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M. Akester has written a distorted, inaccurate and academically dishonest review of my book ‘The History of Tibet, Volume Two, 1951-1955. Reviewers are entitled to their opinions, but not to misrepresent the work they are reviewing. So while I welcome criticism as an essential part of academic discourse, this review attempts to discredit my scholarship not by the weight of evidence or the incisiveness of argument, but by the use of untrue assertions, imputations, innuendo and deceptive language.  
The review’s main assertion is that “Volume Two” is a pro-Chinese narrative that celebrates the Chinese occupation of Tibet and argues that the incorporation of Tibet into the People’s Republic of China was desirable and that Tibet was really liberated not invaded. He wrote
Most of the published accounts of this period so far are, perhaps unsurprisingly, concerned with making a case, either in justification or condemnation of the Chinese Communist occupation of Tibet, and Goldstein’s work is no exception. … Volume 2 advances the thesis that the incorporation of Tibet into the People’s Republic of China after 1950 was not only inevitable but was a desirable process of long overdue reform, given the enlightened and liberal “Nationality” policy favored by the Communist leadership at that time. Goldstein therefore accepts the Communists’ central claim that Tibet was “liberated” (rather than invaded) by the Red Army,  and indeed uses the term normatively on several occasions in the text (for example 55, 88, 246, 271). … [and] celebrates their finest hour. 

That is patently ridiculous. Rather than support or justify either side’s views, the book presents both side’s views carefully and fairly.  Given this, it is not surprising that Akester did not present a single example where the book praised, celebrated or justified the Chinese take-over of Tibet. Instead, what he cites as evidence are 4 page numbers, saying only that on these pages the term liberation is used “normatively.”  Let us take page 88 as an example of this so-called evidence. While commenting on the Tibetan government, it said: “However, the apparent willingness to negotiate was deceptive. In reality, Tibet’s leaders were still not ready for peaceful liberation. The United Nations remained their hope, and they had actually sent a new appeal to Shakabpa for transmission to Lake Success.”  These sentences obviously convey only that Tibetans were not ready to accept Mao’s offer of peaceful liberation because they still felt they had other options—not my justification of Mao’s policy or my acceptance that he was really liberating not invading. 
Moreover, in other sections of the book where Mao’s strategies were being introduced or summed up, the book makes it abundantly clear that liberation is Mao’s view, not mine, by placing these terms in quotation marks. For example, in the first chapter the book says:
Consequently, “peaceful liberation” for Tibet was the strategy Mao pursued.” (p. 25). 

And in the Conclusion it says: 

In Tibet, however, Mao opted not to place “liberating the serfs,” as an immediate priority.  (p. 541)  …

The first step in this strategy was to secure the “peaceful liberation” of Tibet.  (p. 542). 

In addition, there are the numerous examples in the book where the Tibetans’ view that this was an invasion and occupation are explicitly conveyed.  For example, in Chapter One: 

On 27 May 1951 …[the Dalai Lama] was living in Yadong …where he and his leading officials had moved a few months earlier so that they could easily cross over into India if the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) were to invade Central Tibet.” (19, italics mine)
However, since Tibet considered itself independent and did not want to be part of a communist Chinese state, achieving a peaceful liberation was not going to be easy, and to overcome this difficulty Mao, pragmatically articulated a dual “carrot and stick” strategy. China would, on the one hand, offer the Dalai Lama very attractive terms to return to the “motherland,” and on the other hand, simultaneously threaten a full-scale military invasion if he did not. (page 25, italics mine). 
Again, in the Conclusion (pp. 541-549) (which I have made available in full on the website of the Center for Research on Tibet at http://www.case.edu/affil/tibet/tibetanSociety/documents/Chapter_22_-_Conclusions.pdf):
The Tibetan side, however, had no common voice and no clear strategy for dealing with their new status as part of the People’s Republic of China.  Within months of signing the 17-Point Agreement, thousands of Chinese troops and officials entered Lhasa, and though virtually all of the elite saw the PLA as an army of occupation not liberation, the Tibetan government had to decide how it would deal with the Chinese troops/cadre and with the 17-Point Agreement which had set out general guidelines for what Tibet could be as part of China.  …
In contrast to the Chinese, however, the Tibetan side developed no single strategy. The two highest offices in the Tibetan government, the Sitsab and Kashag, did not cooperate and utilized very different strategies and tactics.  From the start, the two Sitsab were hostile and confrontational, trying not to cooperate on anything the Chinese proposed. They were angry at the Chinese occupation of Tibet and incensed by what in their view was the communists’ hypocritical rhetoric about being “new” Chinese coming to help Tibet when they had just launched an invasion of Chamdo while Tibet was discussing the start of peaceful negotiations. …

