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PART ONE
Searching for a New Tibetan Policy
1904 to 1906



A.L.1963

1 Tibet in relation to the rest of Asia



I
INTRODUCTORY

g e o

IN the years between 1904 and 1914 the fate of Tibet was
decided. The Younghusband Mission to Lhasa of 1904,
perhaps the best-known episode in the history of British relations
with Chinese Central Asia, resulted neither in an Indian pro-
tectorate to the north of the Himalayas nor in an independent
Tibetan state.! The British entry into Lhasa, that mysterious
city on the ‘roof of the world’ which had been the unattained
goal of so many nineteenth-century explorers, has often been
described as if it marked the conclusion of a chapter in British
imperial history: in fact, it created more problems than it
solved. It shattered the power of the Dalai Lama without
deciding the international status of his country. It produced no
geographical definitions and it delimited no boundaries. Far
from eliminating Tibet as an area of anxiety for the makers of
Indian foreign policy, the Younghusband Mission ushered in a
decade of Anglo-Chinese and Anglo-Russian discussion over the
nature of the Government in Lhasa and the kind of relations
which the British might have with the authorities there. These
discussions culminated in the Simla Conference of 1913-14
when, on the eve of the First World War, Chinese, Tibetan and
British representatives endeavoured to arrive at a common
interpretation of the political and geographical meaning of the
term Tibet.

Had the Simla Conference achieved what the Indian
Government hoped it would, Tibet would have received a

! The Younghusband Mission has been described in detail in P. Fleming,

Bayonets to Lhasa, London, 1961 ; E. Candler, The Unveiling of Lhasa, London,

1905; P. Landon, Lhasa, London, 1905; L. A. Waddell, Lhasa and its
Mpysteries, London, 1905,

3



SEARCHING FOR A NEW TIBETAN POLICY 1904 TO 1906

significant measure of international recognition as a State with
autonomy in its internal affairs and a considerable degree of
control over its foreign relations. It would have been, it is true,
under Chinese ‘suzerainty’; but in practice this would have been
a limitation of Tibetan independence of very little consequence.
In the event, however, the Simla Conference failed. The
Chinese refused to sign the text of the agreement which it
produced, the Simla Convention. The British, indeed, acquired
a neighbour which was for the moment free of Chinese control;
but this was the result of circumstances rather than treaty, and
there was no guarantee that the Chinese would be permanently
excluded from Tibet. The main British gain from the Simla
Conference was the delimitation of the McMahon Line, the
boundary along the crest of the Assam Himalayas from Bhutan
to Burma, by means of an exchange of Anglo-Tibetan notes.
The McMahon Line, therefore, can from the British point of
view be taken as a symbol of these ten years which followed
the British evacuation of the Tibetan capital in September
1904.

The object of this book is to examine how the McMahon
Line evolved from the situation created by the Younghusband
Mission. It is a story which develops in two stages. First; from
1904 until 1911 the Chinese dominated Tibet, filling the power
vacuum which Younghusband had left behind him. Second; in
early 1912 the Chinese Revolution brought about a Chinese
collapse in Lhasa, creating a new power vacuum which the
Indian Government endeavoured as best it could to exploit, in
the process obtaining the McMahon Line boundary. The
Chinese, however, never regarded their defeat after 1912 as being
in any way final. They made it clear that one day they would
again be as powerful in Tibet as they had beenin 1910-11. In the
1950s they finally attained their goal. A result was the deteriora-
tion in Sino-Indian relations which has now become one of the
dominant factors in Asian diplomacy. The Himalayan boundary
crises of the 1950s and 1960s can in a very real sense be seen as
a consequence of the failure of the Indian Government to dis-
cover a truly lasting solution of the Tibetan problem between
1904 and 1914. An appreciation of the lessons of that decade
can illuminate the dilemma which today faces the Ministry of
External Affairs in New Delhi. Had the late Mr. Nehru and

4



INTRODUCTORY

his advisers been in possession of a more accurate picture of
what resulted from the Younghusband Mission, they might
well have dealt rather differently with the Communist China
which became an Indian neighbour in 1950. Perhaps it is still
not to late too learn from past British experience.

The Younghusband Mission to Lhasa of 19o4 took place
because Lord Curzon, the Viceroy of India, was convinced
that Tibet had become a field of play for the ‘Great Game’, the
competition between Britain and Russia which so dominated
Indian foreign policy during the nineteenth century. Until 1899
Tibet had managed to escape the consequences of that rivalry
between the two Powers which had brought such turbulence,
for example, to Afghan history. The British were interested in
Tibet as a possible market for Indian and British goods, as a
potential trade route from British territory to the Chinese
interior, and as a source of gold and wool. They understood
that Tibetan influence was of appreciable importance in the
politics of the Himalayan States, Nepal, Bhutan and Sikkim;
and they considered that the maintenance of a tranquil
Northern Frontier would certainly be facilitated by the estab-
lishment of regular Anglo-Tibetan diplomatic relations. There
can be little doubt, however, that in themselves neither the
commercial nor the diplomatic advantages of British contact
with the Tibetan authorities could possibly have justified any-
thing as drastic as the Younghusband Mission.2

British relations with Tibet in the nineteenth century were
much complicated by the belief that the Dalai Lama’s Govern-
ment was subordinate to the Chinese Emperor, and that any
British overtures to the Tibetans would require prior Chinese
approval. The Indian Government, which was not always
impressed by the realities of Chinese rule in Central Asia, from
time to time proposed that it should conduct a Tibetan policy
which did not involve any measure of Chinese participation ; but
it was unable to win the approval of the Home Government
for this step in the face of opposition from the Foreign Office.

