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Tibettruth calls upon the 6th World Parliamentarians Convention on Tibet to recognize in 
its deliberations and final conference document, the rightful political aspirations of Tibet's 
people, to acknowledge the reality that Tibetans, in resisting China's tyranny are so doing 
to demand their national independence, Moreover we request Parliamentarians, in their 
individual and collective support for Tibet to review their current support for 'autonomy' as 
a solution for Tibet and to stand in  solidarity with Tibet's brave people, who after over six 
decades of genocidal oppression continue to demand independence from China's illegal 
and vicious rule.

Introduction

One imagines that Parliamentarians, whose political lives have been dedicated to 
democratic values and just representation, no doubt cherish deeply the central obligation 
that a government should reflect the aspirations and rights of its people. That duty takes 
on particularly acute responsibilities, when, through armed aggression, a state finds itself 
under foreign occupation and its people suppressed, requiring a government in exile to be 
established. 

Under those circumstances, as prevailed with France during the Second World War, the 
exiled authority champions its people’s cause for national freedom. No doubt De Gaulle 
observed with humility and pride the resistance and determination of his compatriots to 
oppose occupation and regain French independence.

In 1949 Tibet, a formerly independent nation, that displayed all the characteristics of a 
sovereign country, was invaded by communist China. Since that time it has been under a 
vicious military occupation, its culture eroded and people sorely oppressed by a range of 
violations and draconian policies. 

Despite the tyranny which has been waged against Tibet, the hope for national freedom 
has burned undiminished, as did that aspiration for those in occupied France, Tibetans 
yearn for the re-establishment of their nation’s freedom, and have during the years 
displayed remarkable courage and resolve to resist Chinese occupation and express their 
right to assert the fact that Tibet is an independent nation under illegal occupation.

There is a wealth of testimony, some presented to the United States Congress, the 
European Union, the United Nations  and individual Parliamentarians which records the 
fact that Tibetans share a common aspiration for  their country’s independence. This has 
also been recognized by the Dalai Lama: “I also know that every Tibetan hopes and 
prays for the full restoration of our nation’s independence” (HH The Dalai Lama 
March 10-1994). 



Such hopes and determination have not changed, indeed as witnessed by the widespread 
Uprisings of 2008, and ongoing demonstrations across Tibet, the Tibetan people remain as 
determined as ever to assert their nation’s legitimate right to independence and oppose 
China’s occupation.

This is a central point and one that relates deeply to the democratic principles which 
democratic nations and Parliaments worldwide uphold along with supporting the rights of a 
people suffering foreign occupation and oppression, who have every right to expect their 
government in exile to represent and honour their struggle for national freedom. 

Ignoring Realities

• Presently we have a situation where the political aspirations of Tibetans inside 
Tibet, who constitute the overwhelming majority of Tibetan people, are being 
ignored by their own exiled Administration. Which instead of standing in solidarity 
with the objectives of the resistance to Chinese rule inside Tibet, promotes a 
compromise solution. One, which would in essence, consign Tibetans to a 
dangerous and uncertain fate as another ‘national minority’ of China, with some 
form of supposedly improved autonomy, as formalized under Communist China’s 
national and regional laws. 

• This is not the freedom envisaged or expressed so courageously by Tibetans who 
take to the street to face Chinese bullets, prison and torture.

• In supporting talks between the representatives of the Dalai Lama and China’s 
government it must be asked,  in what way are Parliamentarians  recognizing or 
advocating the legitimate rights of the Tibetan people, or their struggle inside Tibet 
for independence? What's being advocated  would mean the demise of Tibet as an 
international issue and the execution of Tibetan national identity. 

• Moreover Parliamentarians, with an obvious interest and concern for Tibet, are 
supporting such a 'solution'  in full knowledge that inside occupied Tibet, the Tibetan 
people are enduring the most brutal violations and suppression, not for autonomy, 
but to demand their nation’s independence. Given that documented reality is it fair 
to question the position of Parliamentarians as an oversight or marginalization of 
Tibet’s legitimate right to self-determination and independence? What is certain is 
that the wishes of some six million Tibetans do not seem to be represented at 
events such as this distinguished gathering. While their participation, and choice in 
determining the future status of their country, is dismissed on the suspect grounds 
that a compromise solution that accepts communist Chinese rule is the most 
attainable prospect. 