The Sitsabs’ understandable anger, but counter-productive behavior, encouraged opposition and led to the emergence for the first time in Tibetan history of a non-elite political organization that called itself the “People’s Association.” And in turn, this led to increased unrest on the streets of Lhasa.   As a result of this, the situation quickly deteriorated in Lhasa and by March 1952, the city teetered on the edge of violence.

The Kashag, by contrast, had a different and pragmatic approach. They too were angry about what they saw as the Chinese occupation of their country, and they feared what the communists would do to Tibet’s religious and political institutions in the long run, but having lost the war, they felt the best strategy was to take the 17-Point Agreement at face value and strive to develop cooperative and cordial relations with the Chinese based on its guidelines. Their strategy was to try to make the Agreement work for Tibet’s interests and welfare. (pp. 544-546, italics mine) 
And when discussing Jenkhentsisum, the exile anti-Chinese group that formed in India led in part by the Dalai Lama’s brother Gyalo Thondup, I wrote:
While the Dalai Lama was in China, a secret anti-Chinese resistance group emerged in India independent of the Tibetan government. Headed by his own older brother Gyalo Thondup and two other government officials, Shakabpa and Lobsang Gyentsen, Jenkhentsisum, as it was known, sought support from India and the United States and in the second half of 1955, came to be linked with the anti-Chinese Namseling clique in Lhasa and the Dalai Lama’s Lord Chamberlain Phala. It would become an important force opposed to the Chinese occupation of Tibet and to compromising solutions with China. (pp.  548-49, italics mine).
Finally, I should also mention that Chapter 18 of Volume One is titled: “The People’s Liberation Army Invades” (p. 638).  
Consequently, Akester’s representations of my work are clearly false. They proceed not from fact, but from crude assertion and imputation. 
Let me now turn to Akester’s equally biased and incorrect criticism of my presentation of the social system extant in Tibet in 1951.  Here Akester stated that the introduction to the book,  “revisits the vilification of the “old society” familiar from Goldstein’s earlier work”  and goes on to charge that I have employed “curious anecdotal material to infer that pre-Communist society was pathologically backward, cruel, superstitious, and depraved.” That is also totally incorrect.

Akester’s documentation of my use of “curious anecdotal material,” refers to a section of the book that briefly discussed the failed attempt of the Tibetan government to open a modern school in Lhasa in 1946. That discussion, however, infers nothing of what Akester asserts. It states only the facts of what happened in the context of showing that there were powerful forces in Tibet who were opposed to modernization and development in the areas of education and the military.  Akester describes my discussion as follows: 
At one point, the reader is informed that an attempt to open a government-run English school in Lhasa in 1946 “was stopped by the Three Big Monasteries, whose fighting dobdo monks threatened to kidnap and rape the boy students” (51).  Goldstein does not actually suggest that such attitudes were at all representative of Tibetan society at large, but neither is he shy of flirting with the grotesque distortions of Chinese Communist propaganda in encouraging the reader to envisage the “old society” as a repugnant anachronism crying out for secular, modern reform.(italics mine)
Tibetan accounts often point out that the tutors employed by noble families taught  the children of the servants alongside the children of the master, whereas the children of “class enemies” were excluded from schooling altogether, such as it was, during fifteen years or more of Maoist rule. One could go on, but in short, to condemn the backwardness of Old Tibet and the foolish intransigence of members of the elite is one thing, but to present this as a justification for the Communist “liberation” is quite another. (italics mine) 