2 The history of British relations with Tibet from the eighteenth century
to the Younghusband Mission has been related in considerable detail in
my Britain and Chinese Central Asia: the road to Lhasa 1767 to 1905, which was
published in 1960 and to which this present work must to some extent be
regarded as a sequel. This book is hereafter referred to as BCCA.
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SEARCHING FOR A NEW TIBETAN POLICY 1904 TO 1906

British diplomatic representatives in China, while under few
illusions concerning Chinese strength, yet appreciated the great
importance which the Manchu Dynasty attached to the symbols
of Tibetan and Mongol sovereignty; and they felt that to dis-
regard Chinese feelings over Tibet would probably produce
greater damage to British interests in China than could ever be
compensated for by an increase in the value of the Indo-
Tibetan trade.

In 1876, by the Separate Article of the Chefoo Convention,
the British Minister in Peking, Sir Thomas Wade, persuaded
the Chinese to agree in principle that the British should be
allowed to send a commercial mission to Lhasa. The Chinese,
in 1876, were in no position to refuse; but their acceptance was
so worded as to make the despatch of the mission conditional
upon the Tibetan political situation as interpreted by the Chinese
Resident, or Amban, at Lhasa. In 1886, when the British
mission authorised in 1876 was finally assembled, the Chinese
had no difficulty in demonstrating that the Tibetans would not
welcome it; indeed, that they would actively oppose its passage
through their territory. The mission, which had been placed
under the command of Colman Macaulay, was accordingly
abandoned. In return for postponing their Tibetan scheme the
British were compensated with Chinese recognition of the
British annexation of Upper Burma, a region which the Man-
chus had long considered as falling within the sphere of their
tributary states. This transaction was formalised in the Anglo-
Chinese Convention of 24 July 1886, in which the British tacitly
agreed that in the future they would only establish diplomatic
relations with the Tibetans through the mediation of the
Chinese.

By 1886, however, the Tibetans had become extremely
reluctant to accept the Chinese right to dictate their foreign
policy. On learning that the Chinese had approved the despatch
of a British mission to Lhasa, the Tibetans resolved to take
matters into their own hands and oppose its advance by force
of arms. The better to defend their frontier, they had in the
early summer of 1886, just before the Macaulay Mission was
abandoned, sent a detachment into the British-protected State
of Sikkim, a region to which they now reasserted ancient claims.
In Sikkim, at the village of Lingtu, on the main road from
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Darjeeling to the Tibetan border at the Chumbi Valley, along
which Colman Macaulay was expected to travel, the Tibetans
set up a military post; and they refused to retreat even after
there ceased to be any question of a British mission. The
British, through their Legation at Peking, requested the Chinese
to make their Tibetan subjects withdraw from British soil. The
Chinese showed every inclination to deny that Sikkim was, in
fact, British; and, in any case, it had become abundantly clear
by 1888 that they had no longer the power to oblige the
Tibetans to obey their wishes in matters of this kind. The
British discovered that the only way to get the Tibetans out of
Sikkim was by force.

The expulsion of the Tibetans from Lingtu, which Lord
Dufferin authorised in March 1888, was intended to usher in an
era in which, if the British had any dealings with Tibet at all,
they would have them direct with the Tibetans and not through
the Chinese. China, however, was not prepared to see the
symbol of its Tibetan sovereignty, implied in its claimed right to
conduct Tibetan foreign relations, disappear. The Chinese,
therefore, insisted that they were the proper authorities with
whom the British should discuss those problems of the Sikkim-
Tibet boundary which had developed from the Tibetan advance
into Sikkim and its subsequent repulse by British arms; and,
despite protests from India, the British Foreign Office agreed.
The result was the Anglo-Chinese Convention of 18902 and the
Tibet Trade Regulations of 1893.4 The 18go Convention con-
firmed the British position in Sikkim and defined the boundary
between Sikkim and Tibet. The 1893 Trade Regulations pro-
vided for the opening of a trade mart at Yatung in the Chumbi
Valley just inside Tibet, where British and Indian merchants
could come freely to trade with Tibetans. Both the Sikkim-
Tibet boundary alignment and the Yatung trade mart were
accepted by China on behalf of Tibet as a result of negotiations
in which the Tibetans were not represented. The Tibetans,
under the rule of the thirteenth Dalai Lama, who, by the middle
1890s, was already beginning his schemes for an independent
Tibet, not surprisingly refused to be so bound. They adhered to
their own ideas as to the boundary; they maintained posts in

3 Appendix I.
4 Appendix II.
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the extreme north of Sikkim as defined by the 1890 Convention;
and when the British attempted to set up a number of boundary
markers along the 1890 alignment the Tibetans promptly
removed or defaced them. At Yatung, moreover, the Tibetans
set out to make sure that the new trade mart would come to
nothing; and they ignored British protests to China against
failures to comply with the provisions of the 1893 Trade
Regulations.