• Yet the Dalai Lama himself, whom the Parliamentarians For Tibet support 
unconditionally, has previously acknowledged: “I have always stated that the central 
issue is that the Tibetan people must ultimately choose their own destiny. It is not 
for the Dalai Lama, and certainly not for the Chinese to make that decision. It 
should ultimately be the wishes of the Tibetan people that should prevail”. (HH The 
Dalai Lama Yale, 1991) 



Reading those words any Parliamentarian would surely welcome the democratic principles 
espoused in that statement  and support the rights of the Tibetan people to determine their 
nation’s future status. In that context the question is raised: In what way does promoting 
the Dalai Lama’s personal ideas, on seeking a solution for his country, honour the 
political aspirations of his people or truly represents their rights?

In that regard it is vital that Europe's Parliamentarians for Tibet take careful note of the fact 
that: the Tibetan people are not an ethnic minority, but as determined by an International 
Lawyers Conference on Tibet in 1993 constitute a people and as such retain the rights to 
self-determination

• “..the Tibetan people satisfied the requirements and are a “people” for international 
law purposes” Paragraph 4.5

• “..three resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly (Nos 1353, 1723 and 
2079) have recognised the status of Tibetans as a “people”. Resolution No. 1723 
expressly refers to the right of the Tibetan people to self-determination” Paragraph 
4.6

• The Conference also concluded that the Tibetan people possessed an “abiding 
desire” for: “The establishment of an independent Tibetan state” Paragraph 4.10

• It was also agreed that: “The Tibetan people are entitled to..the exercise of the right 
to self-determination” Paragraph 4.11

• Chaired by the Honourable Michael Kirby (then Chair of the Executive Committee of 
the International Commission of Jurists) the Conference made a recommendation to 
communist China and the Tibetan Government in Exile to begin negotiations to: 
“..facilitate the exercise of the Tibetan people’s right to self-determination” 
Paragraph 8.9 (Conference of International Lawyers-Self-Determination and 
Independence for Tibet’ London 6th to 10th January 1993)

Given the legitimacy of the Tibetan peoples rights, and in recognizing the collective will of 
Tibetans inside Tibet for their nation’s freedom, as evidenced by the mass protests and 
individual actions across the three regions of Tibet, Parliamentarians should ask 
themselves: why should Tibetans be asked to accept any less than self-
determination and independence? Any individual supportive of Tibet's people would 
request Parliamentarians For Tibet to support the legitimate rights and freedoms of Tibet 
and to endorse negotiations that have as an objective those rights.

The Dangerous Illusion Of Autonomy

The International Network of Parliamentarians on Tibet continues to endorse autonomy 
under Chinese national and regional laws as a solution for the issue of Tibet, a position 
which is at considerable variance with  the political aspirations of Tibetans inside occupied 
Tibet. The honourable Parliamentarians called upon the Toronto G20 economic meeting to 
actively support “the protection and development of the unique Tibetan identity” claiming 
that condition could be realized within the “pre-existing principles on autonomy as defined  
in the Constitution of the People’s Republic of China”.



Yet while the motivations and individual integrity and dedication of Parliamentarians 
support for  Tibet is not in question, many are concerned by the stated  objectives of the 
International Network of Parliamentarians on Tibet, which include the following (in italics):

“Seeks a resolution for Tibet that guarantees genuine autonomy for the Tibetan people  
within the framework of the Constitution of the People’s Republic of China.”

Apart from the inherent difficulties and dangerous ambiguities faced in defining autonomy 
(it is an almost impossible task to secure a conclusive or succinct legal definition) since it 
describes a number of political structure and arrangements. One common and 
somewhat sobering reality, shared by all forms however, is that any ’rights', granted 
to a minority group by the dominant power, are determined by that authority; and 
more worryingly, in terms of guaranteeing and protecting Tibetan culture, can be 
removed by that same power. 

