thank you for joining us.
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The causes of Tibetan human rights and self-determination need champions all
over the globe and I look forward to continuing to work with my fellow parliamen-
tarians to advance the causes of human dignity and freedom wherever we can.

Among global elected officials, few have been as great a friend of Tibet as my co-
chair, Congressman McGovern, who for many years has led the charge in the U.S.
Congress to pass legislation and advocate for the Tibetan people.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES P. MCGOVERN

Thank you, very much Mr. Chairman, and I too also want to welcome our friends
who are visiting Washington to participate in the World Parliamentarians’ Conven-
tion on Tibet.

I want to especially welcome the members of the Tibetan parliament-in-exile. We
have two members of the Canadian parliament here. I welcome our friends from
ICT. And I welcome my dear friend Richard Gere, who has been an incredible activ-
ist and advocate for human rights in Tibet. We are delighted you are all here.

I appreciate that we are holding this hearing on Tibet, the status of dialogue, and
a path forward in the Tibetan quest for rights and dignity.

Congress has had a long and abiding interest in Tibet. It created Tibetan lan-
guage broadcasting, scholarships and exchanges, and aid programs for Tibetans in
Tibet and in exile. In 2002, Congress passed the landmark Tibetan Policy Act, and
codified the position of Special Coordinator for Tibetan Issues.

Support for Tibet transcends the partisan divide. Congressman Tom Lantos and
Senator Jesse Helms stood side by side with the Dalai Lama. So did President Bush
and Speaker Pelosi, who presented him with the Congressional Gold Medal in 2007.

I have had the honor of authoring the two most recent Tibet bills to be enacted
into law. The Reciprocal Access to Tibet Act seeks to enable diplomats, journal-
ists,and tourists to travel and see Tibet with their own eyes, because Chinese offi-
cials have closed it off. The Tibetan Policy and Support Act expands the U.S. policy
approach. As its key feature, the bill makes it U.S. policy that the succession or re-
incarnation of Tibetan Buddhist leaders, including a future 15th Dalai Lama, is an
exclusively religious matter that should be decided solely by the Tibetan Buddhist
community. Not by China.

Congress and the U.S. Government have advocated for the human rights and reli-
gious freedom of the Tibetan people. But the core problem remains that the Tibetan
people cannot advocate for themselves. They are forced to live in an authoritarian
system under a paranoid central government that sees any expression of distinct
identity as a threat to their power.

His Holiness the Dalai Lama says it doesn’t have to be this way. He’s right. For
decades he sought to negotiate with Chinese authorities. He did so in good faith.
The Chinese side did agree to ten rounds of dialogue. They talked to the Dalai
Lama’s envoys. But they did not do so in good faith.

Chinese officials say they will return to the table only if the Dalai Lama meets
certain demands—demands that are not only unreasonable, but false. The U.S. Gov-
ernment, to its credit, has consistently called on the Chinese to return to dialogue,
without preconditions. But that hasn’t worked. For 12 years, the Tibetans stood
ready, the Americans asked, but the Chinese turned away. Should we keep doing
it this way, or should we explore some other tactic or strategy? That is the question
we will explore in this hearing.

Our witnesses today bring expertise and a variety of perspectives—legal, histor-
ical, policy, and personal—to the Tibet-China dialogue. We hope to hear what Con-
gress and the U.S. Government can do to help. Should we be countering false Chi-
nese narratives? Should we reorient how we talk about the basis for dialogue? Is
gia})logue even possible in the current environment, and what would the alternatives

e?

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to consider these important ques-

tions. I look forward to our hearing.
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INTERNATIONAL CAMPAIGN FOR TIBET

Written testimony by the International Campaign for Tibet for the Congressional-
Executive Commission on China Hearing

Tibet: Barriers to Settling an Unresolved Conflict
June 23, 2022

Summary

To date, more than a decade has passed since the last round of negotiations between the
Chinese and Tibetan sides despite efforts by successive administrations to fulfil America’s
stated policy objective of encouraging a peaceful resolution to the Tibet issue. The Tibetans
have made it clear that they are ready to resume negotiations at any time; the Chinese side has
not been willing to return to the table without preconditions.

The Chinese Communist Party’s rule in Tibet has no legitimate historical, diplomatic, or popular
basis, and so the CCP expend significant resources to manufacture legitimacy for Chinese rule in
the Land of Snows. The international community has a responsibility to disarm these tactics
and place greater prominence and force behind calls for negotiation.

A first step toward rekindling dialogue is for the United States to reiterate that the Tibet-China
conflict remains unresolved. The second is to overtly clarify that the only pathway to legitimacy
is earning it, instead of capturing it as a spoil of invasion and subsequent occupation.

Achieving this goal will require a reorientation and tactical shift in how the Administration
expresses its consistent call for negotiations that can provide greater leverage. Specifically, the
United States’ government must recognize Tibet as occupied until the genuine, peaceful, and
stable reconciliation it consistently demands is met.

Self-Determination: Tibetan loss of a fundamental human right

Over the last three decades, the People’s Republic of China (PRC) has maneuvered itself from a
pariah state following the Tiananmen Square Massacre to a global economic and political
powerhouse. Particularly under the regime of President Xi Jinping (2012-present), the Chinese
government has established clear ambitions to secure an alternative international order based
on authoritarian Chinese Communist Party rule. This attempted remaking of the international
order explicitly rejects American leadership and the values of democracy and rule of law while
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seeking to place the People’s Republic of China in the global driver’s seat. Recognizing the Xi
Jinping’s expansionist agenda and human rights excesses as an inherent threat to global
security and ethical standards, the United States and like-minded nations already are
reorienting policies and strategies to confront this destabilizing agenda.

Summarized by Secretary of State Antony Blinken in his George Washington University on May
26, speech “China is the only country with both the intent to reshape the international order and,
increasingly, the economic, diplomatic, military, and technological power to do it. Beijing’s vision
would move us away from the universal values that have sustained so much of the world’s progress
over the past 75 years.”?

Speaking specifically to human rights, Blinken went on to state “The United States stands with
countries and people around the world against the genocide and crimes against humanity
happening in the Xinjiang region... we stand together on Tibet, where the authorities continue to
wage a brutal campaign against Tibetans... Beijing insists that these are somehow internal matters
that others have no right to raise. That is wrong.”?

These powerful words reassert the United States’ staunch, decades-long, bipartisan support for
Tibetan’s struggle to sustain their unique identity, including awarding His Holiness the Dalai
Lama the Congressional Medal in 2007, passage of the Tibetan Policy Act, the Tibetan Policy
and Support Act, the Reciprocal Access to Tibet Act, a host of other resolutions and statements
supporting dialogue as the path forward to a lasting, equitable resolution to the 70-year
occupation of Tibet.?

However, as will be illustrated below, over time the United States has fallen victim to a pattern
of inconsistent statements regarding Tibet’s legal international status and ongoing occupation.
Faced with such an opportunistic and increasingly belligerent Chinese government United
States’ statements that on the one hand call for a negotiated resolution to the Tibet-PRC
conflict and on the other imply Tibet is “part of China” are both contradictory and undermine
the United States’ and His Holiness the Dalai Lama’s pursuit of a peaceful way forward based on
Tibetan consent, not subjugation.

In short, as the United States government and its global partners actively reconfigure their
policies and strategies to counter the PRC’s ever-growing push for hegemony Tibet belongs

1 Quint Forgey & Phelim Kine, “Blinken calls China ‘most serious long-term’ threat to world order,” Politico, May
26, 2022, https://www.politico.com/news/2022/05/26/blinken-biden-china-policy-speech-00035385.

2 Anthony Blinken, “The Administration’s Approach to the People’s Republic of China,” (speech, Washington, D.C.,
May 26,2022), U.S. Embassy in El Salvador, https://sv.usembassy.gov/the-administrations-approach-to-the-
peoples-republic-of-china/.

3 “ys Government,” International Campaign for Tibet, accessed June 21, 2022, https://savetibet.org/advocacy/us-
government-and-legislative-advocacy/; “US passes key legislation supporting Tibetans’ aspirations, rights,”
International Campaign for Tibet, December 21, 2020, https://savetibet.org/congress-passes-key-legislation-
supporting-tibetans-aspirations-rights/; “Reciprocity,” International Campaign for Tibet, accessed June 21, 2022,
https://savetibet.org/why-tibet/reciprocity/.
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squarely in this evaluation. There is a clear need and opportunity for the United States to
advance the goal of dialogue while taking a strong moral stand against the Chinese
government’s disregard for the values of rule of law, self-determination, and human rights for
which the United States always has been a beacon.

The Lie: Authenticating China’s Claims to Legitimacy in Tibet

The Chinese Communist Party’s rule in Tibet has no legitimate historical, diplomatic, or popular
basis.

Historical: As a people, Tibetans have maintained a distinct ethnicity, nationality, religion,
culture, and religious identity for over 2,000 years.® Although the Mongol and Manchu empires
{which ruled over China) both sought to exert significant influence on Tibet, Tibet has never
been a part of China per se.®> The PRC’s assertion that Mongol and Manchu influence over Tibet
during times when their empires occupied China somehow establishes a Chinese claim to Tibet
would upend any reasonable concept of sovereignty. For example, the reverse claim could be
made that since the Mongol empire reached as far as the modern-day Ukraine, China should
therefore be “a part” of Ukraine.

The actual historical record is clear, Stone pillars still standing to this day in Lhasa
commemorate previous treaties between Tibet and China as equals, including the Sino-Tibetan
Peace Treaty of 821, and the Chinese government is unable to point to any instance of Chinese
rule over Tibet — until the PRC’s invasion of Tibet, which gave rise to the current situation.

Diplomatic: The People’s Republic of China’s rule of Tibet is based exclusively on its violent
military annexation. Soon after Communists assumed power in China in 1949, they invaded
Tibet, overwhelming the Tibetan army. in 1951, the CCP forced the Tibetan government under
duress to submit to an agreement stating that Tibet had become a part of China.® This clearly
violates international law, in which the use or threat of force to procure agreements is a
corollary of Article 2 (4) of the UN Charter. Article 52 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of
Treaties further provides that “a treaty is void if its conclusion has been procured by the threat
or use of force in violation of the principles of international law embodied in the Charter of the
United Nations."”

Importantly, the United States also has long opposed the use of force by one country against
the sovereignty of another as a manner of acquiring territory, and condemned violations of

4 Smith, Warren W, Tibetan Nation: A History of Tibetan Nationalism and Sino-Tibetan Relgtions, Boulder, CO:
Westview Press, 1996.

% C., Van Walt van Praag, Michael, The Status of Tibet: History, Rights, and Prospects in International Law, London:
Wisdom, 1987.

8 Department of Information and International Relations, Central Tibetan Administration, Facts about the 17-Point
“Agreement” Between Tibet and China, May 22, 2001, 114-117, https://tibet.net/wp-
content/uploads/2014/10/FACTS-ABOUT-17-POINT-AGREEMENT..pdf.

7 €., Van Walt van Praag, Michael and Boltjes, Miek, Tibet Brief 20/20, Outskirts Press, 2020, 134,
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international law, including the illegal occupation of one country by another.® By this standard,
the Communist party’s assertions of rightful dominion can be seen as nothing other than a
direct contravention of U.S. policy.

Further, the 17 Point Agreement itself included provisions promising that Tibet would enjoy
autonomy and that its cultural identity would be respected.® These promises, among others,
were quickly broken, removing any remaining doubt regarding the Communist Parties
commitment to diplomatic resolution and fair treatment of the Tibetan people.

instead, between 1951 and 1959 the Chinese government dismantled the existing Tibetan
political and religious systems, particularly in the areas outside of the TAR, and began its
systematic assault on the foundations of Tibetan identity. Throughout the 1950s, China waged a
brutal campaign targeting Tibetan resistance. Chinese soldiers slaughtered civilians, desecrated
religious monuments, raped, and performed public executions.*®

in a last-ditch effort, the Tibetan people engaged in a National Uprising in 1959 which the CCP
suppressed, leading to His Holiness the Dalai Lama’s flight to India, along with a stream of
brutalized refugees.

In the face of this blatant annexation, in 1961, Malaya and Ireland, sponsors of the 1959 United
Nations General Assembly Resolution 1353 on Tibet, were joined by El Salvador and Thailand in
their request to include “The Question of Tibet” once again for consideration by the United
Nations. Speaking before the General Assembly, Ireland’s representative asked, “how many
benches would be empty here in this hall if it had always been agreed that when a small nation
or a small people fell into the grip of a major Power, no one could ever raise their case here;
that once they were a subject nation, they must always remain a subject nation.”*?

Tibet’s case was bolstered by the IC)'s second report Tibet and the Chinese People’s Republic.
Upon examining Tibet's legal status, and violations of human rights there, the report concluded
that “acts of genocide had been committed”, and that “Tibet was at the very least a de facto
independent State” before its annexation by the Chinese government in 1851, With the support
of 56 member states, Resolution 1723 {(XV1) was passed in the General Assembly on December
20.12

8 See, most recently, the occupation of Crimea: Lewis Sanders IV, “US ‘condemns Russian occupation of Crimea,”
DW, March 17, 2017, https://www.dw.com/en/us-condemns-russian-occupation-of-crimea/a-37979485.

° Department of Information and International Relations, Central Tibetan Administration, Facts about the 17-Point
“Agreement” Between Tibet and Ching, May 22, 2001, 114-117, https://tibet.net/wp-
content/uploads/2014/10/FACTS-ABOUT-17-POINT-AGREEMENT. . pdf.

1014, Jianglin, When the Iron Bird Flies: China's Secret War in Tibet. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2022.

1 “Tibet at the UN General Assembly,” International Campaign for Tibet, accessed June 21, 2022,
https://savetibet.org/advocacy/united-nations/un-general-assembly-resolutions/.

2 General Assembly resolution 1723 (XV1), Question of Tibet, A/RES/1723 (December 20, 1961),
https://www.savetibet.eu/un-general-assembly-resolution-1723-xvi-of-1961/.
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Over the course of the ensuing five decades, the United States has joined with His Holiness the
Dalai Lama, the CTA, other nations, and world leaders including the Vatican, former President
Carter, Nelson Mandala, Archbishop Desmond Tutu, and Kofi Annan in continuously calling for a
negotiated resolution to the ongoing conflict.®

By definition, a negotiation means a matter is unsettled, further establishing the PRC’s lack of
diplomatic legitimacy in any claim over Tibet until an agreement is reached with the Tibetan
people’s rightful representatives.

Popular: Tibetans resist Chinese occupation to this day, utilizing whatever means are available
to express opposition to both Chinese rule and China’s relentless agenda to demolish Tibetan
identity.

Throughout the 1950s, Tibetans across Tibet defied Chinese orders and rose up in attempts to
free their lands. After the chaos and destruction of the Mao era ended Tibetans repeatedly
participated in national uprisings centered on the Jokhang Temple and the Barkhor area of
Lhasa in the 1980s.

Facing a rising tide of repression in the 1990s and 2000s, Tibetans used every tactic from
demonstrations to songs to writings in order to express their opposition to Chinese rule.

In 2008 a Tibetan National Uprising, the most significant expression of Tibetan national
sentiment since the 1959 Tibetan Uprising, started in Lhasa and quickly spread to every corner
of Tibet. Hundreds of demonstrations and protests occurred, with ordinary Tibetans waving the
Tibetan flag and displaying portraits of the Dalai Lama through the streets in defiance of
Chinese police.