By the opening of Lord Curzon’s administration in India in
1899 it was clear to British observers that an improvement in the
state of Anglo-Tibetan relations could only be achieved through
direct British contact with the Dalai Lama’s Government. The
problem of the Sikkim-Tibet frontier, however, was very minor
ones when compared with other issues facing the British Empire
at this period. No one really believed, as they perhaps had in
the 1860s and 1870s, that Tibet was going to add much to the
total value of British trade. The Tibetan violations of the Sikkim
border were carried out on such a small scale that they could
have been dealt with by the deployment of a handful of troops;
but they took place in regions so remote that even this amount
of martial display did not seem to be justified. Other things
being equal, there were no good reasons in 1899 why Anglo-
Tibetan relations should become a particular object of the
attention of the Government of India. Had the Russian spectre
not at this juncture been detected on the Tibetan plateau, there
would almost certainly have been no Tibetan crisis in 1903-4.

Between 1899 and 1903 a number of reports reached the ears
of the Government of India to suggest that Russia was busy
securing a foothold in Tibet, a region to which she had easy
access through her own Buddhist subjects, the Buriats of
Siberia. One Russian Buriat, Dorjiev by name, had by the cpen-
ing of the twentieth century achieved an important position
in the Tibetan monastic hierarchy and had won the confidence
of the thirteenth Dalai Lama. In 1900, and again in 1901,
Dorjiev visited Russia on what were reported in the Press as em-
bassies from the Dalai Lama to the Tsar. Lord Curzon was at
first inclined to doubt that the Dorjiev missions had any political
significance; but by 1902 he had changed his mind; information
from Peking was suggesting that the Russians were indeed
following a Tibetan policy which boded ill for the British. Not
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INTRODUCTORY

only were they in contact with the Dalai Lama through Dorjiev,
but also it seemed probable that they were on the verge of
obtaining from at least one clique in Manchu ruling circles an
explicit agreement that Tibet should fall within the Russian
sphere of influence. All this, of course, did not mean that the
actual occupation of Tibet by Russians was particularly likely
in the immediate future; it suggested, however, that Russian
influence would be soon established in Lhasa to an extent which
the British had never allowed it to be established in Kabul. A
few Russian agents so close to India’s Himalayan border, Lord
Curzon thought, could do damage to British interests quite out
of proportion to their numbers. The Himalayan States, especially
Nepal, kept a close watch on Tibetan politics. An increase of
Russian influence in Lhasa might well suggest to the Durbar at
Katmandu the advantages of a policy of playing off Russia
against Britain to the Nepalese benefit. Nepal’s loyalty to the
British cause was cherished by the Indian Government because
Nepal was the source whence came the recruits for the Gurkha
Regiments, units which many British officers believed to be of
almost crucial importance to the military strength of British
India.

The obvious counter to Russian influence in Lhasa was the
establishment there of the influence of the Indian Government.
This, however, was not easy to achieve. The Dalai Lama refused
to accept any communications from Lord Curzon. The Indian
Government had at its disposal no trustworthy agent who could
reach Lhasa undetected, let alone gain the ear of the Dalai
Lama, a fact which the Viceroy found most humiliating. Cur-
zon’s solution to the Tibetan problem, which he proposed
formally to the Home Government in January 1903, was the
despatch of a British mission to Lhasa, accompanied by an
escort sufficient to overcome any Tibetan opposition it might
meet with on the way. This mission would oblige the Dalai
Lama to acknowledge the existence of the Government of
British India and to abandon his flirtation with the Russians.
It would ensure that in future an unobstructed channel of
communication existed between Calcutta and Lhasa, pre-
ferably by way of a British representative permanently stationed
at the Tibetan capital. It would demonstrate, once for all, that
the British were not prepared to pay lip service to the ‘fiction’—

9



SEARCHING FOR A NEW TIBETAN POLICY 1904 TO 1906

the term is Gurzon’s—of Chinese sovereignty over a Tibetan
régime which the Manchus had shown themselves unable to
control.

The Home Government was unhappy about Curzon’s plan.
Balfour and many of his colleagues were far from convinced of
the reality of Russian ambitions towards Tibet. Lansdowne, at
the Foreign Office, anticipated that a British forward move in
Tibet would complicate the general pattern of Anglo-Chinese
and Anglo-Russian relations. Lord George Hamilton, the Secre-
tary of State for India, while sympathetic to his friend Curzon’s
point of view, felt privately that the Viceroy was being a trifle
alarmist. All that Curzon could secure in 1903 was permission
to send a British mission just over the Tibetan border from
Sikkim to the town of Khambajong, where it would discuss
with Tibetan as well as Chinese representatives the outstanding
problems of the Sikkim-Tibet border and the proper conduct of
the trade mart at Yatung according to the provisions of the
Tibet Trade Regulations of 1893. It was clear to Curzon, how-
ever, that once this permission had been granted, if the Khamba-
jong talks broke down it would be very difficult for the Cabinet
to prevent an advance of the British mission deeper into Tibetan
territory.

The Khambajong talks were entrusted to Francis Young-
husband, an old hand at the ‘Great Game’ who enjoyed Cur-
zon’s full confidence. When, as Curzon must have anticipated,
the proceedings at Khambajong proved fruitless, there was little
difficulty in persuading St. John Brodrick, who had replaced
Hamilton as Secretary of State for India in September 1903,
that Younghusband should move deeper into Tibet, to the
town of Gyantse on the road between Lhasa and the Chumbi
Valley. The advance to Gyantse took place in the first half of
1904. It gave rise to some armed Tibetan resistance, culminating
in May with an attack on the British mission headquarters
outside Gyantse which provided the justification for Young-
husband’s advance to Lhasa itself. In August 19o4 Young-
husband entered Lhasa, the Dalai Lama meanwhile having
fled towards Mongolian territory.