Akester’s assertions here are absurd.  First, it should be remembered that this incident occurred because the Tibetan government itself felt that Tibet had to modernize and provide some of its citizens with a modern education.  Akester apparently thinks that aristocrats allowing some of their servants to attend private schools in Lhasa together with their own children was satisfactory—but the Tibetan government did not!  It wanted more for its country.  The issue here was not the Chinese government’s view of the Tibetan traditional society, but the Tibetan government’s own view of the lack of a modern education system extant then.  Moreover, note that Akester has to resort to asserting that the book infers that pre-Communist society was pathologically backward, cruel, superstitious, and depraved because it says nothing at all like this in it’s 600 pages. Let me illustrate how unfounded his accusation is by presenting what I actually wrote about the 1946 school incident: 
The loss of Tibet’s large Chamdo army and the presumed capture of the governor-general (Ngabö) with all the Lhasa officials serving under him had the effect the Chinese had hoped for: it demoralized Lhasa. Although several Tibetan regiments were still intact between Chamdo and Lhasa, these were poorly trained and led and, inexplicably, had no contingency plan for opposing the Chinese by beginning guerrilla warfare against the PLA’s supply lines. Nor did they immediately begin to devise such a plan. Over the past three decades, conservative views had dominated in Lhasa, and Tibet had consciously chosen to deemphasize its military and refrain from modernizing. 

As late as 1946, for example, an attempt by the government to hire an English principal and open a government-run English school in Lhasa was stopped by the Big Three Monasteries, whose fighting dobdo monks threatened to kidnap and rape the boy students and physically attack the teachers.  An official’s recollection of the government’s talks with monastic leaders over this illuminates how entrenched the opposition to change was in the monastic segment at that time.

About thirty-five monk and lay officials attended that school. The idea was that when these students were ready, they would be sent abroad [for further studies]. . . . [However] After a while, the monks came and said, “Why have you started such a school?” The teachers became afraid for their lives. . . . The Big Three monasteries wanted the school completely closed. They were powerful and refused to listen to us at all. At the meetings [with the Revenue Office] we told them, “You have to look at the world as it is now. The world is changing and you have to change. You are just wearing your robe on your head and holding your eating bowl in your hand. You shouldn't act like this. Look to the future; this school will not harm religion and politics. If you don't allow the school, you won't be able to stand on your own.” But they insisted and wouldn't listen. They would talk always about the deities and the lamas. We had meetings and tried to convince them, but they refused and the school was closed. Had it been left open, it would have been excellent. 
And although the Tibetan government took note of the increasing Chinese threat in 1947–49 and started to increase the size of its army and buy new weapons from India, it was too late to raise and train an effective army. Tibet now was paying the price for its conservative short-sightedness. By preventing the emergence of a well-educated and professionally led army, Tibetans now found their country defended by “generals,” who were simply regular aristocratic officials assigned to their military positions with no special training and without regard to the appropriateness of their personality for warfare.  (pages  51-52)

There is, of course, nothing in this section to document the reviewer’s assertion that this infers that “pre-Communist society was pathologically backward, cruel, superstitious, and depraved.”  To present this as evidence for his wild assertion is pathetic. 
Finally, nowhere in this book or in my previous books and articles have I “vilified” the Tibetan traditional social system in the sense of making malicious and abusive statements about it, which is what “vilify” means. Although I consider the traditional manorial system an exploitive and oppressive system much as I do the manorial system in Europe, everything I have written about the traditional Tibetan society was an accurate and balanced academic analysis bereft of hyperbole. There is NO vilification!  Let me document this by citing what I actually wrote in the Introduction to Volume Two. 
The Estate System

The defining feature of the Tibetan estate system was that the peasants did not have the right to relinquish their land and seek their fortunes elsewhere. They were not free; they belonged to their estate hereditarily, and if they ran away, the lord had the right to pursue and forcibly return them to the estate.…  If an estate changed hands as sometimes happened, its bound peasants remained with the land and became the subjects of the new lord. … In essence, therefore, virtually the entire Tibetan peasantry was hereditarily tied to estates/lords either directly or through “human lease” status.
Monks and nuns, however, were partly an exception to this. Peasants seeking to become monks or nuns required the permission of their lord. This was invariably granted, and so long as the person remained in the monastic order, he/she had no obligations to the estate/lord. …

The Tibetan political economy, therefore, not only provided elites with productive resources but critically guaranteed them a “captive” labor force. From the lords’ vantage point, this was an extremely efficient system that required miniscule expenditures of their money or time. Lords did not have to compete for workers in a labor market, nor did they have to worry about the feeding, clothing, and housing of the workers as in a slavery system. The lord, whether an incarnate lama, a monastery, an aristocrat, or the government itself, needed only to supply a manager or steward to organize the hereditarily bound labor force on its estate. It is this feature of Tibet’s traditional society that has led many, including myself, to classify it as a variant of European manorialism and to refer to these peasants as serfs. I will use this term in the subsequent chapters rather than repeatedly using bound peasants or Tibetan terms such as miser, treba, düjung, and nangsen.