The brutal repression of the 2008 Tibetan Uprising and the ensuing suppression of Tibetan
religious and cultural practice contributed to a series of self-immolation protests over the years
that followed. More than 150 Tibetans have set themselves on fire to date, a mixture of
monks, nuns, and laypeople of all ages who have called for freedom, the respect of their human
rights, and the return of the Dalai Lama.

13 “China on the defensive as 11 countries challenge its politics in Tibet,” International Campaign for Tibet, October
22, 2013, https://savetibet.org/china-on-the-defensive-as-11-countries-challenge-its-policies-in-tibet/; Adrian

Croft, “UK faults China on rlghts and urges Dalal Lama talks,” Reuters March 25, 2008,

|dUKL2570622620080325 Steven Lee Myers and Katrin Bennhold, “Europe and U.S. Press China Over Tibet,” The
New York Times, March 27, 2008, https://www.nytimes.com/2008/03/27 /world/europe/27europe.html; Philip
Pullella, “Pope breaks silence on Tibet, wants end to suffering,” Reuters, March 19, 2008,
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-tibet-pope/pope-breaks-silence-on-tibet-wants-end-to-suffering-
idUSL1990247220080319; “Veteran leaders urge China to talk to Dalai Lama,” Reuters, April 2, 2008,
https://www.reuters.com/article/idUSL02863025.
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Tibetans continue to find ways to resist. Solo protests, songs, articles, and advocacy carry on to
this day, despite the brutal punishments that China dispenses on those who dissent.** As Tibet
Action Institute Senior Researcher Tenzin Dorjee told this Commission during a hearing on
human rights in Tibet two years ago:

“After all these years, the Chinese government has lost the battle for the hearts and minds of
the Tibetan people. And its insecurity is making it increasingly bellicose. But the Tibetan people
continue to resist with courage and patience. They know that freedom struggles take time. They
also know that freedom often comes when it's least expected. Tibetans have never given up on
their struggle for freedom, and neither should we.”*

Spoils of Occupation: Exploitation and Cultural Assault

It must never be forgotten that under the guise of Communist ideology Mao Zedong's
annexation of Tibet was driven by military strategy and natural resource exploitation, as was its
systematic plan to obliterate the Tibetan people’s identity as a way to suppress resistance.
Little has changed since other than methodology.*®

Situated about 4,000 meters above sea level Tibet is a geographical region spanning 2.5 million
square kilometers. Its location and scale provide a commanding position over the entire
Himalayan region, a fact certainly not lost on the Communist Party. Formerly a natural buffer
between India and China, the CCPs occupation allowed not only an immediate enhanced
regional sphere of influence, but also set it on a trajectory toward the hegemonic control it
continues to strive for. Within a few years of incursion, the Chinese government began a build-
up of infrastructure intended to advance its dominion over Tibet, but also laid the foundation
for strategic military operations along the previously inaccessible Indian borders.

Tibet also boasts a host of natural resources the Chinese lack, specifically, water, large tracks of
forests, and mineral wealth. One of the most illustrative examples of the Communist party’s
transparent motivation for Tibet’s invasion is water. China is water poor. In contrast, the
Tibetan Plateau is the source of the region’s major rivers, the healthy flow of which nearly 2
billion people rely on for food and economic development. In the ensuing decades, the PRC has
erected numerous and massive damming projects, and proposed to continue along with water
diversion projects. Once again, we see dual purposes at play. China’s occupation of Tibet
provides much needed resources to China, while also facilitating infrastructure development
that allows it to literally control the tap for South and Southeast Asia, it should not be ignored

14 “Brave solo protests show Tibetans’ remarkable courage and steadfast loyalty to the Dalai Lama,” International
Campaign for Tibet, October 11, 2018, https://savetibet.org/brave-solo-protests-show-tibetans-remarkable-
courage-and-steadfast-loyalty-to-the-dalai-lama/; “Self-Immolation Fact Sheet,” International Campaign for Tibet,
last updated April 6, 2022, https://savetibet.org/tibetan-self-immolations/.

15 U.S. Congress, Congressional-Executive Commission on China, The Human Rights Situation in Tibet and the
International Response, 116" Congress, 2™ session, September 30, 2020,
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CHRG-116hhrg43840/htm|/CHRG-116hhrg43840.htm.

16 International Campaign for Tibet, 60 Years of Chinese Misrule/Arguing Cultural Genocide in Tibet, 2012,
https://savetibet.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/Cultural-Genocide-in-Tibet-single-pages-2-1.pdf.
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that control over water grants China literal and diplomatic might as well as infrastructure that
in and of itself represents yet another potential military build-up along contested borders.l”

Precious metals and minerals serve as another example of the CCPs motivations. Tibet's
occupation “provides access to 126 different minerals”. This includes copper, iron, uranium,
zing, gold, and lead. Increasingly relevant, Tibet also has large amounts of lithium, critical to
powering modern technologies like cell phones, hybrid, and electric cars, and more.'®

The Chinese government has shown no hesitation before plundering these natural resources
without regard to environmental degradation or the devasting impacts on the Tibetan cultural
of veneration for sentient beings and sacred landscapes®. In this way, the Chinese
government’s human rights abuses have gone hand in glove with a massive resource
exploitation scheme that denies Tibetans access to their own resources and the self-
determination of how they are used within the context of their own cultural identity and
values.

As is often the case with persecuted peoples, resource exploitation on the Tibetan Plateau
overlays the oppression of the Tibetan people who call it home. In paralle! with its resource
plunder—which diverts these resources outside Tibet, contrary to Chinese claims of fueling
Tibetan economic growth—Tibetan culture and identity, so bound to its environment,
continues to undergo a cultural genocide designed to supplant the Tibetan way of life and crush
any resistance.

This is directly relevant to the critical question of Tibet’s ultimate relationship with the Chinese
government. Any statement—either explicit or tacit—that accepts the CCPs occupation of
Tibet equates to an endorsement that “sovereignty” can be secured as a spoil of occupation
just as much as a natural forest or a mine. Acceptance of this stance is dangerous and directly
countermands both international and U.S. law.*®

The Middle Way: A Path Forward

In their efforts to safeguard Tibet's culture, religion, and language, the Dalai Lama and the
Central Tibetan Administration, Tibet’s government in exile, advocate for ‘the Middle Way
approach.” Instead of pursuing independence on the one hand or accepting China’s
authoritarian status quo on the other, under the Middle Way approach Tibet would remain
within the framework the People’s Republic of China, but Tibetans would possess meaningful

Y7 Chellaney, Brahma, Water: Asia’s New Battle Ground; Georgetown University Press, 2011, see chapter 3

¥ ibid. pg. 116-117

¥ International Campaign for Tibet, China’s Plunder of the Tibetan Plateau: Tool of Oppression, Written testimony
for the Congressional-Executive Commission on China Hearing China’s Environmental Challenges and U.S.
Responses, September 21, 2021.

¢, Van Walt van Praag, Michael and Boltjes, Miek, Tibet Brief 20/20, Outskirts Press, 2020,
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autonomy over their own affairs. This approach is consistent with China’s constitution, which
allows for regional autonomy.?

The Middle Way approach also is consistent with the stated position of China’s leadership; in
1979, then-Chinese leader Deng Xiaoping told the Dalai Lama that "except independence, all
other issues can be resolved through negotiations."? By rejecting the idea of zero-sum
positions and embracing the idea that both the Chinese authorities and Tibet can safeguard
their interests and gain from a negotiated solution, the Central Tibetan Administration is
putting forward a reasonable and moderate compromise that has won the support of many
around the globe.

Broken Promises: Refusing Negotiations

Instead of negotiating, the Chinese side has slandered the Dalai Lama, ridiculed other countries
for supporting the Tibetans, and instituted ever more brutal methods of keeping Tibet under
control.

After a decade of repeated contacts with the Tibetan side, including ten rounds of negotiations
from 2000 to 2010, the Chinese side broke off the process and has not resumed direct contact
with the Tibetans.

While Deng stated that the Tibet-China conflict could be resolved through negotiations, the
actions of the current leadership of the PRC indicates that they do not feel a need to resume
dialogue. Poison pill conditions, such as requiring the Dalai Lama to state that Tibet was
historically a part of China — a statement that is categorically false — or that Taiwan should be a
part of the PRC are designed to make it impossible for the Tibetan side to meet China’s
conditions without violating their principles or, indeed, their own negotiation position.

In parallel, the Chinese government has cracked down severely on Tibetans’ religious freedom,
freedom of expression, and other basic human rights. China’s abuses in Tibet have reached
such a magnitude that Freedom House recently declared Tibet tied for the least-free country on
Earth.®

The abuses are diverse and wide-ranging; they include the imprisonment of hundreds of
prisoners of conscience, who are often subject to poor treatment and torture. Among them are
monks and nuns who wrote about Tibet's history or called for freedom, a group of laypeople
who celebrated the Dalai Lama’s birthday in a small ceremony and received sentences of up to
14 years in prison, and a six-year-old child who was the youngest political prisoner when he was

2 “Memorandum on Genuine Autonomy for the Tibetan people,” Central Tibetan Administration, accessed June
21, 2022, https://tibet.net/important-issues/sino-tibetan-dialogue/memorandum-on-geniune-autonomy-for-the-
tibetan-people/.

2 #His Holiness’s Middle Way Approach for Resolving the Issue of Tibet,” His Holiness the 14" Dalai Lama, accessed
June 21, 2022, https://www.dalailama.com/messages/tibet/middle-way-approach.

% “Freedom in the World 2021; Tibet,” Freedom House, accessed lune 21, 2022,
https://freedomhouse.org/country/tibet/freedom-world/2021.
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kidnapped in 1995. Still subject to an enforced disappearance to this day, that prisoner — the
11* Panchen Lama — is now one of the longest-held Tibetan political prisoners of all time.

Monasteries have been ransacked and subjected to constant abuses of religious freedom, while
Tibetan-language schools have been forced to close. Religious gatherings and horse-racing
festivals have been cancelled, Tibetan students are increasingly taught in Mandarin Chinese
rather than their mother tongue, and nomads have been forced off the grassiand and into
poorly built housing with few prospects for finding a better way of life. Across Tibet, a campaign
of Sinicization — or forced cultural assimilation — is being imposed on Tibetans, with armed
Chinese police and bleak Chinese prisons awaiting those who resist.

A negotiated solution remains the best option for resolving the Tibet issue other countries must
help press China to change course from its strategy of repression and confrontation to one of
dialogue and compromise.

Chinese Propaganda: Facts Matter

The summary below articulates the historical record of past U.S. statement regarding Tibet’s
status, as well as the unfortunate contradictions that enable the Chinese government to cherry
pick statements that serve its agenda of justification, embarrassing the United States, and
coercion of other nations. In 1919, the American technical advisers to the Paris Peace Treaty
included Tibet as a country, as did US Secretary of State Joseph C. Grew in 1944. in 1951,
Acting Secretary of State James Webb stated that "Tibet is not considered a part of China [...]
except to the extent that it is occupied by the Chinese Communist forces. In 19589, after China
forced the Dalai Lama to flee Tibet and then dissolved the Tibetan government, a joint
Congressional resolution lists Tibet as a country whose national independence has been
impinged. Tibet is listed as a separate country from the PRC in an amendment to the Export-
Import Bank Act of 1986. As well, the 1992 Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Years
1992 and 1993 (P.L. 102-138) declare that Congress considers Tibet "an occupied country.”

Unfortunately, contradictory messages also have been deployed. In 2003, the Chinese Ministry
of Foreign Affairs website ran a state media article seeking to discredit the Dalai Lama and the
dialogue process, noting that the United States "has recognized that the Tibet Autonomous
Region is part of the People's Republic of China" and specifically citing statements by presidents
Bill Clinton and George Bush saying that Tibet is a part of China. The 2004 State Department
report on Sino-Tibetan negotiations produced per the requirements of the Tibetan Policy Act
included the statement that he United States "recognizes the Tibet Autonomous Region {TAR)
and Tibetan Autonomous prefectures and counties in other provinces to be a part of the
People's Republic of China."

HHlustrating the PRC’s propaganda machines use of any opportunity to discredit Tibetan
autonomy and [word] the United States on the international stage, spokesman Qin Gang
demanded in 2005 that the United States honor its "repeated commitment that Tibet is a part
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of China" by desisting from making calls for dialogue between China and the Tibetans. In yet
another example, in 2014 Qin Gang portrayed President Obama’s meeting with the Dalai Lama
as a form of reneging on "America’s commitment of recognizing Tibet to be a part of China,"
using this ‘commitment’ as the basis to demand that America cease supporting the Dalai Lama
and the Central Tibetan Administration.

Further illustrating this vacillation, in 2021 the State Department Human Right Report on Tibet
is published without referring to Tibet as a part of China. In 2021, a group of over 60 members
of Congress wrote to Under Secretary of State Uzra Zeya noting this change and urging “the
continued exclusion of this phrase from future reports and statements, both as a means to
promote renewed negotiations between the Chinese government and the Dalai Lama or his
representatives.” Earlier in 2021 Sens. Patrick Leahy, D-Vt., and Marco Rubio, R-Fla., applauded
the removal of this language, describing it as “gratuitous.”

“We should not allow the CCP to define the terms of our interactions with them, or with the
people living in the PRC, nor should we uncritically accept how the CCP characterizes the facts
on the ground, past or present,” the senators wrote at the time.

Confirming the solidifying Congressional stance regarding Tibet's status, the 2022 Omnibus
Appropriations bill includes stipulations against the State Department producing maps or
statements which portray Tibet as a part of China.?*

United States Leadership: Demanding Self-Determination

As articulated above, the People’s Republic of China has yet to garner any legitimacy regarding
its relationship with Tibet. It is undeniable that it currently exerts effective control on the
ground. Itis equally undeniable that this control is maintained only via brutality, surveillance,
and isolation from the rest of the world. Validating this as legitimate flies in the face of the
right to self-determination provided for in the international human rights covenants, the
United States policies to oppose human rights violations wherever they occur, as well as the
acquisition of territory by violent overthrow, and basic ethics.

The Chinese government knows this. It expends enormous resources pressuring and coercing
other nations to accept its pervasive propaganda. Its reactivity to even the mildest forms of
outreach to His Holiness by other national leaders, especially the United States, confirms a
hypersensitivity that can only indicate an equally robust insecurity. At times this insecurity
reaches an almost absurd degree. For example, a mere statement of protest by then Celtics
player Enes Kanter motivated the PRC to block all broadcasts of the team.

However, this behavior is dangerous in its scale and pervasiveness. But it does present an
opportunity.

13,5, Congress, House, “Division K - Department of State, Foreign Operations, and Related Programs
Appropriations Act, 2022,” accessed June 21, 2022, https://docs.house.gov/billsthisweek/20220307/BILLS-
117RCP35-JES-DIVISION-K.pdf.
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Certainly, without a change in tactics, the PRC will continue to view the status quo as
acceptable. It sees little pain or gain from entering negotiations. This dynamic must be changed
such that the Chinese government perceives negotiations as a path forward to garnering what
it so obviously covets—legitimacy in the eyes of the international community.

A first step toward rekindling dialogue is for the United States to reiterate that the Tibet-China
conflict remains unresolved. The second is to overtly clarify that the only pathway to legitimacy
is earning it, instead of capturing it as a spoil of occupation and subsequent occupation.

Achieving this goal will require a reorientation and tactical shift in how the Administration
expresses its consistent call for negotiations that can provide greater leverage. Specifically, the
Administration must recognize Tibet as occupied until the genuine, peaceful, and stable
reconciliation it itself demands is met.