As Curzon’s Tibetan policy unfolded itself during the course
of 1903 and 1904 the Home Government grew increasingly
anxious at the way events were developing. The Russians, from

10
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the moment that the prospect of the Khambajong negotiations
was announced, showed an awkward interest in the nature of
the ultimate British intentions towards Tibet. Lamsdorff, the
Russian Foreign Minister, was now able to meet British enquiries
about the implications of the Dorjiev missions and the truth of
rumours concerning secret Sino-Russian treaties over Tibet
with enquiries of his own. Did the British intend to take Tibet
under their protection? To this question, which was repeated
throughout 1903, Lord Lansdowne could only reply with a
denial of any such intention, and truthfully, so far as the Cabinet
was concerned: the last thing Balfour’s Government wished at
this moment was the extension of British imperial responsibilities
north of the Himalayan range. These denials took their final
form on 6 November 1903, when Lansdowne informed Ben-
ckendorff, the Russian Ambassador in London, that:

owing to the outrageous conduct of the Tibetans, who had
broken off negotiations with our Representative, seized British
subjects, and carried off the transport animals of a friendly
state, it has been decided to send our Commission, with a
suitable escort, further into Tibetan territory, but that thisstep
must not be taken as indicating any intention of annexing or
even permanently occupying Tibetan territory.5

This declaration, the Cabinet felt, also bound the British not to
take any steps which might possibly be interpreted by the
Russians as indicating the creation of a British protectorate
over Tibet. Hence the Younghusband Mission, whatever else
it might achieve, should not result in the establishment of a
British diplomatic representative at the Tibetan capital.

The Cabinet, therefore, saw in British Tibetan policy little
more than a demonstration of British power sufficient to warn
the Russians to keep their hands off Tibet and to convince the
Tibetans of the wisdom of respecting the Anglo-Chinese agree-
ments of 1890 and 1893 relating to the definition of the Sikkim-
Tibet boundary and the conduct of trade at Yatung. Curzon,
of course, had rather different ideas. He hoped to end, once for
all, the danger of Russian influence on the Tibetan plateau. For
this something more than a demonstration was required. There
should be some permanent symbol of British power easily visible

5 BCCA, p. 293.
11
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to the Lhasa authorities. The ideal would be a British Residency
at the Tibetan capital; but many of the desired results could
be achieved by the creation of a new trade mart deep within
Tibet, perhaps at Gyantse, where could be located a British
‘commercial’ officer. This mart was the key provision in any
terms which Younghusband might secure from the Tibetans.

On 7 September 1904 Younghusband obtained the treaty
for which he had come. It was negotiated in the absence of the
Dalai Lama, who had fled to Mongolia; and the Chinese
Resident (Amban) in Tibet did not affix his signature to it. Its
validity was certainly open to question; but it served the British
purpose well enough in that it established a precedent for direct
Anglo-Tibetan relations and it provided the means for the future
prevention of the extension of Russian influence. The full text
of this treaty, the Lhasa Convention, is printed as Appendix III.
Its main provisions were as follows:

(1) In addition to the trade mart at Yatung in the Chumbi
Valley, new trade marts were to be opened at Gartok in
Western Tibet and at Gyantse. At each of these marts a British
commercial officer would be stationed, to be known as the Trade
Agent; and it was clear that Younghusband intended the
Gyantse Trade Agent to perform many diplomatic and political
duties.

(2) In a separate article to the Convention it was stipulated
that the Gyantse Trade Agent could visit Lhasa from time to
time, thus, in effect, converting him into a British representative
at the Tibetan capital in all but name.

(3) The Tibetans were to pay the British an indemnity of
Rs. 75,00,000 in seventy-five annual instalments, and until this
sum had been paid the British would occupy the Chumbi
Valley, that salient of Tibetan territory south of the main
Himalayan watershed which separated Sikkim from Bhutan
and through which ran the main road from British India to
Lhasa.

(4) The Tibetan authorities would in future accept com-
munications from the Government of India and would enter
into relations with the British without Chinese mediation.

(5) The Tibetan authorities would refuse to permit the agents
of other Powers to establish themselves in the country or to
interfere in its internal affairs. Subjects of such Powers, more-

12
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over, would not be allowed to obtain commercial concessions
in Tibet.

The effect of these five main provisions was to declare Tibet
closed to the commerce and diplomacy of all Powers (that is say
Russia) except Britain, and to permit to the British what
amounted to free access to the Tibetan capital. At the same
time, as a guarantee of Tibetan good behaviour, the British
were to occupy Chumbi, which gave them a vantage-point
whence they could again intervene in Tibet should events make
it necessary to do so. All this did not of necessity mean that the
British had acquired a protectorate over Tibet; but if the Indian
Government had been able to exploit to the full the potentialities
of the Lhasa Convention the final result would have been very
hard to distinguish from a British protectorate. The Lhasa
Convention as it stood, therefore, was not easy to reconcile with
the implication of the assurances which Lansdowne had given
to the Russians, that no British protectorate was contemplated.
It was, moreover, particularly vulnerable to Chinese protest,
since it left the Chinese role in Tibet ambiguous to say the least,
while the Anglo-Chinese Convention of 18go had by implication
afforded British recognition of China’s status as Tibetan over-
lord. Thus the Lhasa Convention could not be accepted by the
Home Government as it stood ; and it was, accordingly, modified
by a declaration by Lord Ampthill, acting as Viceroy during
Curzon’s absence on leave, which cancelled the Separate
Article allowing the Gyantse Trade Agent to visit Lhasa, and
which reduced the indemnity from Rs. %75,00,000 to Rs. 25,00,000
and the length of the British occupation of Chumbi from seventy-
five years to three years.