Despite this structural rigidity, rural life at the ground level was simultaneously characterized by considerable flexibility. Lords were concerned exclusively with their estate’s economic output—with transforming their land into economically valuable products. Beyond extracting the full measure of corvée labor and fees from their serfs, they were unconcerned with exercising control over the other aspects of their lives. How a peasant spent his or her time outside corvée labor was of no concern to them. And since the tax obligations actually fell on the household rather than on its individuals, household members were free to do as they wished, including travel to other areas, for example, on a pilgrimage or for a visit to relatives, so long as the household fulfilled its corvée obligations. Being bound to an estate and lord, therefore, meant subjects were not free to relinquish their corvée labor obligations unilaterally by returning their land to the lord, but in another sense, peasant households retained substantial individual freedom of day-to-day action, so long as all the obligations owed to the estate were performed when the lord demanded it.

Finally, the fact that virtually the entire peasantry was hereditarily bound to an estate and lord did not mean that the peasantry was homogeneous in terms of standard of living and status. First, government-owned estates differed significantly from aristocratic- and monastic-owned estates in that they generally had only tenement land; that is, all of a government-owned estate’s land was divided among the peasants, who in turn had heavy obligations not only in labor but also in kind. Second, significant differences existed within the general category of serf, which included (1) the subcategory “taxpayers,” who held land from their estate and had heavy obligations, (2) the subcategory called düjung, who were tied to estates but did not possess taxable arable land and therefore had fewer obligations to the estate, and (3) the subcategory of hereditary servants of the lord, called nangsen. Consequently, being a serf—a bound peasant—did not necessarily mean poverty. Many taxpayer families were actually wealthy and had their own servants. … (the entire section on ‘The Estate System” can be found at URL = http://www.case.edu/affil/tibet/tibetanSociety/documents/The_Estate_System.pdf )

As you can see, this section discussed the traditional system without use of the derogatory language Akestar deceptively imputes I use. Rather, it factually explained the basic nature of that system just as a historian of European manorialsm/serfdom would do for France, i.e., that it was a system in which peasants were hereditarily bound to estates and were required to provide corvée to the lord of the estate.  
On the other hand, there is clearly a controversy about whether it is appropriate to categorize that system as an example of the cross-cultural concept “serfdom.” Regarding this, it is curious that the review fails to mention a lengthy academic debate I had (via a series of rejoinders and re-rejoinders) some years ago with the late Professor Beatrice Miller in The Tibet Journal in which the cross-cultural applicability of the concept “serf” for Tibet was argued in detail.  That exchange presents my view that it is applicable, just as it is applicable in anthropology to use the concept “caste” for the situation in the U.S. south in the early part of the 20th century, and her view against its applicability.  I recommend you read this exchange to see how a controversial Tibetan issue like this was debated without resort to distortion and misrepresentation. [See: http://www.cwru.edu/affil/tibet/tibetanSociety/social.htm ].  

Moreover, Akester’s assertion that my discussion follows the Chinese government’s view of the traditional social system is simply nonsense.  Throughout the four decades I have been writing about the traditional society, I have written about the flexibility and economic mobility that existed within the otherwise rigid system of hereditarily bound peasants/serfs.  My study of this topic started in 1965 as dissertation research intended not to support Chinese communist propaganda as Akester suggests, but rather to assess academically what the old society was like while there was still time to interview large numbers of Tibetans who had come to India from Tibet only a few years earlier from the same village.  Based on two years of fieldwork in the Tibetan refugee settlement at Bylekuppe India, I concluded that the traditional Tibetan social system was a variant of “serfdom,” and reported in detail the various sub-statuses and nuances of that system, illustrating clearly both its flexibility and rigidity. This nuanced analysis of the traditional Tibet social system continued in my later writings and bears absolutely no resemblance to the hyperbolic discussion of that system by the Chinese government which does, to be sure, vilify it.  [See the full 1968 dissertation at: http://www.cwru.edu/affil/tibet/booksAndPapers/Goldstein-Dissertation.pdf]. 