1t must be reinforced that such a solidification of policy and strategy is fully consistent with the
TPA and TPSA legal mandate to pursue negotiations. Afterall, it is difficult to justify employing
the identical strategy for decades without resuits as full implantation. In contrast, launching a
newly formulated approach would more meaningfully fulfill the mandate and stands a greater
degree of success.

Lastly, such a shift also mirrors the comprehensive reevaluation of the United States’
relationship with the People’s Republic of China as it seeks to simultaneously neutralize global
metastization of the Xi Jinping regime’s authoritarianism while identifying areas of potential
progress. Tibet is emblematic of that need and opportunity.

Recommendations

e Congress must pass legislation clarifying America’s position on Tibet and stating that the
United States views the conclusion of the Tibet-China conflict as unresolved, and that
dialogue remains the only path to legitimacy for the Chinese government.

¢ The White House and the State Department must clarify that the United States will not
consider Chinese control over Tibet to be legitimate until the Tibetan-Chinese
government dialogue is successfully implemented.

¢ The United States must cease issuing statements and reports which refer to Tibet as a
part of China rather than an occupied territory.

e Congress and the White House should work together to ensure that the provisions of
the Tibetan Policy and Support Act and the Reciprocal Access to Tibet Act are fully
implemented and proactively utilized to achieve the greatest possible impact on the
situation in Tibet.

e U.S. agencies must actively counter People’s Republic of China disinformation regarding
Tibet's history, status as a people with a distinct nationality, culture, religion.

11
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The United States must work with like-minded countries to establish this framework on
a broader scale as well in order to exert maximum leverage on the PRC.

12
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IHoniuHHAsE «KKUTANCKAsA BEPCUsS»
ucropuu Tubera:
¢ ApeBHUX BpeMeH Tuber HUKOrAA

He ObLT YacThio Kuras
X. Jlay

(Retired) Chair Professor of Operations Management,
City University of Hong Kong,
Hong Kong, Peoples Republic of China.

AHHoTauma. KHP nocsie aHHekcmmn TubeTa B 1950 . 40/1XKHA HACTaMBaTb
Ha TOM, YTO «TubeT bbis1 YacTblo KnTas ¢ 4peBHUX BPEMEH», MOTOMY 4TO
KuTar nognucan naktel /iurn Haymin 1 OOH, 3anpelyatowme 3aBoeBaHmne
HOBbIX 3eMesb nocae 1918 r. KHP HacToM4MBO oCyXAaeT 3anajHble KOao-
HWaNbHble JepXaBbl 38 NX NPOLL/bleé 3aBOEBAHNA N «YHUXKEHUA», KOTO-
pble oHK npuunHman Kutato. KHP ycnewHo ybeamnna ocHoBHbIE MUPOBbIE
Jep>XaBbl, YTO KNTAWCKME UCTOPUYECKME 3aMNCK YKA3bIBAKOT Ha TO, YTO
TnbeT 6bin yacTbio KuTas co BpemeH gnHactum FOaHb, U, CiegoBaTesibHO,
«0bbegnHeHne» KHP Tnbeta aBnseTcs «<BHYTPEHHUM A4€/10M», B KOTOPOE
MeXAYyHapoAHoe coobLecTBO He J0/IKHO BMEWMBATLCS. B Moen kHure
«TnbeT HMKorga He Hbla YacTbio KnTas ¢ ApeBHMX BpeMeH» (Ha KMT. 513.)
ncnonb3oBaHbl oA406perHHble KHP knTackmne nctopuyeckme 3anncu, Ko-
TOpble NOKa3bIBalOT, YTO, Bonpeku yTBepxaeHunsm KHP, Tnbet Hukoraa
He 6bia vyacTbio KuTtas 4o 1950 r. Takum o6pasom, aHHekcus KHP Tubeta
B 1950 I. 6b1/1a BOEHHbIM 3aBOEBAHMEM HYYXOMN CTPaHbI, 4TO ABANETCA NPaBo-
HapyLlleHneM, COBepLUEHHbIM NOCTOAAHHbIM YaeHoM CoBeTa be3zonacHocTy
OOH, uT0, B CBOI ouyepeab, AenaeT 0653aTeNbHbIM MEXAYHAPOAHOE BMe-
waTenbcTBo. Mos paboTa Takke gemoHcTpupyeT, kak KHP panbcuduim-
pyeT 1 nckaxaeT opuLmManbHble nctopudeckme 3annck Kntas. B gaHHon
cTaTbe npegcTasaeH Heboblwo obpasel ynoMsHyToro matepuana. Moe
nccneAoBaHNe OCHOBAHO HA A4BYX PYKOBOAALLMX NPUHLMNax. PykoBoasiui
npuHLMN 1 («GP1»): Hagnexalme 06beKTUBHbBIE KPUTEPUM «CyBEPEHUTE-
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Ta» UCMOAB3YIOTCS 4151 TOrO, YTObbI CyAnUTb, Hbin M TbeT YacTbio Kutasi.
MepBbii KPUTEPUIA —3TO «CAMOMNPOBO3r/aLLEHNE», TO €CTb 3afABASNN /N
NpOoLLIble KUTANCKUE PeXmMbl, YTO TMBET HaxoAuACa nog BaacTbio Kutas?
Jpyrve kpuTepun CyBepeHNTETa KacatoTCs TOro, ocylwecTsasa v Knutawn
peasibHyto BAACTb Hag TubeTom, Hanpumep, NpoBoAna av Kutaii nepenucs,
coburpan HaNoTW UK BBOAWA IV KNTANCKME 3aKOHBbI; 3awmTna av Kutan
TnbeT 0T MHOCTPaHHBIX BTOPXEHWI? PykoBoASWMIA NpuHLMN 2 («GP2»):
Mbl MCMOJ/Ib3YEM TO/bKO 3aM1CK, KOTOPbIE ABASIOTCSH 6eCCNOopHO 3acay-
XMBAIOWMMMK AOBEPUS C TOUKM 3peHns Kntas, To ecTb, OHM Bbian: (a), co-
CTaB/IEHHbIN KUTANCKUMM OPULMANBHBIMU AMLAMUW UAK FpaxgaHamu, (6)
ny6anuHo onyb6MKoBaHbl 0 1949 I. 1 (B) NepeneyaTaHbl [ nepensgaHsi
B KHP nocne 1949 r. Bo-nepsbix, B COOTBETCTBUN C KPUTEPUEM «CaAMO-
NPOBO3rAaLLEHNA» Mbl MOKa3bIBAa&€M, HTO AN ANHACTUN MUH (1368—-1644)
BCE OKOJ10 COTHM reorpapuyeckmx ykasaHum 40 1911 . ICHO yKa3blBaloT
Ha TO, 4To TnbeT He Bbla YacTbio MUHCKOro KnTasi, HO Obl1 MHOCTPaAHHbBIM
rocyAapcTBoM. YTo KacaeTcs AnHACcTUKM LinH (1644-1911), Mbl NOKa3bIBaeM,
4TO 60NBWMHCTBO reorpadpuyeckmx ykasaHui 40 1911 I, SCHO YKA3bIBAOT
Ha TO, 4TO TbeT bbiN HE3aBUCUMbIM MHOCTPAHHBIM FOCYAAPCTBOM; TEM
He MeHee, MeHbLUas YacTb 3TUX CCbIIOK COAEPXKMUT BHYTPEHHE NPOTUBOpE-
uMBble yKa3aHus Ha To, 6bin am Tubet yacTbio nmnepun LinH. Tem He meHee,
HW OA4Ha aBTOPUTETHas reorpaduryeckas CrnpaBKa A0 1911 . HE COAEPXUT
NOC/AeA0BaTe/IbHbIX YKa3aHWM Ha TO, YTO uMnepwus LinH npasuna Tubetom.
Ans anoxu LK, BBUAY He CAMWKOM yOeANTENbHBIX J0Ka3aTebCTB «Ca-
MOMPOBO3r/1alleHWs», PaCCMaTPUBAIOTCA APYrve KpUTEpPUM CyBEpPeHUTETA.
MocnegHns 4acTb MOEN CTaTbM MOKA3bIBAET, 4TO: (a) UMNepus LinH Hukoraa
He MOT/1a NPOBOAMWTL NePenuncb an cobupats Hanorv B TubeTe, oHa Takxe
He npu3HaBasa TubeTues nogaaHHbiMu LinH. Bonee Toro, KHP npuwnocs
HeyK/I0Xe NOAAENATb AaHHbIE O TMOETCKOM HAaCeI@HUM LIMHCKOR 3MOXM,
4T06bI chabpukoBaTts dacag cyBepeHmTeTa Hag Tubetom; (6) LMHCKUIA pe-
KUM OTKPBITO MPU3HABA, YTO Y HErO HET NpassLel BaacTu B TubeTe, HO OH
HamepeBa/Cst UCMO/Ib30BaTh TMOET Kak KoAoHMIO B Byaylem. OH Takxe
C 3HTY3Ma3MOM ana04MpPoBana HPUTAHCKUM CUAM BTOPXEHMWS 1904 roaa
3a nx pe3Hio Tnbetues B [ypy, Tnbet. Bce MmaTepmasbl, MCNOb30BaHHbIE
B 3TON CTaTbe, Gblan ONyBAMKOBaHBI Ha KMTAWCKOM f3blKe B MO KHure %
BOAFUER # KRR PE A —9 («TuBeT HUKOrAa He Bbla YacTbio
Kutas c 4peBHUX BpEMEH»), KOTOPYIO MOXHO 6eCnaaTHO 3arpy3unTb C CalTa
www.tibet.org.tw /doc/no_china.pdf.

Kntouesble cnoBa: KHP, Tnbet, gnHactus KOaHb, CyBepeHUTET, «CaMOonpo-
BO3I/1aLlIEHNEN», NEePENNCh, KONOHUS, Mnepus LinH, nmnepus MuH
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The genuine «China version» of Tibet’s history:
Tibet was never part of China since antiquity
Hon-Shiang Lau

Abstract. The People’s Republic of China (PRC), after it annexed Tibet in 1950,
must insist that ‘Tibet has been part of China since antiquity’ because China
is a signatory of League of Nations and United Nations covenants prohibiting
conquest of new lands after 1918, and the PRC persistently condemns Western
colonial powers for their past conquests and the *humiliation’ they inflicted
upon China. The PRC has successfully convinced the major world powers that
Chinese historical records indicate that Tibet was part of China since the Yuan
Dynasty, and hence PRC’s ‘unification’ of Tibet is an ‘internal matter’ with
which the international community must not interfere. My book ‘Tibet was
Never Part of China since Antiquity’ (in Chinese) uses PRC-approved Chinese
historical records to prove that, contrary to PRC’s claim, Tibet was never
part of China until 1950. Thus, PRC’s 1950 annexation of Tibet was a military
conquest of a foreign country, an offence committed by a permanent member
of the UN Security Council that obligates international intervention. My work
also demonstrates how the PRC falsifies and distorts China’s official historical
records. This paper presents a small sample of the above-mentioned material.
My research is based on two guiding principles:

Guiding Principle 1 (\GP1'): Proper objective ‘sovereignty’ criteria are used to
judge whetherTibet was part of China. The first criterion is ‘self-declaration,’
i.e., did past Chinese regimes state that Tibet was under China’s rule? Other
sovereignty criteria relate to whether China has exercised real governing
power over Tibet; e.g.: did China conduct census, collect taxes, or impose
Chinese laws; did China defend Tibet against foreign invasions?

Guiding Principle 2 (\GP2’): We only use records that are indisputably credible
from China’s perspective, i.e., they were: (i) compiled by Chinese officials or
nationals, (ii) publicly published before 1949, and (iii) reprinted/republished
by the PRC after 1949.

First, under the ‘self-declaration’ criterion, we show that, for the Ming Dynasty
(1368-1644), all of the near-hundred pre-1911 geographic references clearly
indicate that Tibet was not part of the Ming China but was a foreign country.
For the Qing Dynasty (1644—1911), we show that most of the pre-1911
geographic references clearly indicate that Tibet was an independent foreign
country; nevertheless, a minority of these references presents internally-
contradicting indications as to whether Tibet was part of the Qing Empire.
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However, no pre-1911 authoritative geographic reference presents consistent
indications that Tibet was ruled by the Qing Empire. For the Qing era, in view
of the less-than-overwhelming ‘self-declaration’ evidence, other sovereignty
criteria are considered. Thus, the latter part of this paper shows that: (A) The
Qing Empire was never able to conduct census or collect tax inTibet, it also did
not recognize Tibetans as Qing subjects. Moreover, the PRC had to clumsily
forge Qing-eraTibetan population figures in order to fabricate a facade of
sovereignty over Tibet. (B) The Qing regime openly admitted that it had no
ruling power in Tibet but it aimed to exploit Tibet as a colony in future. It also
enthusiastically applauded the 1904 British invasion force for their massacre
of the Tibetans in Gury, Tibet.

All material used in this paper has been published in Chinese in ‘my book’
G R 8 & AR R R P B 8 —E 4 (Tibet was Never Part of China since
Antiquity), which can be downloaded free of charge from www.tibet.org.
tw/doc/no_china.pdf.

Key Words: PRC, Tibet, sovereignty, self-declaration, census, colony, Qing
Empire, Ming Empire

LEGEND

« [ Translated text from Chinese original is shown in this font
[translator’s note is shown in this font enclosed in a pair of square
brackets] | .

* Translated Chinese book titles are shown, italicized and
underlined, as Translated Chinese Book Title ¥ X 5 % .

« Translated Chinese chapter/article titles are shown, enclosed
by ‘<...>’, as <Translated Title of Chinese Chapter/Article F 5T
LFAL B>,

§ 1. Introduction

§ 1.1. Overview

The remainder of this section (i.e., § 1) explains why our topic
is important and the two ‘Guiding Principles’ of our research. § 2
shows that under the ‘self-declaration’ criterion, China’s pre-1949
authoritative documents clearly and universally indicate that Tibet
was not part of Ming-era China.§ 3 shows that, while the majority
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of China’s pre-1949 authoritative documents clearly indicate
that Tibet was not part of Qing-era China, some of them present
internally-contradicting indications as to whether Tibet was part
of China. Therefore, in § 4 to § 8 we present evidence pertaining
to other sovereignty criteria to evaluate China’s claim of Qing’s
sovereignty over Tibet; examples of these sovereignty criteria are:
was the Qing Empire able to: (1) collect tax in Tibet; (i1) conduct
census or obtain population data on Tibet; (ii) defend Tibet against
foreign invaders.

§ 1.2. Why Is It Important to Determine Whether Tibet
Was Part of China Historically?

The People’s Republic of China (PRC) insists that ‘Tibet has
been part of China since antiquity % i 8 & Ak 3t & F H 69—
¥4~ The Central Tibet Administration (CTA) refuses to accede
to this claim, and this refusal by the CTA is used by the PRC as:

1. A prima facie proof of CTA’s betrayal to her motherland
(i.e. China), and

2. Justification for not negotiating with the CTA or the Dalai
Lama.

The following extract exemplifies PRC’s position and tone in
its narratives to the Chinese people (PRC governmental website
www.china.com.cn/news/2008—-11/10/content 16740162 htm):

[ The Vice Minister of United Front stated in the
National Press Conference: “The fundamental political
basis for contact and negotiation [with the Tibetans] is
recognizing that Tibet has been an inseparable part of China
since antiquity. ...