With this modification of the Lhasa Convention the Cabinet
certainly hoped that it had brought the Tibetan question to a
halt. Brodrick, the Secretary of State for India, in his despatch
to the Indian Government of 2 December 1904, demonstrated
that in London there now prevailed a clear idea as to what
British Tibetan policy should be. British influence in Tibet was
desirable only ‘to exclude that of any other Power’; and once
this had been achieved—as Brodrick thought it had through
Younghusband’s show of force—then ‘Tibet should remain in
that state of isolation from which, till recently, she had shown
no intention to depart, and which hitherto caused her presence
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on our frontier to be a matter of indifference to us’. The Cabinet,
in fact, was at this moment no longer, if indeed it ever had
been, seriously concerned lest Tibet should become a threat to
Indian frontier security. It was worried, however, that a con-
tinued British forward policy in Tibet would be interpreted in
Russia as a breach of faith, a repudiation of the assurances which
Lord Lansdowne had been making since 1903 and on the basis
of which the Russians had agreed to certain provisions of the
recently concluded Anglo-French agreement over Egypt. Lans-
downe had consistently emphasised that the British wished no
more than that the Tibetans should respect the provisions of
the Anglo-Chinese (Sikkim-Tibet) Convention of 18go and the
Tibetan Trade Regulations of 1893. He had sworn that there
was no intention to establish anything remotely resembling a
British protectorate over Tibet. With these diplomatic issues in
mind, Brodrick told the Indian Government that ‘questions of
Indian frontier policy could no longer be regarded from an
exclusively Indian point of view’.8

It was quite unrealistic, however, in late 1904 to look on the
Tibetan question as being solved for all time. The Lhasa Con-
vention, even after modification, was by no means a complete
instrument. Its second and third Articles expressly provided for
further negotiations over a revised set of Indo-Tibetan trade
regulations. The Indian Government had sent Younghusband a
draft of such regulations which it had hoped that he would
include in his treaty, but the British mission left Lhasa before
this could be done. The Lhasa Convention committed the
Tibetans to the payment of an indemnity; but it failed to specify
how precisely this money should be transmitted to the British.
Finally, it was clear that formal Chinese acceptance of the
Convention was desirable, if not essential, if only because in the
Anglo-Chinese Convention of 1890, to which reference was
made in the preamble of the 1904 treaty, the Indian Govern-
ment had accepted China’s right to negotiate on behalf of Tibet.
To let the Lhasa Convention stand without Chinese adhesion
would certainly imply an alteration in the status of Tibet, an
alteration which Lansdowne had told the Russians he had no
intention of bringing about. .

Even had the Lhasa Convention not required further dis-

¢ FO 535/5, No. 83, encs. 2 and 3, Brodrick to India, 2 December 1904.
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cussion, there would still have remained a Tibetan problem
which the Indian Government would have found it hard to
ignore. The Younghusband Mission, whatever Lord Lansdowne
may have said to the contrary, brought about a drastic change
in the de facto status of Tibet. With the advance of British troops
towards the Tibetan capital the Dalai Lama had fled; and the
Chinese had lost no time in declaring him deposed. Young-
husband may have hoped that the resultant vacuum in Tibetan
politics would be filled by the remaining Lhasa authorities
acting to some extent under the influence of the British Trade
Agent at Gyantse who could visit the Tibetan capital when it
seemed desirable to do so. With the repudiation of the separate
article of the Lhasa Convention, however, the British sur-
rendered their best means of exerting influence at the centre of
Tibetan politics, thus leaving, it must even then have seemed,
the way open for the Chinese to assert themselves in a manner
that had not been possible for them since at least the 1880s. By
November 1904 Satow, the British Minister in China, was
reporting rumours then current in Peking that the Chinese were
planning to declare Tibet a province and an integral part of the
Chinese Empire.? The possibility of this, in itself, was a valid

reason for British effort to secure Chinese adhesion to the Lhasa
Convention.

7 FO 535/5, No. 52, Satow to Lansdowne, 1 November 19o4.
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THE PANCHEN LAMA
COMES TO INDIA

0 Curzon the main objective of the Younghusband Mission
had been to create a political climate in Tibet which
would prevent the penetration there of any form of Russian
influence. The Lhasa Convention, emasculated by the loss of
its separate article, could hardly be said to have achieved this.
Arguing for a British Resident at Lhasa Curzon had written to
Lord Ampthill in July 1904 (when Ampthill was acting as
Viceroy while Curzon was on leave) that

with no one to keep the Tibetans straight at headquarters, they
may begin a hostile and Russophile policy again the moment
our backs are turned. Forts may be rebuilt. Dorjieffs may
multiply. Trade may be prohibited. Our man (if we have one)
sitting in Gyantse will be quite powerless: for one thing we
may be sure—that no Government that we can contemplate
for a long time to come will send another mission or another
expedition to Lhasa.!