Akester’s review also presents a series of other distorted and incorrect assertions about my views on Ngabö, Tasktse Rimpoche, Phuntso Wangye, etc., that space does not permit me to answer point by point, but they are all of the same ilk as those I have just rebutted.  For example, Akester wrote: 
Part three of the book begins a narrative of events from the summer of 1952 onwards with the self-satisfied observation that “The dire predictions of the Chinese destroying religious and social institutions had not transpired, and....life was continuing just as it had before the PLA arrived” (399)  
Here again we see Akester using the presupposition fallacy by using “self-satisfied” to try to mislead the reader to believe the following sentence I wrote implies something it does not. Let me cite the full paragraph in which it appears to illustrate that this was part of a straight-forward analysis of the changed situation after the two Sitsab were forced to withdraw from office in mid 1952.
With the Kashag now in charge on the Tibetan side and Mao directly controlling and moderating operational decisions in Tibet on the Chinese side, a new era of cordiality and cooperation began. The dire predictions of the Chinese destroying religious and social institutions had not transpired, and with the exception of the inflation fiasco, by and large life was continuing just as it had before the PLA arrived.  The Chinese were respectful of Tibetan customs and institutions and were not trying to incite class hatred among the masses. And critically, Mao Zedong had ordered the Tibet Work Committee not to pursue the contentious issues of creating a Military and Administrative Committee and of merging the Tibetan army into the PLA. The future for Tibet, therefore, looked somewhat more promising than it had just a few months before. For much of the elite, there was a feeling of cautious optimism; a feeling that perhaps their way of life indeed could continue without drastic upheaval. And for those in the elite who had for years wanted Tibet to be a modern country, these were exciting times when new ideas and activities abounded. For them, the coming of the Chinese had created an opportunity to break the old mold. With the sitsab gone, both sides now moved cautiously forward to create new institutions and organizations in Tibet. One of the first of these new ventures was the opening of Tibet’s first modern primary school in Lhasa. (p. 399)

There is, of course, NOTHING in that sentence/paragraph that conveys whether I was/am happy (or unhappy) about this, let alone that documents that I was “self satisfied” or gloating about it.  This kind of crude and deliberate smear tactic at best belongs in the political arena, and has no place in academic scholarship.
 
Finally, let me end by addressing what the reviewer astonishingly calls the main shortcoming of the book: 

For this reviewer, the main shortcoming of Professor Goldstein’s analysis is its rather ideological adherence to the modern official Chinese definition of “Tibet” as the area of the present “Tibet Autonomous Region.” 
Again that is ridiculous. My delimitation of the boundary of Tibet for this book has nothing to do with “ideology”—it is entirely based on historical reality!  Everyone extant in 1950 knew that eastern Kham and Amdo were NOT part of the polity ruled by the Dalai Lama. The Tibetan government, the Khambas, and the Chinese governments of Chiang Kaishek and the CCP all knew that the eastern border of Tibet was the Upper Yangtse River (the Drichu).  Of course, this does not mean that the Tibetan government did not want to reassert control over the ethnic Tibetans areas east of the Drichu that had been lost in the past, mostly hundreds of years earlier during the heyday of the Qing Dynasty in the early 18th century, for it clearly did.  But factually these were not part of the polity Tibet then. 
Moreover, I assume Akester knows that I have written in detail about the history of this issue in a 1994 article.
 since it was published in a well known book on modern Tibet, yet surprisingly, he still insists on misleading readers by imputing that I am following the Chinese government’s views not my own careful analysis of the history of that area. Let me, therefore, cite a portion of my 1994 article:
 
Hugh Richardson, the well-known British diplomat and historian, for practical purposes differentiated the Tibetan world into two categories. Following the work of Sir Charles Bell, he used the term ‘political’ Tibet for the polity ruled by the Dalai Lamas, and the term ‘ethnographic’ Tibet for other areas such as Amdo and Kham which were outside that state. He explained his rationale as follows:

In ‘political’ Tibet the Tibetan government have ruled continuously from the earliest times down to 1951. The region beyond that to the north and east [Amdo and Kham]… is its ‘ethnographic’ extension which people of Tibetan race once inhabited exclusively and where they are still in the majority. In that wider area, ‘political’ Tibet exercised jurisdiction only in certain places and at irregular intervals; for the most part, local lay or monastic chiefs were in control of districts of varying size. From the 18th century onwards the region was subject to sporadic Chinese infiltration. But in whatever hands actual authority might lie, the religious influence of Lhasa was a long-standing and all-pervasive force and large donations of money and valuable goods were annually sent to the Dalai Lama… In the text that follows Tibet means ‘political’ Tibet except where otherwise stated…. (Richardson, pp. 1-2; emphasis added.)
… Consequently, the increasingly common claim that Tibet was invaded by the Chinese Communist in 1949 is also incorrect. This, to be sure, is the time when Amdo and Eastern Kham were conquered by the PLA; but as elaborated above, Amdo and Eastern Kham were not part of the Tibetan state at that time. 
 

This, moreover, is not simply the view of a Western historian in the 1990s. It was also the view of the Tibetan Government in 1949, which did not consider the Chinese Communist conquest of China (including Amdo and much of Kham) as an invasion of its territory. As a result, in 1949 it neither sent its troops to defend these areas nor issued any protests, appeals or charges that its territory had been invaded. On the other hand, when the PLA crossed the Upper Yangtse River in October 1950, the armies under the command of Ngabö (Ngapo), the Tibetan Governor-General, at once engaged the Chinese forces in battle. On November 7, 1950, the Lhasa Government issued an emotional plea for help to the United Nations protesting against the invasion of its territory:
While these negotiations were proceeding in Delhi [that is, negotiations between representatives of the Tibetan Government and the Chinese Communists], Chinese troops, without warning or provocation, crossed the Dre Chu River [the Upper Yangtse River], which has for long been the boundary into Tibetan territory, at a number of places on 7th October, 1950. In quick succession places of strategic importance…fell to the Chinese…The armed invasion of Tibet for the incorporation of Tibet within the fold of Chinese communism through sheer physical force is a clear case of aggression [emphasis added]. [FO371/84454, telegram from the United Kingdom’s U.N. delegation to the British Foreign Office, dated 14 November 1950.]
The Tibetan Government’s understanding and use of the term ‘Tibet’ in 1949-50, therefore, was identical with that of Richardson in that it did not include the ethnic areas not under its control. The Tibetan Government, to be sure, did not relinquish its claims to these areas, but there was no question of where the authority of its state ended.

Note that here again I repeatedly used the terms conquered/invaded, not liberated.   

The reviewer, therefore, seems to have a problem differentiating what he would like history to be from what it is actually was, just as he has a problem differentiating what I have actually written and believe, from a totally invented version of what he wants people to think I mean and believe. As always in cases like this, my best advice to readers is to READ my history for yourself. You will find not a celebration or justification of the Chinese takeover of Tibet, but a detailed and accurate representation of a very complex history presented with the same impartiality as I would were I writing about the Napoleonic Wars.
In closing, let me reiterate what I have said in prefaces to books I have authored over the past two decades, namely, that my aim has been to write a series of balanced histories of modern Tibet that explicate the points of view of all the players as they saw them in all their complexity.  In these books I have tried to challenge the simplistic, naïve and misleading black-and-white representations of Tibetan history—of tsamba eaters versus rice eaters— (of which this review is a sad example) with a more balanced and academically rigorous approach. There are many areas in Tibetan history and society about which scholars can genuinely disagree and debate, and I welcome this, but the type of “critique-by-smear-and-innuendo” that characterizes this review has no place in the academy and especially not in the referred journal of the International Association of Tibetan Studies. 
�  M. C. Goldstein. “Change, Conflict and Continuity among a community of nomadic pastoralists—A Case Study from western Tibet, 1950-1990.” In Resistance and Reform in Tibet, eds. Barnett and Akiner. London: Hurst & Co., 1994.





� The complete section of the article dealing with this history is posted on my website at:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.cwru.edu/affil/tibet/tibetanSociety/documents/" �http://www.cwru.edu/affil/tibet/tibetanSociety/documents/� What_is _Tibet_NEW.doc.  
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