The Dalai Lama faction repeatedly refuses to admit that
Tibet has been an inseparable part of China since antiquity.
From 2002 to the most recent meeting, we have conferred
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with Dalai’s personal representatives 9 times, each time
they have indicated that they do not agree that ‘Tibet has
been part of China since antiquity.”” |

A natural question for a Chinese is: why must the Dalai Lama
be so stubborn and deny the truth? However, a reverse question
is: why must the PRC be so insistent on this historical issue?
The answer is: it enables the PRC to claim that Tibet was being
‘unified’ (in 1950 and 1959) and not ‘invaded/occupied’. China
is a signatory to:

« the 1918 League of Nations Covenants, and

* the 1945 United Nations Charter;

both documents prohibit post-1918 territorial acquisitions via
conquest. Moreover, the PRC:

* constantly paints a sorry picture of China being a victim of
Japan and the Western colonial powers;

« angrily condemns these western powers for their conquests
in the 19" /20™-century; and

* is a permanent member of the UN Security Council.

Therefore, in order to maintain respectability, the PRC cannot
admit that her annexation of Tibet in 1950 was a new conquest,
but must legitimize it as a ‘unification’ of an old territory. Many
patriotic Chinese are unaware of this, and often contradict the
PRC by privately arguing thus: ‘throughout history everybody
conquers others, and we conquered Tibet fair and square in
1950°.

One main reason why countries like the USA, United Kingdom
and Germany have been unwilling to provide more support to the
Tibetans’ cause is that they incorrectly believe PRC’s claim (i.e.,
Tibet was already part of China ‘for a long time’ before 1950);
therefore it 1s inappropriate for other countries to interfere with
China’s internal matters.
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Initially, the PRC declared that the ‘Part of China since
Antiquity’ (hereafter ‘POCSA’) claim means that Tibet became
part of China since the Tang Dynasty (~700 AD). It later realized
that this claim is too untenable. PRC’s most recent officially
revised claim (see, e.g., <White Paper, PRC 1992>) is that Tibet
was unified into the Yuan Chinese Empire around 1250 (before the
Yuan dynasty was formally established throughout China in 1279),
and has since continually remained as part of China. Therefore,
my research is to address the following questions:

‘Questions’ (‘Q’):

Was Tibet Part of China During the: (Q1) Yuan Dynasty
(1279-1368), (Q2) Ming Dynasty (1368-1644), (Q3) Qing
Dynasty (1644-1911), (Q4) Republic of China era (1911-1949)?

The objectives of this short paper are:

1) to present some of the evidence given in my Chinese book
for (Q2) and (Q3), and

2) to demonstrate how the PRC falsifies and distorts China’s
authoritative historical records. For the purpose of this
paper, the term ‘Tibet” roughly corresponds to today’s ‘Tibet
Autonomous Region’ (TAR); i.e., I avoid the more murky
issues about ethnic-Tibetan polities in today’s Qinghai,
Sichuan, Gansu, etc.

§ 1.3. Two Major Guiding Principles of My Research

§ 1.3.1. Guiding Principle 1 (hereafter ‘GP1’): Using Proper
Criteria for Judging a ‘Sovereignty’ Claim

Suppose you wonder whether I am a Canadian. How do you
ascertain the truth? A reasonable first step is to simply ask me.
If I say ‘No, I am American,’ this ‘self-declaration’ gives you
the truth in many cases. However, if you have reasons to doubt
me and want proofs, the easiest and most conclusive way is for
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me to show my current American passport. An American birth
certificate or Naturalization Certificate are also somewhat credible
but less conclusive. However, if I use an American college diploma
or a photograph I have with the American president, then this
not only is an unacceptable proof of American nationality, but
is also a strong indication that [ am lying. You would become
more certain that I am a con artist if I say something like: “USA
has a special arrangement allowing Asians to prove American
nationality with a college diploma”. The above discourse assumes
that the documents are ‘authentic’; i.e., although a passport
is a valid proof/criterion for citizenship, but if the passport is
a forgery, it nullifies the proof. Thus, a ‘proof” must satisfy two
conditions: Validity (a passport is but a diploma is not a valid
criterion/indicator of nationality) and Authenticity (it should not
be a forgery).

Although judging the POCSA claim is much more complicated,
the same GP1 can be used. First, we can see whether Chinese
governments in the past dynasties have claimed Tibet as part of
China (i.e., self-declaration). If we have reasons to doubt the
truthfulness of these claims, we then look at various common-
sense proofs (criteria), such as (not an exhaustive list):

* Did China conduct census and prepare/acquire tax rolls in
Tibet? Was China able to collect taxes or exercise fiscal authority
in Tibet?

* Did China recognize Tibetans as Chinese subjects?

» Was the official language(s) of the Chinese central government
used in Tibet’s local administration or taught in Tibet’s schools?

» Were Tibetans allowed to take the Chinese National Civil
Service Examination? Were Tibetans appointed as officials in the
Chinese government?

» Were China’s currency/coinage/postage stamps used in Tibet?
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» Was China able to appoint/dismiss/summon officials in Tibet?

* Did China impose her legal codes and court system in Tibet?

» Was China able to draft soldiers in Tibet? Did Tibetans serve
in Chinese military forces? Was China able to command/control
Tibet’s armies?

* Are there credible records of military conquest(s) of Tibet
during that dynasty?

* Did China defend Tibet against foreign invasions?

Satisfying or not satisfying any one of these ‘Part of China’
criteria (hereafter called ‘POC criteria’) does not conclusively
verify or refute the POCSA claim; however, if none of these
criteria is satisfied, it does mean that Tibet was not part of China.
Thus, in order to meaningfully evaluate PRC’s POCSA claim, we
need to examine how each of these POC criteria is satisfied in
each of the four relevant Chinese dynasties/era, i.e., Yuan, Ming,
Qing and ROC.

§ 1.3.2. Guiding Principle 2 (hereafter ‘GP2’): Using only
‘Valid, Authentic and Credible’ (by PRC’s Standards) Chinese
Documents

China is one of the few civilizations with a continual
millennia-old tradition of using the same language (i.e., ‘Han
Chinese’ or X #%) to keep voluminous ‘standard’ official records.
Many of these records are ‘Imperially Commissioned’ (‘IC’).
Examples are:

1. ‘Veritable Records %% 3k.” After the death of each emperor,
his successor convenes a panel of scholars/officials to compile
a detailed set of annals for the deceased emperor’s reign.

2. ‘Official Histories iE 3> After the demise of each dynasty,
the government of a succeeding dynasty convenes a panel of
senior scholars/officials to compile a comprehensive ‘History’
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of the preceding dynasty based on the Veritable Records and
other archival material. The Official Histories for the Ming
and the Qing dynasties are, respectively, Ming History P £
(compiled by the Qing regime) and the Qing History Drafi i#
¥ 48 (compiled by the ROC regime, hereafter QHD).

3. Similar to the ‘Veritable Records’ and ‘Official Histories,’
China has a centuries-old tradition of compiling massive
‘Comprehensive References & #L/4 % recording a wide range
of governmental topics.

4. Geographic Documents. Among them, the most important are
the ‘Unification Records — %t &> which are I.C. comprehensive
catalogues of contemporaneous territories.

Also, there are numerous history and historical geography
books recognized by Chinese historians as authoritative, as
well as compendia of Imperial-Court proceedings such as the
DongHua Records % % F /% # % & (containing submissions
by senior officials, imperial edicts and responses). Therefore,
regarding the major issue of whether the huge region of Tibet
was part of China, not only is there no need to look at ‘newly
discovered’ or ‘secret/confidential” documents, but any attempt
to rely on restricted-access documents/artifacts should be viewed
with suspicion.

To give the maximum benefit of the doubt to the PRC’s
position, this paper uses only documents that satisfy the following
conditions:

1. Written by Chinese nationals and published
contemporaneously in China.

2. It has been republished/reprinted by the PRC (implying
PRC’s approval).

Furthermore, the overwhelming majority of these documents
are accessible via the internet from databases developed/managed/
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sponsored by the PRC, two of the most well-known databases are
Basic Classics ¥ &3 # and Duxiui % Also, because Wikipedia
is blocked in the PRC, its government offers Baidu & % as an
alternative to the populace; this paper refers to Baidu’s articles
for non-controversial mundane background material.

Thus, this paper ignores all non-Chinese documents and only
considers how PRC-approved pre-1949 Chinese documents depict
China-Tibet relationships.

§ 2. Was Tibet Part of the Ming Empire (1368-1644) Under
the ‘Self Declaration’ Criterion?

§ 2.1. The PRC’s Version

The most authoritative PRC publication on historical geography
is the Historical Atlas of China £ 18 i £ 3B % (in 8 volumes,
hereafter ‘HAC’). Its compilation was proposed by Mao Zedong
and commissioned by the PRC’s Academy of Social Sciences.
See Baidu for detailed information on HAC.

Figure 1 is a reproduction of the <Ming Era Comprehensive
Map #1 87 85 31 2 B (—)> from HAC (Vol.7, p. 40-41). In this
map the regions which the PRC proclaims as ‘part of China’
have a colored background, while the ‘foreign’ regions have
a white background. In the black-and-white version presented
in this study, the original coloring is given in framed lettering
in this figure. Among the regions with a colored background,
the continuum shown in yellow background encompasses ‘inner
China’ as well as Tibet and ‘Manchuria’ (i.e., % /% A Niizhen,
or the northeastern part of today’s China). Mongolia (both Inner
and Outer) and Xinjiang are shown with, respectively, a purple
and a green background. This presentation reflects the following
positions of the PRC:
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* The regions of Mongolia and Xinjiang are part of China,
but they were not part of the Ming Empire. Therefore, although
they warrant a colored background, their background colors are
different from the yellow background color used for the Ming
Empire.

* In contrast, Tibet and Manchuria (Nuzhen) were already part
of the Ming Empire at that time.

HAC provides no bibliographic support for the above-stated
position of the Ming Empire’s relationship with Tibet, Manchuria,
Mongolia and Xinjiang.

§ 2.2. Qing-Empire’s Position, as Reflected in the Official
History Ming History ¥ 2 Compiled by the Qing Regime

As explained in § 1.3, the official history Ming History#]
(Zhang Ting-yu ed.) was imperially-commissioned by the Qing
regime, which succeeded the Ming Dynasty. See Baidu for detailed
information on Ming History.

Structure of the Ming History as Reflected
in its Table of Contents

Ming History consists of 332 ‘scrolls/volumes #; its structure
is depicted in Table-1. This structure conforms to a pattern that was
established roughly two millennia earlier and thereafter closely
adhered to by practically every one of China’s other 23 ‘Official
Histories’ that preceded it. Two of the features of this structure,
which are particularly relevant to our discussion, are discussed
below.
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Table 1

The Structure of ‘Ming History’

Row | Scroll #

Contents of the Scrolls

1 1-39

Annals of main historical events. Astronomic
& other natural observations, etc.

2 40-46,

(>160,000
words,

=300
pages)

‘Geography 1’ to ‘Geography 7°. The re-
gions included are : Beijing, Nanjing, and the
13 provinces), namely: Shandong, Shanxi,
Henan, Shaanxi, Sichuan, HuGuang, Jiangxi,
Zhejiang, Fujian, Guangdong, Guangxi, Yun-
nan, Guizhou (this is how ‘Chinese territo-
ries” are recorded!). ‘Geography 7 — Yunnan®
includes Burma (Myanmar), Laos and BaBai
(today’s Northern Thailand’s ChingMai area).

Nothing about Tibet is included.

3 47-309

Other ‘China’ matters

4 310-319

“TuSi 1 w]” (Ethnic Rulers) in the provinces
of HuGuang, Sichuan, Yunnan, Guizhou,
Guangxi. Scrolls 313-315 “TuSi in Yunnan’
include Burma, Laos and Northern Thai-
land.

5 320-328

‘Foreign Countries 1 to 94ME"; among the
70+ countries included are (in order of ap-

pearance): Korea, Vietnam, Japan, Ryukyu,
Luzon, ... Holland,... Italy.

6 329-332

“Western Lands 1 to 47515, Tibetan entitics
in Scroll 331 “Western Lands 3 (sec Table 2)

Feature 1 of the Structure of Ming History
Following the tradition established by the 2nd component of
China’s ‘Official Histories’ (i.e., Book of Han X $), 16 of the
subsequent 23 components of these ‘Histories’ contain, in an
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early portion of the book, a ‘Geography’ segment covering all
of China’s territories (the 7 subsequent components of ‘Official
Histories” without such a segment are those covering short-lived
and/or minor polities with unstable territories). Some basic data
provided in this segment are as follows:

A Hierarchical catalogue of the various levels of territorial
entities (including all prefectures under each province, all counties
under each prefecture, etc.);

B: Historical background of imperial China’s authority over
each of these territorial entities;

C: Population figures for the major territorial entities.

The above structure represents a convention dating back more
than two millennia for showing how a ‘Chinese territory’ would
have been proclaimed and recognized officially.

Row 2 in the Table 1 shows that the ‘Geography’ segment of
Ming History is found in Scrolls 40-46 out of the total span of 332
scrolls. As was the case with its predecessors, the Ming History’s
‘Geography’ segment provides the above-mentioned A, B and C
types of information for each of the Ming Empire’s 15 Level-1
administrative regions. No part of today’s TAR is included in this
segment. On the other hand, <Scroll 46, Geography 7> explicitly
proclaims that Burma, Laos and Babai /~\ & X #] (today’s northern
Thailand’s Chiangmai region) were under the jurisdiction of
Yunnan province Z i 4 & 3]

Feature 2 of the Structure of Ming History
In each Official History, ‘peripheral” material about polities that
interacted with China but were not directly governed by China are
relegated to the end of the work, after all other topics considered
to be internal to China were first dealt with. For the Ming History,
Rows 4 to 6 in the Table 1 show that Scrolls 310-332 contain
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these ‘peripheral” material, which fall into three groups: (A) TuS1
£ &) (local ethnic rulers or chieftains over which China claims
suzerainty), (B) Foreign Countries #I &, and (C) Western Lands
v 3%. Some pertinent features of these three groups are given
below.

Table 2
Group A. Polities Covered in the ‘TuSi 1]’ Portion of
‘Ming History’
Scroll # Title of Scroll

310 TuSi in HuGuang Province
311-312 | TuSi in Sichuan Province

313 TuSi in Yunnan Province 1

314 TuS1 in Yunnan Province 2

315 TuSi in Yunnan Province 3. Entities include Burma,
Laos and BaBai

316 TuS1 in Guizhou Province

317-319 | TuSi in Guangxi Province

Group A: TuSi (X &])

Row 4 in the Table 1 shows that the first 10 scrolls (Scrolls
310-319) of this segment of Ming History are devoted to
the TuSis. Table 2 provides more information about these
10 scrolls. It shows that Burma, Laos and Babai which first
appeared in <Scroll 46, Geography 7> (see Table 1) are now
listed again in Scroll 315 as TuSis in Yunnan Province. Figure
2 is a facsimile of relevant pages in the ‘Table of Contents’
of the ‘SiKuQuanShu Y3 % 4 % * edition of Ming History for
Scroll 315; the Chinese characters for Burma, Laos and Babai
N\ H K # are circled. Le., these polities are categorized in the
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same group as many other TuSis in provinces such as HuGuang
and Guizhou which were clearly parts of China proper. This
‘double-listing’ illustrates that Ming History recognized and
duly recorded the Ming Empire’s ‘marginal sovereignty/
suzerainty’ over Burma, Laos and Babai. As mentioned earlier,
TAR regions were not included in the ‘Geography’ segment
of the Ming History. Now it can be seen from Table 2 that the
TAR regions were not included even in the group of polities
governed by ethnic rulers over which the Ming Empire had
only marginal sovereignty/suzerainty.

Group B: Foreign Countries 9

Row 5 in the Table 1 shows that Scrolls 320-328 are devoted
to ‘Foreign Countries #M B’ such as Korea and Italy.