Continued Russian interest in the Dalai Lama, and further
visits to Russia by Dorjiev, in the years immediately following
Younghusband’s departure from Lhasa suggested that there
was much to what Curzon had said. It is not surprising that
several British officials directly concerned with the conduct of
Anglo-Tibetan relations should have gone on seeking some
alternative device to the right of a British officer to visit Lhasa
‘to keep the Tibetans straight at headquarters’. One such person
was Captain O’Connor, the first British Trade Agent at Gyantse,

1 Ampthill Papers (E233/37), Curzon to Ampthill, 19 July 1904.
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whose views were shared by J. C. White, the Political Officer
for Sikkim.

W. F. O’Connor was one of the few members of Young-
husband’s staff who had mastered the intricacies of the Tibetan
language, and was thus an obvious choice for the important
post at Gyantse by which British influence was to be exerted in
Tibet. He shared Younghusband’s and Curzon’s conviction that
the British could not afford to ignore Tibetan politics as they
had in the past; and he thought that an increase of Chinese
influence along the Indian frontier was little more desirable
than would have been the establishment here of the influence
of Russia. If the British were to be denied the obvious counter
of access to Lhasa, then they should seek out some substitute.
The most logical policy in these circumstances would be to
revive the plans of Warren Hastings and create bonds of friend-
ship between British India and the Panchen (or Tashi) Lama
at Shigatse. Younghusband had already given some thought, it
would seem, to this idea while on his way to the Tibetan capital;
and for this reason had not been particularly depressed by the
Chinese deposition of the Dalai Lama following his flight from
Lhasa.2 Immediately after the signing of the Lhasa Convention,
Younghusband sent O’Connor to Shigatse in the company of
the party under Captain Rawling which was about to explore
the Tsangpo Valley westwards to its source, and thence to
Gartok and Simla by way of the Sutlej.3

Rawling’s party arrived at Shigatse on 13 October 1904 and
stayed there four days. They were the first Europeans to visit
this place since Samuel Turner’s mission 121 years before.4
When Rawling went on to Gartok, O’Connor remained behind
to continue discussions with the authorities in Shigatse and in
Tashilhumpo Monastery. He had frequent talks with the Chief
Minister of Tashilhumpo, and several interviews with the Pan-
chen Lama, who went out of his way to refer to those friendly
contacts between the East India Company and Tashilhumpo

2 BCCA, p. 302.

3 This journey is described in C. G. Rawling, The Great Plateau, London,
1905,

4 See BCCA, Ch. I, for an account of eighteenth-century British missions
to Tashilhumpo. See also A. Lamb,‘Tibet in Anglo-Chinese relations, 1767
1842’, Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society 1957 and 1958.
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which had existed in Warren Hastings’s time. O’Connor was
shown some of the presents which Hastings had sent to the
Panchen Lama, chinaware, silverware, French and English
cutlery, jewellery and two large French watches, and which
had been carefully preserved in one of the treasure rooms of
Tashilhumpo Monastery. The watches, no longer in running
order, O’Connor arranged to have repaired by a Calcutta
jeweller. A number of political questions were discussed. The
Lama, who was given details of the recently concluded Lhasa
Convention, expressed himself as unhappy about the size of the
indemnity which the Tibetans had been asked to pay, part of
which, no doubt, was to be borne by his own treasury. On
behalf of the Government of India, O’Connor presented the
Lama with a collection of gifts including a Mannlicher sporting
rifle, a Zeiss telescope, a Kodak plate camera, some English
books and a number of photographs of London and other
Briush cities. The Lama was particularly pleased with the rifle,
not because he wished to kill anything with it, but because he
much enjoyed shooting at a target. O’Connor suggested to the
Lama that he might find it worth while to send a number of
young Tibetans to British India for training in medical work,
and the Lama welcomed this idea, though he felt that he could
not act on it without first consulting the Chinese authorities at
Lhasa. From his talks with the Lama and his Ministers,
O’Connor concluded that the Lama was not averse to using
British help to establish his political independence from the rival,
and now exiled, Incarnation at Lhasa, and was seeking some
means of countering the increase in Chinese power in Tibet
which appeared to be the most likely consequence of the Dalai
Lama’s flight and the withdrawal of the Younghusband Mission.
So anxious was he for his future security during the troubled
times which he saw lay ahead that he was prepared, if he became
convinced that he thereby ran no risk, to place himself under a
measure of British protection.?

Timidity, indeed, was an important element in the charfu.:ter
of the sixth Panchen Lama. At the time of O’Connor’s visit 2
young man of about 22 years of age, the Lama was intelligent

s FO 17/1753, 10 to FO, 26 October 1904, 10 to FO, 19 November
1904; FO 535/5, No. 65; O’Connor, Things Mortal, London, 1940, P- 85;
FO 17/1754, 10 to FO, 7 March 1905.
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and able, but quite lacking in those qualities of ambition and
ruthless energy which had made the thirteenth Dalai Lama such
a formidable figure in Tibetan politics. As one Indian Govern-
ment official (probably Sir Charles Bell), writing in 1915,
remarked: ‘personally the Tashi (Panchen) Lama is a quiet and
unpretentious man, of great piety and kindliness. Politically,
his chief desire appears to be peace and quiet, and he is averse
from adopting any policy which may involve risk.’¢ This Lama,
in fact, was but a pale reflection of the Incarnation at Tashil-
humpo who had so impressed George Bogle, Warren Hastings’s
envoy, 130 years earlier. He was a rather improbable champion
of British interests in the face of either Russian intrigue or
Chinese expansionist policy; but he was the only leading per-
sonality in Tibetan politics whom the Indian Government
could hope to exploit with profit at this time.