Tibetans will recall that communist China has extended so-called autonomy to Tibet 
previously, at the time of the so-called 17 Point Peace Agreement. Any dubious rights that 
presented were swiftly and unilaterally removed by China. Such is the precarious 
security offered by autonomy. 

The subsequent violence and brutal suppression of five decades of Chinese occupation 
have demonstrated to Tibetans that meaningful autonomy in practice is not possible 
from the communist Chinese government.

The International Network of Parliamentarians on Tibet also assert: “Recognizing that the 
People’s Republic of China has a moral responsibility to address the legitimate grievances  
of the Tibetan people through fair administration of rule of law under international  
standards of justice, respect for freedom of religion and expression, protection of the  
Tibetan people’s right to express their cultural identity and way of life, and implementation  
of genuine autonomy.”

This statement fails to recognize a fundamental and important factor, that Tibetans 
inside Tibet are not opposing Chinese rule as some form of grievance against unfair 
law, economic disparity or religious expression. As revealed by the 2008 uprising, 
and current protests inside occupied Tibet, Tibetans are demonstrating for their 
national independence.

The International Network of Parliamentarians on Tibet have stated that: “Considering the 
experiences of the many autonomous regions around the world, for instance Trentino-
South Tyrol in Italy, which have shown that conflicts can be overcome by respecting the  
fundamental rights of distinct peoples and ethnic and linguistic minorities and enabling  
them to exercise the right to self-government while respecting territorial integrity of the  
state.”

Engineering an autonomous entity from a democratic system applying to Italy is of 
course a somewhat more attainable and realistic objective than establishing such a 
territory within a totalitarian state like communist Chinese Empire. 



Moreover Tibetans should be aware that this model only allows the people of South Tyrol 
control over some of its natural resources, and limited areas of law and administration of 
justice. Are such ‘rights’ what Tibetans inside Tibet are resisting Chinese occupation 
for?

The desire to realize a solution to the suffering of Tibetans, along with what has been the 
marginalization of Tibet’s rightful nationhood, by  promoting autonomy for Tibetans, seems 
to be blinding these Parliamentarians to the political, economic and strategic objectives of 
communist China’s illegal occupation of Tibet. Would Parliamentarians have realistically 
proposed an autonomous region for a Jewish population within Nazi Occupied 
Europe, and expressed a similar confidence in terms of protecting rights, culture 
and political autonomy?

In the unlikely event that Beijing accepted the exiled Tibetan Administration's troubling 
proposals, with its willingness to submit to Chinese rule and autonomy under China’s 
national and regional laws on autonomy, Tibetan national identity would be eradicated. 
Thankfully, in terms of securing Tibet’s national and political freedom, a home rule 
‘solution’ would never be tolerated by communist China. Even though such an 
arrangement, would in practice, leave all major economic political and security powers in 
the hands of Beijing. 

However, rights extended to so-called minorities are ultimately controlled by the ruling 
state, and within international understanding, limited to the more individualist based issue 
of human rights. 

Such a development would mean that Tibet would no longer be an international 
issue and so considered by the world community very much as an internal matter of 
the communist Chinese state.

In its effort to extend support the International Network of Parliamentarians on Tibet has 
also stated: “Support for substantive negotiations between the Chinese government and  
the representatives of the Dalai Lama toward a meaningful resolution of the Tibet issue,  
with the Memorandum on Genuine Autonomy as a realistic and constructive basis for such  
negotiations.”

What Parliamentarians are overlooking is that this memorandum, which effectively 
proposes complete submission to Chinese rule, has not in any genuinely democratic or 
politically accountable fashion, received the formalized consent of the Tibetan people. 
Furthermore, how constructive will it be for a future Tibet to accept an 'autonomy' as 
dictated and determined Chinese law? Equally troubling are the dangerously oblique and 
ambiguous elements of this proposal, which leave open an opportunity to agree a so-
called ‘single Tibetan Autonomous Region’ that may not include the traditional regions of 
Kham and Amdo. This would leave many Tibetans to an uncertain future under China's 
bloody maw, without even the superficial protection afforded to Tibetans 'enjoying' the 
autonomy proposed by the Memorandum. 
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