Table 3
Polities Described in Scroll 331 <Western Lands 3>
of ‘Ming History’
Polity Name of Polities

#

1 WuSiZang ‘Grand Precious Religious King & %3, k&
BikE

2to 8 | 2 other Tibetan-region ‘Religious Kings’ (7% %) and 5
additional ‘Spiritual Kings .

9 Western Heaven A-Nan Virtuous ‘Nation® (% X 9] 2 2h
EE) (7?)

10 Nepal

11 ‘DuoGan WuSiZang™ (& %) Office of the
Commander 47 4 45 42 4% 3]
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Polity Name of Polities

12 ‘ChangHeXi-YuTong-NingYuan® (K 7] % # i T it )
District Office & & 4]

13 | ‘DongPuHanHu’ (3 | ##]) District Office & & 3]

Group C: Western Lands 75 3,

Row 6 in the Table 1 shows that Scrolls 329-332, the last
4 scrolls of the entire Ming History, are devoted to ‘Western
Lands % 3%’. Within these 4 scrolls is <Scroll 331, Western
Lands Part 3>, and the 13 polities covered in Scroll 331 are
listed in Table 3 (Figure 3 is a facsimile of relevant pages in the
‘Table of Contents’ of the ‘SiKuQuanShuv9 &% 45 * edition of
Ming History for Scroll 331). Table 3 shows that Polities #1 to
#8 and Polities #11 to #13 are the (purportedly major) Tibetan
polities recognized by the Ming Empire. Besides Nepal (polity
#10 in Table 3), the other polity categorized with these Tibetan
polities in Scroll 331 is the ‘Western Heaven A-Nan Virtuous
Nation 5 X [ % % /% H°, hereafter ‘WHAVN’, see Polity #9
in Table 3. All Ming- and Qing-dynasty governmental and non-
governmental geography references that mention ‘“‘WHAVN’
indicate that China had/has no idea where this country was/
is. In 1396, an envoy claiming to be from the polity called
WHAVN came to ‘submit tribute’ to and left with presents
from Emperor TaiZu/HongWu (the first Ming emperor); they
were never heard from again; see, e.g., text on “‘WHAVN’ in
Ming History’s Scroll 331. Later, it is generally recognized
that no such country existed, and the ‘envoy’ was probably
a foreign monk pretending to represent a country in order
to obtain the valuable gifts Chinese emperors customarily
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bestowed upon ‘tribute submitting’ foreign envoys; see, e. g.,
the “WHAVN’ entry in <Scroll 30, Foreign Countries> of Shen
DeFu’s Unofficial Notes from WanLi EraZs Ji 2F 3% 44 (~1606
A.D.). The Tibetan polities’ inclusion with WHAVN in Scroll
331 further reflects their foreignness and irrelevance to the
Ming Empire.

Assessing the nature of Ming Empire’s ‘sovereignty’ over
Tibet as reflected in the Ming History’s Table of Contents

The PRC’s major argument for Ming’s sovereignty over Tibet
is that the Ming History records numerous official titles conferred
on Tibetans in various regions of Tibet (see, e.g., the titles of
‘King’ and ‘Office of the Commander’ for polities #1 to #8 and
#11 in Table 3). The argument that this title conferment implied
sovereignty is very important for the PRC’s claims over Tibet.
However, it must be noted that Ming and Qing official documents
also record that the Ming emperors conferred titles on the rulers
of dozens of other countries, including the kings of France (see
Great Qing Unification Record * JiaQing X & — % E e & Jk
<Scroll 560, Tributary Countries #731 & [>) and Japan (see
Ming History, <Scroll 322, Foreign Countries Part 3, Japan>;
China Press 1974 ed., p. 8345). Thus, if one is told about the
title conferment, but is unaware of other relevant information
(summarized here in Tables 1 to 3) and the solemn conventions
governing the compilation of the Official Histories, one can be
misled to an incorrect understanding.

The points made above with respect to the Ming History can
be summarized as follows:

* No part of the TAR is mentioned in the Ming History’s ‘China
Geography’ segment (see Table 1). Burma, Laos and northern
Thailand are explicitly mentioned.
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« Among the three groups of polities dealt with at the end
of the work, the Ming History again presents Burma, Laos
and northern Thailand as being Yunnan’s TuSi’s in Group A,
but there is no mention of any TAR polity in this group (see
Table 2).

* TAR polities are mentioned in ‘Group C, Western Lands’
(in its Part 3), positioned after Group B (which covers more than
100 polities explicitly labeled ‘Foreign Countries’). Other polities
in Part 3 of Group C include Nepal and WHAVN. Incidentally,
Part 4 of Group C includes regions in today’s Central Asia and
Saudi Arabia.

Noting the importance of ‘ranking’ and ‘positioning’ in
Chinese culture and protocol, the placement of Tibetan polities
in ‘Scroll #331/Part 3 of Group C’ clearly shows that the Ming
History did not consider Tibetan polities as part of China.
Moreover, by explicitly listing the Ming-conferred titles in Part
3 of Group C (see Table 3), the Ming History indicates that the
conferment of these honorific titles did not imply exercising
control or sovereignty/suzerainty over the titled rulers or
territories.

§ 2.3. Ming Empire’s Position, as Reflected in the Great
Ming Unification Record X ¥/l —%. &

Baidu provides detailed information about the IC Great Ming
Unification Record (hereafter GMUR). Table-4 presents the
structure of the 1st edition (1461 A.D.) of GMUR.
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Table 4
Structure of the ‘Great Ming Unification Record’
SCLOH Entities Covered by these Scrolls

1 National Capital Cities, ShunTian Prefecture

32 — | ShaanXi Province [RVEATECE] : XiAn Prefecture I PHZZ )T
37 | k... HeZhou Military Office {r]J1 fir 5 B fa 4 =], etc.

86 — | Yunnan Province SEFAAT B ] : various prefectures/coun-
87 | ties etc. ... Burma District Office, i) 5 EC & RLE =] ;
BaBaiDaDian (Northern Thailand) District Office /\ F1 K
) ¥ FCE R F]; Laos District Office i # B B Rl
i

88 | Guizhou Province B/ 7B =] (Note: no “TuSi’ scroll
between this and the next segment)

89 Foreign Aliens 7% : Korea, Manchuria Z[H., Japan,
Ryukyu, XiFan (Tibet) PG #* etc. (16 entities listed)

Foreign Aliens contn 18455 : Vietnam, Siam, Java,
90 | Mecca, Medina, etc. (41 entities listed) (16+41 = total 57
‘foreign-alien entities”)

Two points are notable in Table 4:

1. Out of the 90 Scrolls in the entire book, the first 88 Scrolls
are devoted to China’s territories. Within them, Scrolls 86—87
cover Yunnan Province, within which Scroll 87 records Burma,
BaBaiDaDian (i.e., northern Thailand) and Laos as part of Yunnan
Province; i.e., they were considered as ‘regular’ territories of the
Ming just like Beijing or Fujian Province, demonstrating the Ming
Empire’s very inclusive attitude in declaring whether a certain
region was ‘part of China’. Figure 4 presents the image of relevant
pages from GMUR’s Table of Contents showing the listing of
Burma, BaBai and Laos under Yunnan Province.
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2. However, ‘Tibet ¥ % is relegated to the ‘Foreign Aliens
9 % segment (Scrolls 89 & 90) at the end of the book, together
with such polities as Japan and the Arabian Mecca and Medina.
Figure 5 presents the image of the relevant pages from GMUR’s
Table of Contents showing this listing.

The <Great Ming Unification Map> (hereafter <GMUM>)
of the GMUR

The <Preface to the Great Ming Unification Map> (hereafter
<GMUM Preface>) and the <Great Ming Unification Map X
B — 4.2 > (KGMUM>) are in the GMUR after its Table
of Contents. Emperor YingZong is shown as the author of the
<GMUM Preface>, from which the following is extracted.

Extract 1.

[ ... Our territory is truly vast; eastward it reaches the
end of Liao, westward it reaches the sand dunes ¥ #i#
#. Lands in all directions, without exception, come to our
court to pay their respect.

As for governing within our national boundaries, there
are the capital cities... the Chinese world XT is divided
into 13 provinces, namely: Shanxi, Shandong, Henan,
Shaanxi, Zhejiang, Jiangxi, HuGuang, Sichuan, Fujian,
Guangdong, Guangxi, Yunnan, and Guizhou. ...

Also recorded are the aliens from all directions to whom
we confer official titles and who submit to our subordination
protocol. |

Analysis of Extract 1.

1. In Ming Dynasty geography texts, the ‘sand dunes & ¥’
means the sand dunes in today’s Gansu—Xinjiang border area,
whose longitude is about the same as the eastern boundary of
today’s TAR. Thus, the phrase | westward it reaches the sand
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dunes ] in Extract 1 means that the longitude of the Ming Empire’s
western extreme is about the same as the longitude of TAR’s
eastern boundary; i.e., the Ming Emperor declared that Tibet was
not within the Ming Empire.

2. Emperor YingZong also clearly declared that China’s realm
that was actually governed by China consisted of only the two
capital cities and the 13 provinces explicitly listed in the above
extract. The last sentence of Extract 1 also explicitly clarifies that
the many polities [ from all directions to whom we confer official
titles | are [ aliens | .

In the GMUR, after the <GMUM Preface> is the <GMUM>
map, which is presented here as Figure 6. In this map, the Ming
government used labels of ‘framed white text on black background’
for places within China (e.g., Capital City, Guangdong Province,
etc.). Foreign countries beyond the eastern national border such as
Japan and Korea are labeled with ‘unframed black text on white
background’. The labels ‘Tibet ¥ % and ‘Western Lands ¥ 3%’ on
<GMUM> beyond China’s western border are also in ‘unframed
black text on white background’, just like Japan. Incidentally, in
old Chinese texts the term ‘Western Lands ¥ 3%’ loosely refers
to a very wide range of ‘Lands on the West’, including Persia or
even the Roman Empire.

Review: Implications and Significance of Material in the
Great Ming Unification Record

» The GMUR conforms to a centuries-old tradition.

« It was commissioned directly by the Ming emperor.

* It was jointly compiled and submitted to the Emperor by
several dozens of senior court scholars/officers whose names and
titles are clearly listed at the beginning of the book.

» The emperor personally approves it and writes a Preface
for it.
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* Not only 1s Tibet excluded from the ‘China’ segment, it is
explicitly labeled as a foreign entity and grouped with many other
equally foreign entities.

* On the <GMUM> map the difference between China and
foreign regions are clearly differentiated in ‘black and white’.

It is difficult to imagine a more explicit and authoritative proof
that Tibet was NOT recognized by the Ming government as part
of Ming China.

§ 2.4. Overall Statement on Ming Empire’s Sovereignty
over Tibet

Contrasting the Different ‘Self-Declaration” Answers from
the Most Authoritative Documents Issued by Three Different
Chinese Regimes

Table 5 summarizes the main features of the PRC, Qing and
Ming documents examined in, respectively, § 2.2, § 2.3 and
§ 2.4. For each document identified in ‘Column 0’ of each row,
items in the grey-shaded ‘Column 1’ of that row are regions
declared as being ‘inside China’ by that document, while items
in the non-shaded ‘Column 2/Column 3’ are regions declared as
being ‘outside China’.
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Table 5
‘Closeness to China’ Ranking of Tibet, Japan, Burma and
Others: A Contrast among PRC, Qing

and Ming Governmental Geography References

Column 0, Column 1, Column 2, Column 3,
Regime & Ming- Non-Ming- | Non-Ming-
Name of Empire Empire Empire
Reference Territories Territories Territories
Row | PRC -+ His- | [Man- [Xinjiang, [N. Thai-
torical Atlas | churia, Mongolia] - | land,
1 of China Tibet] —in- | inside ‘China’ | Laos, Ja-
side Ming pan] —out-
Empire side ‘Chi-
na’
Row | Qing » Ming | [N. Thai- Japan, Tibet—
History land, Mongo- Scroll 331,
2 Laos| —in- lia— Scrolls | Western
side Ming 322/328 Lands
Empire » Foreign
Countries
Row | Ming » [N. Thai- Manchuria, Japan, Tibet,
Great Ming | land, [Mongolia, Xinjiang] —
3 Unification | Laos|—in- Aliens, Scrolls 89-90
Record side Ming
Empire

Table 5 shows that the Qing and Ming documents (Rows 2 and
3) agree with each other on the following points. Firstly, Tibet is
explicitly presented as a non-Chinese, non-Ming-Empire foreign
polity; in fact, Tibet is presented as more ‘foreign’ to China than
Japan. Secondly, Burma and Laos are presented as integral parts
of China governed by the Ming Empire. In contrast, the PRC
document contradicts the consistent position of Ming and Qing
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documents by indicating that Tibet was, but Burma/Laos was not
part of the Ming Empire.

The PRC document 1s not necessarily wrong merely because
it contradicts the most authoritative Ming and Qing documents.
What is noteworthy is that the PRC’s HAC (and all other related
PRC publications) universally avoid to mention (let alone ‘justify’)
this contradiction.

The ‘Self-Declaration’ Answer from Other Ming Dynasty
Publications

In my book I examined nearly a hundred authoritative
geography references published during the Ming Dynasty. None
of them suggests that Tibet was part of China. Also, all of those
that mention Tibet clearly indicate that Tibet was a foreign country.
The PRC has never dared to mention (let alone ‘produce’) any
Ming-dynasty geography reference that shows Tibet as part of
China. In contrast, in the DiaoYu Islands (Senkaku Islands) dispute
with Japan, PRC’s main proofs of China’s ownership of the islands
are the Ming and Qing geographic references.

Other Criteria on Ming Empire’s Sovereignty over Tibet

GP1 in § 1.3.1 indicates that other sovereignty criteria need
to be considered. However, considering space limitation and the
overwhelming evidence based on the ‘self-declaration’ criterion
alone, this paper will not present evidence regarding other criteria
of the Ming Empire sovereignty over Tibet.

§ 3. Was Tibet Part of the Qing Empire (1644-1911)
Under the “‘Self Declaration’ Criterion?
§ 3.1. The Version According to the 1727 Map in the Great

Qing Comprehensive Reference-YongZheng K52 M - 91

The traditional stature of the ‘Comprehensive References 4 $/
4% was mentioned in § 1.3.2. The Qing Empire compiled the
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Imperially-Commissioned Great Qing Comprehensive Reference

23 (hereafter GQCR) 5 times, among them are the GOCR-
YongZheng K 4 #+3E F (1732) and the GOCR-JiaQing X i#
S E % (1812).

The GOQCR-YongZheng commissioned by Emperor YongZheng
records material up to 1727, it contains in its <Scroll 131,
Ministry of Defense, Part 21> the <Overall Map of the Empire’s
Realm #27 & B> whose facsimile is presented here as Figure
7 (obtained from p. 2094-2095 in Book 6 of the ‘GQCR for
5 Reigns’ edition). Figure 8 is an enlargement of the map
portion (i.e., upper left side) of the Figure 7; it labels not only
Mongolia and Manchuria, but also Korea, the Ryukyu Islands
and Vietnam. Not only is a corresponding Tibet label missing,
but the space west and southwest of XingXiu Lake £ 78 # (i.e.,
the space that corresponds to TAR) is blank! Considering the IC
traditional stature accumulated over dynasties by the Chinese
‘Comprehensive References’, it is difficult to imagine a more
authoritative, more public, and more explicit way for the Qing
Empire to indicate that: prior to 1727, not only was Tibet not part
of China, but the corresponding empty space on the map was quite
irrelevant to the Qing Empire.