To what extent the establishment of relations with the
Panchen Lama had become by October 1904 the policy of the
Indian Government is not entirely clear. Once the Dalai Lama
had left Tibet, Tashilhumpo acquired an obvious importance
which did not escape the notice of Younghusband; but it is not
certain whether at this time he was considering seriously the
conversion of the Panchen Lama into a British protégé. With
the official repudiation of some of the provisions of the Lhasa
Convention, in particular the cancellation of the Separate
Article which permitted the Trade Agent at Gyantse to visit
Lhasa from time to time, the possibilities of Shigatse, not dealt
with in the Lhasa Convention, must have become very attractive
to those British officials directly responsible for the conduct of
Anglo-Tibetan relations. Men like J. C. White, the Political
Officer for Sikkim, and W. O’Connor, the Gyantse Trade
Agent, who had both been deeply involved in the preparation
and execution of the Younghusband Mission, shared Young-
husband’s conviction that the Indian Government could not
afford to overlook any means of exerting British influence in
the heart of Tibet. They were much distressed by the weakening
of the force of the Lhasa Convention which Lord Ampthill,
under pressure from London, had brought about. They resolved
to try to turn Shigatse into a replacement for Lhasa.

8 Chiefs and Leading Families in Sikkim, Bhutan and Tibet, Calcutta, 1915,
p. I5.
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By the middle of 1905 it had become axiomatic to thinkers of
the Younghusband school that the threat of Russian intrigue
with the Dalai Lama had not been eliminated by the Lhasa
expedition. The Dalai Lama, who left the Tibetan capital as
the British were advancing into Tibet, had made his way to
Urga, the chief town in Mongolia, by the end of 1904. Here he
promptly established contact with the Russian Consulate, and
here, in June 1905, he gave an audience to the Russian Minister
at Peking, Pokotilov, who had gone to Mongolia expressly to
pay his respects to the exiled Tibetan leader. Quite what was
arranged on this occasion the Government of India had no
means of knowing. Relations between the Dalai Lama and
Russian diplomatic and consular officials would not have been
quite so alarming to British observers had it been certain that
the Lama would continue for the time being to reside outside
Tibet; but by March 19o5 Satow in Peking was reporting that
the Lama was petitioning the Chinese for permission to return
home, and after the Pokotilov interview the Chinese had reacted
with an Imperial Decree ordering the Dalai Lama to go back
to Lhasa immediately. The Chinese found the Lama’s presence
in Mongolia to be something of an embarrassment. He was
constantly receiving delegations of Buddhists from outside the
Chinese Empire, including parties of Russian Buriats, one of
which brought complimentary messages from the Russian
Governor at Chita. He was surrounded by a vast entourage, the
costly support of which was being borne rather reluctantly by
the Urga Incarnation and other leading Mongol Buddhists,
who naturally expected the Chinese to pay a share. The Chinese
would have been happy to see the Lama back at Lhasa, had
they not realised that his return would have resulted in con-
siderable diplomatic agitation from Satow, who had told the
Wai-wu-pu that the British were not likely to ignore such-an
event. The Chinese eventually hit upon compromise in making
the Dalai Lama leave Urga for Kumbum Monastery near
Sining on the Kansu-Tibet border, where he was removed from
easy access to Mongol chiefs and Russian diplomats, and where
he could be watched by the Chinese authorities and escorted by
them back to Lhasa should a suitable opportunity present itself.?

7FO 17/1754, Hardinge to Lansdowne, 19 February 1905, Satow to
Lansdowne, 18 March 1905, Satow to Lansdowne, 26 April 1905; PEF
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The British found it difficult to decide exactly what they
would do if the Dalai Lama, with or without Chinese support,
tried to return. Satow had warned the Chinese that the British
would not welcome such an event, but he was unable to make
any definite threats, since he had been instructed by Lansdowne
to ‘be careful not to use any language which might commit us
to armed intervention in Tibet’.8 If the Dalai Lama did return
to Lhasa, and if he continued those contacts with Russia which
his exile had not made him abandon, then there was, in fact,
very little that the Indian Government could do. Another
Younghusband Mission, at all events, appeared to be quite out
of the question. In these circumstances the policy of close
relations between the British and the Panchen Lama became
increasingly attractive.

The Panchen Lama since O’Connor’s visit to Shigatse had
shown himself consistently well disposed towards the British,
though reluctant to show his feelings too publicly for fear of
reprisals from the Chinese and Tibetan authorities in Lhasa. In
late January 1go5 he sent presents to the Viceroy, woollen cloth
and silk scarves, in exchange for those gifts which O’Connor
had brought the previous October; but he was careful to
address the gifts and their accompanying letter to O’Connor
and not to the Viceroy, so that he could not be accused of
treasonable correspondence with a foreign Head of State.? He
frequently wrote to O’Connor to give him odds and ends of
news, mainly concerning Russian intrigues and the sinister
intentions of the Dalai Lama; but was usually careful to write
these messages in chalk on slates, so that they could be rapidly
erased if their bearer was in danger of capture by agents of the
Lhasa Government or the Chinese. In May 1905, convinced
that the Dalai Lama would return in the very near future and
would seek vengeance on Tashilhumpo for having treated the
British as friends rather than enemies, the Panchen Lama wrote
to O’Connor and ‘practically asked to be taken under our pro-
tection’.10

8 FO 17/1754, Lansdowne to Satow, 4 April 1905.

® FO 535/6, No. 21, O’Connor to India, 1 February 1905.
10 PEF 1908/22, O’Connor to White, 25 June 1905.