Together with the preceding sections, the GOCR-YongZheng
here indicates that during the entire Ming dynasty and the initial
one-third of the Qing dynasty, the POCSA claim is irrelevant
because it never occurred to China’s ruling regimes that Tibet
could be part of China.

Another point worth noting is that, while this IC ‘Overall
Map’ did not label Tibet, it labeled Korea, Vietnam and Ryukyu.
Moreover, by looking at the way the border lines are drawn, Korea
and Vietnam appear to be within China’s realm. This reflects
a historical position recorded in numerous Chinese official
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historical texts: Tibet was not considered a part of China, while
Korea and Vietnam were ‘since antiquity’ repeatedly annexed,
governed and taxed by the Han and non-Han rulers of the Han-
China territories. Korea and Vietnam became respectively Japanese
and French possessions toward the end of the Qing Dynasty; and
because that formal subjugation status excluded China’s claim,
Korea and Vietnam were able to become independent after
WW?2. In contrast, for the very reason that Tibet never became
a possession of any foreign power, China was able to conquer it
in 1950.

Also, although Korea and Vietnam were once genuinely
controlled by rulers of China, it is well recognized that they were
not part of the Qing Empire during the YongZheng era; hence
this ‘Overall Map’ is misleading. This once again exemplifies
the Qing Empire’s consistent behavior towards numerous foreign
nations: it often used various formats and ploys to insinuate the
Qing Empire’s right to rule many parts of the world. But even
with this behavior, there was no attempt to insinuate Qing’s rule
over Tibet before 1727.

§ 3.2. The Version According to the Great Qing
Comprehensive Reference JiaQing }E L - 52 )% (hereafter
GOCR-JO)

§ 3.2.1. The Version According to the 1812 Map in the
GOCR-JO

The Great Oing Comprehensive Reference JiaQOing (GOCR-
JO) records governmental/economic material until 1812; in its
component Diagrams of the GOCR-JQ, <Scroll 87, Territory, Part
1523, —> contains a <Complete Map of the Imperial Realm £
4 B> (hereafter <CMIR>). Figure 9 provides its facsimile
image, obtained from p. 768 in the Book 15 of the ‘GQCR for 5
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Reigns’ edition. This map differs significantly from the Ming- and
Qing-dynasty maps presented earlier: Tibet is clearly shown within
China’s boundaries. The borders west of Tibet such as ‘Border of
Nepal’ and ‘Border of Hindustan’ are also clearly labeled. This
map shows that, sometime between 1727 and 1812, the Qing
regime changed its position, and started to include Tibet in maps
of China.

To put this in perspective: Japan has declared many times
that the DiaoYu Islands belong to Japan, but every Chinese
understands that these unilateral declarations do not prove that
the DiaoYu Islands belong to Japan, they only prove Japan’s
greed. If the American government publishes a map in the USA
showing South Korea or Taiwan as parts of its realm, this does
not prove that South Korea or Taiwan became parts of the U.S.;
it only proves America’s greed. Similarly, when the Qing Empire
decided to change its mind and include Tibet on China’s map,
Tibet did not, because of this action, de facto become part of
China. However, the <CMIR> does exemplify clearly again
the kind of basic contemporaneous documentation that would
have existed had China intended to gobble up Tibet earlier (i.e.,
earlier maps showing Tibet as part of China would exist). Thus,
comparisons with the earlier documentation proves that, roughly
before 1774 A.D. (this timing is explained in detail in my book),
China’s ruling elite did not even have the thought of gobbling
up Tibet.

Consider the following comparison. By 1760, via its East
India Company, Britain had obtained military victories and
governing/taxing powers in India. Thus, Britain’s undisputed
Jactual sovereignty over India is more ‘ancient’ than China’s
self-proclaimed sovereignty over Tibet. India was released from
her subjugation decades ago.
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§ 3.2.2. Tibet is Categorized as a Foreign Country in Other
Parts of the GOCR-JO
Although the <CMIR> map in GOCR-JQ indicates that Tibet
was part of the Qing Empire, many other parts of that book
contradict themselves by indicating that Tibet was a foreign
country. Several of these contradictions are described in detail
in my book; in this paper one such contradiction is described
briefly below.
Scroll 31 of GOQCR-JQ is titled <Ministry of Protocols, Part
13 #L#f13>, it can be found on p. 345-353 of the Book 12, the
‘GQCR for 5 Reigns’ edition. This entire scroll is about tributary
and commercial activities with foreign countries. The following
extract is from p. 345 and p. 353 about the ‘Office for Receiving
Visitors £ & & & 4]
Extract-2.
[from p. 345]
[ Scroll 31. Office for Receiving Visitors. ... In charge
of tributaries from foreign countries. |
[from p. 353]
[ On translating correspondence.
Among the tributary countries, the original submissions
Jfrom Korea, the Ryukyu Islands and Vietnam are all written
in Han Chinese.
Translations of submissions from countries such as
Sulu, Laos, and Siam are arranged by the governors
of the provinces through which they enter. The state
correspondence 2 4 from the following countries of
foreign barbarians 5+ % & 8 : HuiHui, GaoChang, XiFan
% % [Tibet], Nepal, Siam, Burma, BaiYi, BaBai, SuLu,
Laos, a total of ten languages, are translated into Han
Chinese. |
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[ Managing and Training Translators. ... Learning the
languages of the various countries. The ‘Western Region
School’is for HuiHui, GaoChang, XiFan® % [Tibet] and
Nepal. ... The ‘Assorted Barbarians School’is for Siam,
Burma, SuLu, Laos, BaiYi and BaBai | .

Analysis of Extract-2.

Extract-2 shows that:

1. The GOCR-JQ categorizes XiFan % % (i.e., Tibet) in the
same group of [ countries of foreign barbarians | as Siam, Laos
and SuLu.

2. The GOQCR-JQ labels the correspondence between China
and Tibet as [ state correspondence | .

3. The GOCR-JQ declares that ‘Schools’ were established
to handle [ the languages of the various countries ] , these
‘countries’ include XiFan (Tibet), Nepal, Siam etc.

4. Among the ‘tributary countries’, those with whom China
had some real subordinating relationships (e.g. Korea and
Vietnam) wrote their state correspondence to China in the Han
Chinese language. In contrast, entirely independent [ countries of
Jforeign barbarians ] such as Tibet and SuLu naturally used their
own languages to write their correspondence to China; the Qing
court had to do the translations itself. The Qing rulers would
behead conquered subjects for even such trivial infractions as
not wearing the correct hair style; if the Qing rulers had any real
power in Tibet, they would not have allowed the subordinated
Tibetan ‘provincial/local” government to submit reports so
arrogantly in a language that the ‘central government’ had to
translate.

According to the PRC’s narrative, the Qing court sent officials
with the title ‘Grand Officer Stationed in Tibet” (known as the
‘Amban’ in non-Chinese writings) to rule Tibet. Had there been
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such a governing structure, how could Tibet have dispatched ‘state
correspondence’ to the Qing court using the Tibetan language?
Chapter 3.10 of my book proves that the ‘Amban — Grand Officer
Stationed in Tibet” and the ‘Grand Officer Stationed in Britain’
were merely diplomatic envoys from China to Tibet and Britain,
respectively. Therefore, the state correspondence from Tibet and
Britain to the Qing court was naturally in Tibetan and English,
respectively.

§ 3.3. The Version According to Contemporary and Historical
Geography 4+ #3238 | (hereafter CHG) by Wang ZiYin £
¥ &, ~1805, 1877

CHG was first published at the Qing Dynasty in 1805, and was
re-published in 1877. It is one of the most important Qing-era
China-geography books.

Extract 3.

CHG’s author states in his Preface (on p. 24):

[ Now the TianXia X F /Chinese-world has been
unified; according to past geographical records, our realm
has never been as vast previously. Considered in this work
are, in the order of the closeness of relationship:

Analogous to our head.: the capital cities of Beijing and
ShenglJing 2 7.

Analogous to our thighs and forearms: ZhiLi H.
#, Shandong, Shanxi, Henan, Jiangsu, Anhui, Jiangxi,
Fujian, Zhejiang, Hubei, Hunan, Shaanxi, Gansu, Sichuan,
Guangdong, Guangxi, Yunnan, Guizhou.

All who are civilized [literally: all with blood and can
breathe), their lands are the Emperor s lands and they are
the Emperor’s subjects UK 4.3, 34E X L I B they
are: Korea, Ryukyu, Vietnam, Laos, Sulu, Holland, Burma,
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Western Ocean and other ex-border countries; and indeed
they are | .

Extract 4.

CHG’s <Legend> states (on p. 40) that:

[ This book honors the capital city of Beijing as the first
item, ... [then] ShengJing. ... This book [then considers]: Zhili,
Shandong, Shanxi, Henan, Jiangsu, Anhui, Jiangxi, Fujian,
Zhejiang, Hubei, Hunan, Shaanxi, Gansu, Sichuan, Guangdong,
Guangxi, Yunnan, Guizhou; listing of these places follow the
same order as used in the [Great Qing] Unification Record and
the [Great Qing] Comprehensive Reference | ..
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Table 6.

Titles and Lengths of Scrolls in
‘Contemporary and Historical Geography’

Scroll’s numbering Length of Scroll
(as in the original Scroll’s Title
book) (# of Sheets)

Leading #1 Beijing Walled City 78
Leading #2 Beying Parks and 7
Leading #3 Shengling Region 54
#1 Zhili 96

#2 Shandong 76

#3 Shanxi 54

#4 Henan 57

#5 Jiangsu 68

#6 Anhui 42

#7 Jiangsu 54

#3 Fujian 56

#9 Zhejiang 66

#10 Hubei 43

#11 Hunan 45

#12 Shaanxi 46

#13 Gansu 50

#14 Sichuan 71

#15 Guangdong 65

#16 Guangxi 54

#17 Yunnan 57

#18 Guizhou 41!
Appended Scroll Vanggig:g;taw 22

! Scroll-18 has 62 sheets, but after sheet 42 the space is not used exclusively to describe

Guizhou geography.
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Table 7

Space Allocated to Each of the ‘Tributary Countries’
in the <Appended Scroll>

of ‘Contemporary and Historical Geography’

Name of Country Rank Countries’ # of
Placement Sheets
(Pagination) Used
in the Scroll for the
Coun-
trics
Korea 1 Sheets # 1-3 1.5
Ryukyu 2 Sheet #3 0.5
Vietnam 3 Sheets #4-8 4
Laos, Siam, SuLu, 4-10 Sheets #9-22 14
Holland, Burma, West-
ern Ocean Countries
# 1% H, the Huis
Tibet 11 Sheets #22-23 1
(last) (last 2 sheets of
the entire book)

Table 6 is the Table of Contents of CHG, showing the title of

each scroll and its length (number of pages). The bottom row of
Table 6 shows that CHG’s last scroll is entitled <Appended Scroll:
Various Tributary Countries>. The ‘Various Countries’ described
in this scroll are listed in Table 7, i.e., Korea, ... Western Ocean
Countries 9 ¥ % [, the Huis (Muslims), and Tibet. Within that
list of 11 entities, two (Western Ocean Countries’ and ‘the Huis”)
encompass several countries each. Figure 10 presents the image of
Sheet 11 of the <Appended Scroll: Various Tributary Countries™>,

the framed Chinese characters show that the entity ‘Western
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Ocean Countries’ includes Portugal, Italy and England. Moreover,
Portugal is listed twice in slightly different Chinese characters
(‘18 RARE#] . H and‘ 14 R#K"Z R E) and hence counted as
two different tributary countries, thus further amplifying the Qing
Empire’s glory.

Analysis of Extracts 3 and 4.

1. Extract 3 shows that the relevant ‘Chinese world X T hailed
by CHG’s author as [ never been as vast previously ] consisted
of only 20 listed administrative regions; i.e., the figuratively-
speaking head, thighs and forearms. This list is repeated in Extract
4, which states that it conforms to the Unification Record and the
Comprehensive Reference. This grouping is again repeated in the
CHG’s Table of Contents (see Table 6) where 20 Chinese regions
are represented from <Leading Scroll #1, Beijing Walled City>
to <Scroll 18, Guizhou>. Tibet is consistently excluded. Note
also that CHG’s author was particularly mindful about arranging/
ranking regions based on the closeness of relationships with
China’s ‘head’ (i.e., Beijing).

2. Even among those [ who are civilized..., their lands are
the Emperor s lands... | as listed at the end of Extract 3, Tibet
is absent, while Holland and the Western Ocean Countries are
included. As Table 7 shows, Tibet finally appears in the main text
of the <Appended Scroll: Various Tributary Countries™> as the last
of all the foreign countries, ranking below SuLu, Holland and the
Western Ocean Countries.

3. Table 6 shows that, among China’s Level-1 administrative
regions, the length of Guizhou’s scroll is the shortest, at 41
sheets; but this is still nearly twice the length of the total space
(23 sheets) allocated to describe the entire set of 11 Tributary
Entities. Furthermore, Table 7 further shows that, among the
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Tributary Countries, countries such as Korea and Vietnam have
longer descriptions than Tibet.

Nobody in today’s PRC would dare to write a contemporary
(or even ‘ancient’) geography book putting Tibet in the same
category with SuLu, Holland, Burma and ‘Western Ocean
Countries’ (1. e., England, Italy, etc.). Qing intellectuals were
well aware of the severities of the ‘Persecutions of the Writings
LF K. CHG was written by a Qing governmental official in
1805; it carried commendatory prefaces written by many senior
Qing officials. It was re-printed in 1877, and was formally judged
to be highly authoritative by panels of outstanding scholars
in both the ROC and PRC eras. This book not only casually
categorized Tibet similarly with Holland and ‘Western Ocean
Countries’, it also ranks Tibet at the bottom of the ‘Various
Tributary Countries’. We showed earlier that CHG’s author was
very particular about ranking regions based on their relationship
to China’s ‘head.” Therefore, this proves that, until as late as
1877:

1. The prevalent standard perception of China’s intelligentsia
was that Tibet was one of the Tributary Countries but not an actual
part of China, and China’s relationship with Tibet was more distant
than China’s relationships with other ‘Tributary Countries’ (such
as Korea, Vietnam and even Holland).

2. The Qing government and emperors had the same perception.

§ 3.4. Summary of My Examinations of Other Qing-Dynasty
Books

In Chapter 3.2 of my book, I examined 15 highly authoritative
geography references published during the Qing dynasty, plus
the QHD (published in early ROC-era). Ten of them clearly
‘self-declared’ that Tibet was not part of the Qing Empire
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(as exemplified in this paper by GOCR-YongZheng of § 3.1 and
CHG of § 3.3), while 6 of them gave internally contradicting
information (as exemplified by GOCR-JQ of § 3.2). None of the
references present material that consistently indicate that Tibet
was ruled by the Qing Empire.

Nevertheless, under the ‘self-declaration’ criterion and
compared to the Ming era, it is not as overwhelmingly clear
that Tibet was not ruled by the Qing Empire. Therefore, in the
following sections we will considered a few other ‘GP2 Criteria’
(see § 1.3.1) to evaluate China’s sovereignty over TAR.

§ 4. The Qing Empire-Wide Regular Censuses Never
Included Tibet

One of the most fundamental indicators of sovereignty is the
capability to collect tax, and in order to collect tax efficiently, the
government needs a tax roll —i.e., obtain population records of its
‘subjects’. This and the two following sections will show that the
Qing Empire never had the capability to obtain official population
records or to collect taxes in Tibet; it also never considered the
residents in today’s TAR as subjects of the Qing Empire.

The Qing Empire regularly conducted empire-wide censuses;
their results appear in several official publications. For
example, <Scroll 19, Census Research 1> in Zhang TingYu’s
TKIE E (1787) Imperially-Approved Comprehensive Research
of Imperial Dynasty’s Records 4k % 2 3 X Bkl % gives
population figures for every province/territory in the Empire for
the following years: AD 1679, 1685, 1724, 1749, 1757, 1762,
1767, 1771, 1776, 1780, and 1783. E.g., the record for AD
1783 is:

[ The total population of all the provinces is 284,033,7835.
Population in ZhiLi B % Province is 22,263,369; in Fenglian
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A& X Province is ... ] (Note: ‘FengTian’ is today’s Liaoning
Province in Manchuria).

The same format is repeated for each of the remaining
provinces, namely, Jilin, Jiangsu, Anhui, Jiangxi, Zhejiang,
Fujian, Hubei, Hunan, Shandong, Henan, Shanxi, Shaanxi,
Gansu, Sichuan, Guangdong, Guangxi, Yunnan, and Guizhou.
The same format is also used for all other years. Banner
Mongolian population is discussed in the subsequent <Scroll
20, Census Research 2: Census of Eight Banners>. Neither Scroll
19 nor Scroll 20 contains a single word about Tibet or any part
of Tibet.

All other official Qing publications also do not provide Qing-
era Tibet population data. Detailed proofs of this claim are given
in Chapter 3.4 of my book. Notably, the PRC had never dared to
broach the issue of Qing’s taxation in Tibet.

§ 5. The Qing Empire Officially Considered Tibetans
as ‘Non-Qing People’

Collectively, five compilations of the GOCR contain census
figures over a large portion of Qing-dynasty’s entire 267-year
span (i.e., 1644—1911). For example, <Scroll 17, Ministry of
Populations and Revenues 7 2[, Duties of the Ministers 5> of the
GQOCR-GuangXu (pp. 162-163 in Volume 794 of the ‘Sequel to the
Four Libraries %2 ¥4 &4 45’ edition) gives following population
data.

Extract S.

[ Ministry of Populations and Revenues, Duties of the
Ministers. ... Manage the residency registry of the entire
empire. ... Population registries of the External Colonies
S0 of the Jasaghs’ [or ‘Zhasakes’, see Note #6 below ]
are managed by the Colonial Office/LiFanYuan 32315 ...
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‘Internal People 8. K.’ are counted by individual
persons. ... According to the registries of various provinces
in GuangXu Year 13 [1887], ... Fenglian population
4,451,261, ... Shandong population 36,694,255, ...

‘Border/ Fringe People i% K, are counted by households.
Those Fan, Hui, Li, Miao, Yao, Yi (ethnic minorities)
that have long followed our civilization are included in
the rolls of ‘Chinese people. ’ ... Tibet’s 39-Tribes: 4889
households ..., ‘Mink Tributary Tribe’[in today’s Russia’s
Tuva Republic]: 768 households ... | .

Table 8

Census Figures of China’s ‘Actual’ Territories, as Presented
in Various Classical Chinese References

Core Chinese People Border (Fringe)
o Chinese People i# &,
JER, (in # of persons) (in # of households)
Title of Publication | Shandong Tibet Mink
Reference Year Province | 39-Tribes | Tributary
Tribe®
Tibet Record ~1750 — 4889 —
GQCR- 1812 28,958,764 4889 595
JiaQing
GQCR- 1887 36,694,255 4889 768
GuangXu
Qing History 1920 31,136,944! 48892 No data’
Draft (QHD)

! QHD Scroll 61, “‘Geography 8. P. 2046 (for XuanTong Year 3, 1911).
2 QHD Scroll 134, “Military 5°. P. 3978-3979.
3 The “Mink Tributary Tribe’ ceased to be a Qing-Empire territory sometime around 1911.
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Explanatory Notes.

1. The Qing Empire recognized two categories of ‘Chinese
people &.’: ‘Core People’ and ‘Border (Fringe) People’.

2. ‘Tibet’s 39 tribes’ was a borderland region between TAR’s
eastern fringe and Sichuan Province, it was consistently perceived
by the Qing Empire as external to the Tibet Kashag regime, and
often recorded as a Qing-Empire territory. Its population was only
‘4889 households’.

3. As indicated in the footnotes to Table 8, QHD gives
Shandong’s population figures in its ‘Geography’ segment,
conforming to a millennia-old standard practice of China’s
official histories for recording population figures of genuine China
territories. In contrast, the population figure for ‘Tibet’s 39 tribes’
is recorded in the ‘Military’ segment due to their willingness to
be hired as mercenary soldiers by the Qing Empire; however, the
figure is not recorded in the ‘Geography’ segment (reserved for
genuine Chinese territories).

4. Populations change over the years; in Table 8 this is reflected
by not only the ‘Shandong Province’ figures but also by the
insignificant ‘Mink Tributary Tribe’ figures; i.e., those figures
were updated. In contrast, the “Tibet’s 39 tribes’ population figures
remain constant at ‘4889’ from AD 1750 to AD 1920; i.e., the
figures were not updated, further reflecting the marginality of
‘Tibet’s 39 tribes’.

5. Yet, the “Tibet’s 39 tribes’ still qualified to be labeled as
‘Qing-Empire people’ (albeit in the ‘Fringe’ category) by the
GQCR. In contrast, the Qing government excluded the people in
TAR from either of the two categories of ‘Qing-Empire people’.

6. ‘Jasaghs’ were (mostly) Mongolian hereditary rulers who
retained all tax revenues collected from and had complete judicial
authority over their subjects; i.e., the Qing Empire’s control over
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them was quite nominal. Yet, the first paragraph of Extract 5 shows
that these Jasaghs’ subjects are also duly accounted for.

Nevertheless, while it is easy to prove that something (e. g,
population record) exists by simply ‘showing’ it, it is logically
much more difficult to prove that something does not exists; i.e.,
the reader can counter thus: ‘It does exist, you just haven’t found
it’. However, using documents approved by the PRC, the following
§ 6 will prove conclusively that the Qing Empire was never able
to obtain Tibet’s official population figures.

§ 6. The Qing Empire Could Not Diplomatically
Request Basic Population Figures from the Tibet
Government

§ 6.1. Four Extracts (Extracts 6 to 9) from the Most
Authoritative Chinese Documents on Tibet’s Population
Figures

The four documents from which Extracts 6 to 9 are obtained are all
well recognized by PRC’s historians as major authoritative sources.
A large literature exists on the origins and status of these four works.

Extract 6.

Source: Anonymous (~1750), Zibet Record ¥ 8, &  Tibet
People’s Press edition 1982, p. 47.

[ QianLong Year 2 [1737 A.D.], compiled and submitted
to LiFanYuan/Colonial Olffice for inclusion into the
Unification Record:

Regions in WeiZang 1.8 [eastern and central TAR]
governed by Dalai [Lamal]... and Prince Polhanai #} £
% &, totaling 121,438 households of ‘common people
B4 .., and 302,560 lamas... Panchen [Lama] governs
13,671 lamas, ... and 6752 households of ‘common people
B
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Note: It is now well recognized that neither the author
nor the year of compilation of 7ibet Record can be reliably
determined. The preface in the earliest printed version of
the book states that it is based on a handwritten manuscript
that surfaced around 1792 in Sichuan Province. The figures
in Extract 6 are summarized in the Row 1 of the Table 9.
The figures in the subsequent Extracts 7 to 9 are similarly
summarized in Rows 2—4 of the Table 9.

Table 9
Summary of the Tibet Population Figures Given in
Excerpts 1 to 4

Year # Under Dalai # Under
of Lama Panchen Lama
Publi-
Row | Document cation Lamas Com- | Lamas | Com-
# (per- mon (per- mon
sons) People | sons) | People
(house- (house-
holds) holds)

1 | Zibet ~1750 | 302,560 | 121,438 | 13,671 6752
Record

2 | Record 1845 | 302,500+ | 121,438 | 13,700+ | 6752
of Holy
Congquests

3 | Qing 1928 | 302,500+ | 121,438 | 13,700+ | 6752
History
Draft
(OHD)

4 | Biogra- 1963, | 302,560 | 121,438 | 13,670 6752
phies of 1984 serfs serfs
Dalai
Lamas
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Extract 7.

Source: Wei YuanZ2 /& (1845), Record of Holy Conquests %
HJL, <Scroll 5, Tibet, Appended Record>, China Press edition
1984, p. 226.

[ Governed by the Dalai Lama are ... 302,500 plus
lamas and 121,438 households of common people.
Governed by the Panchen are ... 13,700 plus lamas and
6752 households of common people. According to registry
compiled by the Lil-anYuan in Qianlong Year 2 [1737]. |

Note: Regarding the last sentence in the Extract 7, no such
registry can be found today; also, there is no governmental record
suggesting that this registry was ever compiled.

Extract-8.

Source: Zhao ErXun # R % (~1928), QHD, <Scroll 525,
Colonial Regions Part 8 ##f « N> China Press edition 1977,
p. 14570.

[ Tibet. Counted the following:

Governed by Dalai [Lama] are ... 302,500 plus lamas
and 121,438 households of common people;

Governed by Panchen [Lama] are ... 313,700 plus lamas
and 6752 households of common people. ]

Note: This is the only place where Tibet’s population is
mentioned in the entire book of QHD. Neither source nor the
year of census is given.

Extract 9.

Note: This is the only supposedly pre-1949 evidence
produced by the PRC on the prevalence of serfs in Tibet’s
‘old society’.

Source: Ya HanZhang 7 3% (1984), Biographies of the Dalai
Lamas 353" %1% People’s Press, p. 31. Note: This book has
a 1963 ‘restricted availability’ edition.
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[ According to what is reported in the Record of Holy
Congquests about the figures submitted in YongZheng Year
11 [1733] by the Fifth Dalai Lama to LiFanYuan, in the
entire Tibet at that time, ... 302,560 lamas belonged to Dalai’s
side, ... 13,670 lamas belonged to Panchen's side.

The total number of serfs R I belonging to the
monasteries were 128,190 households, among them those
serfs KIX that belonged to Panchen's side were 6,752
households.

Assuming 5 persons per household, then the number of
serfs R4 that belonged to the monasteries were about six
hundred and forty thousand plus. ]

Note: According to Extract 9, the number of serfs ‘on
Dalai’s side’ = (128,190-6,752) = 121,438, which is the number
summarized in Row of Table 9.

Explanatory Notes on Extracts 6 to 9.

1. The figures in Table 9 are presented in chronological order
of the approximate publication years of the source documents
(i.e., 1750, 1845, 1920 and 1963). It is obvious that the population
figures given in these four extracts are essentially the same.

2. It is stated explicitly in Extract 6 that the figures
are | compiled and submitted to LiFanYuan/the Colonial Office
for inclusion into the Unification Record ] ; however, neither
the Great Qing Unification Record (GOQUR) nor any other Qing
government documents report these figures (nor any other Tibet
population figures) — this can be verified by doing a computer
search with such databases as Basic Classics and Duxiu. Reminder:
QHD is not a Qing but a ROC-era document.

3. Extract-6’s beginning words [ ... compiled and submitted to
LiFanYuan... ] indicate that its author was purposely nebulous.
Who ‘compiled and submitted’ the figures? If the figures were
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submitted by the Tibetan government, then this constitutes
a strong indication of Tibet’s submission to China, and it is
improbable that this would not have been explicitly stated.
China’s governmental documents contain numerous explicitly-
worded claims on China’s power to incorporate population
records and rolls of various polities, including Vietnam, Nepal
and the Philippines. For example, Scroll 423 of the GOQUR-
JiaQing records the following:

[ SuLu. ... QianLong Year 19, this country pled to have
her population rolls incorporated into Chinas rolls | (note:
the Sulu Sultanate ruled, among others, the Sulu Archipelago
in today’s Philippines).

One would assume that the SuLu visitors were not serious
about whatever they may have expressed; the Qing government
understood this and never actually incorporated Sul.u’s rolls, yet
the event was duly recorded in governmental documents.

4. The last sentence in Extract 7 is: [ According to a registry
compiled by Lil'anYuan in Qianlong Year 2 [1737] ] ; this means
that the LiFanYuan/Colonial Office compiled the figures, which
contradicts indication in the Extract 6 that some other entity
compiled and then submitted the figures to the Colonial Office.
Also, the Colonial Office could not possibly have had the ability
to compile such records in 1737; the reasons are:

(1) various Qing governmental documents record explicitly that,
regarding population figures, the Colonial Office was in charge
of only the Mongolian figures;

(i1) the Colonial Office never had any Tibetan staff members;

(111) 1f the Colonial Office was capable of compiling Tibetan
population figures in 1737, they would have updated these figures
subsequently; hence, Wei Yuan would not have used the 1737
figures when writing about Tibet in 1845.
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5. QHD’s chief editor Zhao ErXun not only was one of most
important officials at the end of the Qing Dynasty, but he was also
one of the most knowledgeable officials in Tibetan matters. In the
QHD team, the person in charge of Tibet-related material was Wu
YanShao % # #3, a leading scholar in Tibet affairs. When they
were appointed by the ROC government in the 1910s/1920s to
compile the QHD, they were familiar with and had access to the
best Chinese records on Tibet. Nevertheless, as shown in Extract
8, they ended up using the same set of figures as Extracts 6 and 7.

6. The QHD adhered to the millennia-old tradition of China’s
official histories by presenting the most recent Qing-dynasty
population figures of genuine China territories in the ‘Geography’
segment. We saw earlier that QHD was mindful of this tradition
in reporting the outdated population figures for the border/fringe
people of ‘Tibet’s 39 tribes’ in the ‘Military’ segment (instead
of the ‘Geography’ segment), reflecting the ‘Tibet’s 39 tribes’
fringe relationship with the Qing Empire as mercenaries. In
contrast, OQHD placed the Tibet population figures in the segment
explicitly labeled ‘Colonies/Fan # . Note: In Qing governmental
documents the same word ‘3 is used consistently to label the
China-Tibet relationship as well as the relationships between
the western colonial powers and their colonies; e.g. India and
Singapore were Britain’s 7%, Algeria and Tunisia were France’s
# . Chapter 3.11 of my book proves in detail that the Qing regime
considered China’s ‘Fan # as equivalent to the ‘colonies’ of the
western colonial powers.

7. One of PRC’s most vocal justifications for ‘unifying’ Tibet is
to liberate Tibet’s serfs, which (according to the PRC) constituted
95% of Tibet’s pre-liberation population. Extract 9 provides the
only supposedly pre-1949 documentation the PRC has been able
to “find’ for proving the prevalence of serfdom. This is achieved by
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changing the term ‘common people’ in Extracts 6 to 8 to ‘serf &
4%, then applying an arbitrarily-set multiplier of *5’. Incidentally,
even with this forgery, it can be shown mathematically that the
resultant serf percentage in Tibet is at most 67%, considerably less
than the ‘95%’ claimed. It must be emphasized that Ya HanZhang
is one of the most prestigious scholars in Tibet affairs in PRC, his
Biographies of the Dalai Lamas was publicly commended by Zhou
EnLai and has been translated into Tibetan, Mongolian, English
& German; his ‘serfdom proof” shown in Extract 9 is widely
cited not only in PRC propaganda pieces but also in international
scholarly works.

8. There is another error in Extract 9. It cites Extract 7 as its
source, but whereas Extract 7 states that the figures were ‘compiled
and submitted (by unspecified entities) to the Colonial Office,” Ya
HanZhang claims in Extract 9 that the figures were submitted by
the 5th Dalai Lama to Colonial Office (thus implying the Dalai
Lama’s submission to China). The year of submission is also
changed from 1737 in Extract 7 to ‘1733’ in Extract 9, which
is obviously a careless fabrication, because the 5th Dalai Lama
died in 1682.

Analyses of Extracts 6 to 9.

1. The same population figures apparently first stated fuzzily in
a mid-1700’s book (Zibet Record) with uncertain authorship and
publication date were presented repeatedly by various authoritative
books (with mutually contradicting statements on their sources)
as the only ‘authoritative’ population figures over a span of more
than 200 years. Even in 1963, when the PRC wanted to forge
figures for its claim on Tibetan serfdom, the best data they could
find to work with is this same set of figures.

2. QHD’s authors Zhao ErXun and Wu YanShao both strongly
advocated for the annexation of Tibet, and obviously wanted very
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much to present Tibet as part of China in the official Qing history;
however, apparently they were also conscious of their moral duty
as scholars-historians compiling a national history record, and
hence hesitated to lie outright. Therefore, recognizing that the
best Tibet population data they could find is quite baseless, they
compromised by inserting the figures in the ‘Colonies’ segment
without stating the source and year for the figures, but also not
explicitly alerting their readers that the figures had no credible
source and year. Alternatively, Zhao and Wu could have adopted
the standard treatment for population figures of genuine China
territories, i.e., insert those figures in the ‘Geography’ segment
of OHD and also state vaguely that the figures were from some
recent internal governmental documents. Since most people at
that time had very limited access to documents and information,
nobody could have questioned their authority, and today this QHD
record would become a powerful piece of supporting evidence
for the POCSA claim.

3. In contrast, by 1963 Ya HanZhang followed the new norms
regarding the falsification of historical records.

4. The above material proves that China strived to appear that
they had at least some knowledge of Tibet’s population figures, but
evidently it could not even obtain them via a diplomatic request
from Tibet rulers.

§ 7. The Late-Qing Regime Explicitly Labeled Tibet as
an Entity They Hoped to Capture as a ‘Colony 74 & 3.

Zhang YinTang 7K % was sent by the Qing regime to Tibet
in 1906 as Imperial Emissary and then as Amban. He is touted by
the PRC as one of the best ambans in history. The implications
of the following extracts from his official reports are obvious:
Tibet was not part of the Qing Empire and was not under Qing’s
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control, but some members of the Qing ruling class wanted to
capture Tibet by emulating how Britain captured India.

Source: Submissions on Tibetan Affairs in the Qing Era, Book
2. Submissions from Zhang Yinlang # X ¥ A n, T MK
% & 3k, <Telegram to the Foreign Ministry on a Preliminary
Proposal to Rule Tibet 2 512} #. % 76 % & 3>, GuangXu Year
33, Month 1, Day 13 (1907.2.25), p. 1328-1330.

[... [We] must capture [Tibet’s] governmental control
as soon as possible ... To capture governmental control,
we must grasp the current window of opportunity during
which Dalai has yet to return, deploy a hundred or so army-
academy graduates, surreptitiously arranged, in order to be
efficient and effective. ... The Tibetan region covers 7000 Li
[Chinese miles] in both directions, its mineral deposits are
unrivaled throughout the five continents. In future it will
definitely be our excellent colony ¥ k i 7y & 445 75 K He.
If managed by the right people, the benefits will double in
10 years, our annual commercial profit will exceed tens of
millions! |

Source: Submissions on Tibetan Affairs in the Qing Lra, Book
2. Submissions from Zhang YinTang, <Submission on the Tibet
Situation and Handling the Aftermaths A& & @& F 1 7 &5 F
H ¥7>, GuangXu Year 33, Month 11 (1907.12), p. 1395-1402.

[ ... Submission on the Tibet situation and actions for
handling the aftermaths, respectfully praying for Your Holy
[Majestic] Attention:

... Tibet is vast but sparsely populated, rich in minerals,
in future it could be exploited as a colony #& B % =T 3t 4
AR ¥, . The Amban in Tibet has never taken care of
[governmental | affairs, and has long been despised by the
Tibetans. He has no military support to suppress/appease,
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and is unable to participate in any government matters. The
British ridicule us for having no sovereignty in Tibet and
for our failure to fulfill the obligations of a ‘master nation;’
we indeed should feel ashamed. ...

As for the likelihood that Tibetan authorities will resist
if we take over their government ..., this official humbly
feels that the Tibetans are poor, weak and stupid; at present
they have no ability to resist. ... Even if there were minor
disturbances, 3000 trained soldiers will be enough to
suppress/placate them. ... The way China governs Tibet
must be like the way Britain governs India... |

§ 8. Instead of Defending Tibet, the Qing Regime
Supported the British Invasion Force in 1904

Background: The British invaded Tibet the second time in
1904; they admit that the battle they had in Guru (inside Tibet)
was a ‘massacre’ of the Tibetans. Extracts 10 and 11 from typical
post-1949 PRC publications give the impression that China was
on the Tibetans’ side. In contrast, Extract 12 is from an official
letter sent by the then Qing Amban (named YouTai) to the British
commander Younghusband who led the massacre; the letter clearly
shows that the Qing regime explicitly supported the British
invasion and applauded the massacre.

Extract 10.

Source: College of Military Sciences ed. (1985), History of
Modern Chinese Wars, Vol 2 ¥ H 14X # 4 & Military Science
Press, pg. 323.

[ There were more than 1400 casualties in the Guru
Battle, but nobody surrendered. This fully demonstrates
the heroic spirit of the Chinese people, who are not afraid
of aggressors and would rather die than bow to bullies. |
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Extract 11.

Source: Hu Yan # % (2004), The Snowy Highland will Never
Forget: A History of Britain’s Invasion of Tibet in 1904 5 3%,
B R 5T 1904 F 3 E 429 G # & China Tibetology
Publisher, p. 53.

[ The beastly actions of the enemies are so angering that
they make our hair stand straight up. 1904.3.31 is a day the
Tibetans will never forget. In history, this is the day British
imperialism created the heaviest debt-of-blood against the
Tibetan people. ]

Extract 12.

Source: Wu FengPei % ¥ 3% ed. (1937), Official
Correspondence between Tibet and India #.FP 13 & BB 4 Series
on Qing-Era Tibet Historical Material 7 /X %% # ¥ #3% F> Vol. 1,
published by ‘National Beijing Academy of Research, Institute of
History Research B £ b-F-4F 5¢fte & 5257 504 p. 59.

[ Amban Youlai to Younghusband: ... GuangXu Year 30
[1904], Month 3, Day 3.

‘I have noted the various aspects stated in the letter from Your
Excellency. The Tibetan military commander did not obey my
prohibitions, and shockingly dared to initiate troubles and resort
to violence in Guru. The glorious might of your great nation
defeated their horde # ix. Although they deserve the sufferings
because they were at fault, this great officer [i.e., ‘I’ must admit
that it is also because [ failed in ‘guiding 7% them ...

Fortunately, Your Fxcellency took pity on their roguery and
ignorance and forgave their past errors. You have released all
the captured soldiers, and have also ordered that the wounded
be medically treated.

You are truly benevolent! You apply both compassion and might
wisely, and bring boundless blessedness and well-being to Tibet 4~
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AL, BBt E. EAamER, AEZR! This great officer
[i.e., ‘I’] can only plan to lead the [Tibetan] Fan-barbarian people
to place flowers and incense on an altar and send you our thankful

prayers from afar 1 & FAH K, #EEHmHT.

§ 9. Conclusion

This paper presented only a small portion of the documentary
evidence provided in my book. This evidence shows that Tibet
was not part of China during the Ming and Qing dynasties.

Clarification: I now live in California, USA, not in Hong Kong.
If T were living in Hong Kong now, I would not have dared to
make this presentation.
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Tibet was never part of China since antiquity»

L e
: #R A N
ok i"ﬂ,yBackgmund,

~" | ,<|Monaolia S

A (ﬁe;):_r 3
3\:_, e <

- Y

s

h=

£ S0
\WuSiZang,
Tibet.

FIGURE 1. Ming Era Comprehensive Map #18 i 28 4 B (—)
from the ‘Historical Atlas of China’ (Vol. 7, p. 40-41).



113

_—l 1t 5— E"’“""" R TTTTTYTTT T
x (3 AN 7]
|k 3 43
S AN | R, NE AP YEVIEY AF 3
2| = FE| A 4= ?ma\—.;;,x. f)n]
€| &5 & =)
3
W
] 0 .,‘
< X
) 2
x SN A v Aa| A B | T x_
= ENPNE) AR RO 3 =
) 43) =2 3}
— nﬁ —
-+ ET -+
S - A & -

FIGURE 2. Pages in the Table of Contents of the
‘SiKuQuanShu w9 & 4 5 Edition of ‘Ming History’ for

Scroll 315.



114

llﬁi\lé.D.O[ e A—Ir*{,""’
g i D ;
?s\i -&;.& %*.%5’3(% [
g% =T || R E| RN == o[-
{7 gﬁog léﬁs& 15_%4::;
éﬁﬁ;ﬁm x|
) 4y 4% * ER l
Z’i x| Bp | & = :
TSEN -
- ﬂlfg FE |k ) Fes)
-\ A =
4 ) ;
|~ N

FIGURE 3. Pages in the Table of Contents of the
‘SiKuQuanShu ¥ & 4 45 Edition of Ming History for
Scroll 331.



115

ﬁlmﬁ R kR E

w ﬁﬁﬁwé ﬁﬁ&%@a%

RO WU.% m.ﬂ /’
i

%%P wRE
s s

FIGURE 4. Image from GMUR’s Table of Contents

on Yunnan Province.



116

T W

%ﬁa e BN alw

B

%ﬁ_ dsiie
| EE %w.%
- %amgﬁ._ |
" #{4R I
R ]
.E@.@ .&ﬁ e e
ok & wRE —

FIGURE 5. Image from GMUR’s Table of Contents

on ‘Foreign Aliens’ listing ‘Tibet? %



117

FIGURE 6. Great Ming Unification Map K ¥l — %2 &
of {Great Ming Unification Record k¥l —%t.&) | 1461 AD.



118

KW B &K

WAl HORR

Kmw e kN el + |
| —ﬂﬂfwun"?.

S e

HRER

SIS

R

ftma&ﬂ
T

SRdiE

RS

=T

TRHR
Eem
| xmem
REERRREE

Tl

T

&R T e+ 1 T T

PR =

NGRS DK L FRIR (- 'O R

EREAN | K ERRGHO KT R

R AL o T
RO |- AR R R R R

" | KOWBHE

IR | W S Y EO W EE

_ R 4 ki

wﬂﬂ.._._“_

HHORH

K

~

V2
g
RN

FIGURE 7. Overall Map of the Empire’s Realm 3R 77,

from {Great Qing Comprehensive Reference,

YongZheng Era K iF4& $#e7E i



119

%

i

51

#

— & |XingXiu

? w Lake

+

N T
Position
is Blank

%

»

+

=

FIGURE 8. Enlarged view of upper left portion of Figure 8,
with English labels added (Italicized words are notes provided
by the author. Non-italicized words are direct translations).



120

j__é:&'\ /@%k H
G i

_.4 A

(Western

BERER S Tibet 5k

FIGURE 9. Complete Map of the Imperial Realm 2 4
from the ‘Great Qing Comprehensive Reference JiaQing
KFR MR IR.



121

_ R e .L.“
_REBRTY | MRREHRE AR
R R R KRN K 4

SR R SR T SRS
SR ROR mmmgﬂﬁmaﬁﬁmﬁa‘
MEE R EERTLE SRR PERET S
s
!%w%@%%%%%mm
%

e 1 G Y g1 T 0N

- — - . e 4 e tree e o

i

Final
Scroll:
Various

Tributary |3
Countries

FIGURE 10. The ‘Western Ocean Countries’

in the Appended Scroll % K from ‘Contemporary

and Historical Geography 4~ X 32 i .



United States House of Representatives
Congressional-Executive Commission on China

“Truth in Testimony” Disclosure Form

In accordance with Rule XI, clause 2(g) of the Rules of the House of Representatives, witnesses
are asked to disclose the following information. Please complete this form and attach it to your
written testimony and it may be made publicly available in electronic format.

1. Date of Hearing:

2. Hearing Title:

3. Your Name:

4. Organization, organizations, or government entity you are representing:

5. Position title:

6. Are you an active registrant under the Foreign Agents Registration Act (FARA)?
Yes No

False Statement Certification:

Knowingly providing material false information to this commission, or knowingly concealing
material information from this commission, is a crime (18 U.S.C. 1001). This form may be made
part of the hearing record.

Witness Signature Date



Witness Biographies

Michael van Walt van Praag, professor of international law and executive
president of Kreddha

Michael van Walt van Praag is a professor of international law and executive
president of Kreddha, an international NGO created to help prevent and resolve vio-
lent intrastate conflicts. He is a Senior Fellow at the Sompong Sucharitkul Center
for Advanced International Legal Studies, Golden Gate University School of Law,
San Francisco, and a member of the International Chittagong Hill Tracts Commis-
sion. He has served as a Senior Research Fellow, Institute for Social Sciences, Uni-
versity of California Davis, as Visiting Professor of Modern International Relations
and International Law, Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton, and as Legal Advi-
sor to the Office of His Holiness the Dalai Lama. He is the author with Miek Boltjes
of Tibet Brief 20/20 and author and editor of Sacred Mandates: Asian International
Relations since Chinggis Khan.

Hon-Shiang Lau, retired chair professor, City University of Hong Kong

Hon-Shiang Lau’s ancestry is Guangdong province, China. He was born and edu-
cated in Singapore. He obtained his bachelor of engineering degree from the Univer-
sity of Singapore in 1969, and a Ph.D. in business administration from the Univer-
sity of North Carolina at Chapel Hill in 1973. He was Full Professor of Business
Administration at Washington State University starting in 1980, Regents Professor
at Oklahoma State University starting in 1987, and Chair Professor of Operations
Management at the City University of Hong Kong starting in 2000. He took early
retirement in 2011 to devote his time to Chinese history. The Chinese-language edi-
tion of his book Tibet Was Never Part of China since Antiquity was published in
2019; its English-language translation will appear soon.

Tenzin N. Tethong, former Representive of His Holiness the Dalai Lama,
New York and Washington, DC

Tenzin N. Tethong is the former Representative of His Holiness the Dalai Lama,
New York and Washington, DC. He served in several roles in the Central Tibetan
Administration based in Dharamsala, India, including as Kalon Tripa (Chief of Cab-
inet) and Kalon of various portfolios such as the Departments of Finance, Home,
and Information & International Relations. He headed the second delegation of Ti-
betans to Tibet and China in 1980. From 1997 to 2011 he was a Distinguished Fel-
low and taught in the Tibetan Studies Initiative at Stanford University. He pre-
viously served as Director of the Tibetan language service at Radio Free Asia and
currently serves as Director of the Tibetan language service at Voice of America. He
is testifying in a personal capacity.

Ellen Bork, contributing editor, American Purpose

Ellen Bork is a contributing editor at American Purpose. She writes about Amer-
ican foreign policy with an emphasis on democracy and human rights. She served
as the senior professional staff member for Asia and the Pacific on the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee and writes frequently about U.S. policy toward Tibet,
Hong Kong, and Taiwan. Her writing has appeared in the Wall Street Journal, The
Dispatch, the Washington Post, and other publications. She graduated from Yale
University and the Georgetown University Law Center.

O

(123)



		Superintendent of Documents
	2023-06-13T10:57:39-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