1908/22, Satow to Grey, 24 February 1906; FO 228/2561, Satow to Grey,
21 March 1906.
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By this time J. C. White, the Political Officer for Sikkim and
O’Connor’s immediate superior, had decided that the best way
to bring the Panchen Lama more firmly within the British
orbit was to persuade him to make a ceremonial visit to British
India. The Prince of Wales would be in India in late 1go5. The
Lama should be invited to meet the Prince and attend the
Durbar to be held at Calcutta. On the one hand, by visiting
India the Lama would have in Tibetan eyes committed himself
to friendship with the British; on the other hand, the demonstra-
tion of British power provided by the Durbar would help con-
vince the timid Incarnation of the wisdom of such amity. It was
obvious, however, so O’Connor noted in June 1go5 when White
put this scheme to him, that the Panchen Lama was not going
to take a step as decisive as that of coming down to India unless
he received a guarantee that the British would protect him, on
his return to Tibet, against the combined wrath of the Chinese
and the Dalai Lama’s party. ‘Failing such a guarantee,’
O’Connor thought, ‘it would not be fair to the Lama to ask him
to compromise himself with us in any marked manner, nor do I
think that he would care himself to do so.’!1 In July, White
proposed to the Indian Government that the Panchen Lama be
invited, but did not send on O’Connor’s views as to the terms
on which the Lama would accept. Lord Curzon, who could
hardly have failed to see, despite White’s reticence, the implica-
tions of this scheme, agreed; and in September O’Connor was
instructed to go to Shigatse to convey formally the Viceroy’s
invitation.12

On 22 September 1905 O’Connor, this time accompanied by
Captain Steen, the Medical Officer at the Gyantse Trade
Agency, and a small military escort, arrived once more at
Shigatse. The Panchen Lama showed himself extremely in-
terested in the invitation, though at first he was inclined to seek
the permission of Peking before accepting it. O’Connor con-
vinced him that this was not necessary, and that the British
would protect him from any Chinese displeasure that might
arise. Then followed a long discussion as to the size of the suite
which the Lama would take with him. The Indian Government
had authorised thirty companions for the Lama, who felt that
he could scarcely venture abroad with less than 1,000 followers.

11 Ibid. 12 PEF 1g08/22, India to White, 7 January 1906.
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Eventually O’Connor persuaded him to take no more than 300
people, and India reluctantly agreed to welcome this small
Tibetan army.13 In November, on this basis, the Panchen
Lama sent by way of O’Connor his formal acceptance of the
Viceroy’s invitation.

As soon as the Lama’s acceptance had been received, and it
was too late for the Indian Government to change its mind about
welcoming him, White informed his superiors as to exactly what
the impending visit implied. O’Connor, whose views on this
question White had hitherto not sent on to Calcutta, made
everything clear in a letter of 23 November. The Panchen
Lama, he wrote, ‘has accepted the invitation to Calcutta,
clearly understanding that it involves a promise of help from
us against any attempted retaliation on the part of the Lhasa
Government’. This, O’Connor felt, was no great risk, since
knowledge of the British promise would suffice to restrain the
Tibetan authorities from rash action; they had not forgotten
the lesson of the Younghusband Mission. The Chinese, however,
might also resent the Lama’s action, and might, in consequence,
denounce, even depose him. To prevent the Chinese from any
reprisal against the Panchen Lama, O’Connor concluded, it
would be advisable to move the British Trade Agency from
Gyantse to Shigatse. The Trade Agent’s escort would protect
the Lama from physical danger. The Trade Agent, now situated
in one of the two main population centres of Central Tibet,
would have his finger on the pulse of Tibetan politics in a way
that would never have been possible at Gyantse, which was no
more than a small market town. The result of this move would
be that the Trade Agent would ‘safeguard that part of Tibet
bordering on India from foreign influences’, and would thus
‘attain the object aimed at in the recent Tibet Mission, which,
as things are at present, has not been secured’. The cost would
be trifling; ‘and as our prestige gradually increased, the
necessity for expenditure would diminish’. O’Connor summed
up his policy thus:

In a word, the policy which I would indicate for our adoption

in Tibet is somewhat as follows: to seize the present favourable

13FO 17/1756, O’Connor to India, 24 September 1go5; O’Connor,

Things Mortal, op. cit., pp. 82-84; W. F. O’Connor, On the Frontier and
Beyond : a record of thirty years® service, London, 1931, p. 1.
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opportunity for cementing our friendship with the Tashi Lama,
even going so far, if necessary, as to subsidize and protect him;
to open, under the terms of the Lhasa Convention, a new
Trade Mart at Shigatse: and to let it be clearly understood that
any intrigues of other Powers at Lhasa would be met by a
corresponding extension of our influence in the province of
Tsang and Southern Tibet: and all this might be done without
openly impugning or infringing Chinese suzerainty,14

These proposals White thoroughly endorsed. They were rather
startling, in view of the declared Tibetan policy of the Home
Government, and it is hard to imagine their being made without
at least the tacit assumption that Lord Curzon would approve
them. By the time they reached the Indian Government, how-
ever, Curzon’s term of office was at an end.!> There was no
reason to suppose that his successor, Lord Minto, was at this
time particularly in favour of a forward policy beyond the
Himalayas.

Minto, however, could do nothing at this stage, since the
Panchen Lama had already left Shigatse and, accompanied by
O’Connor, was on his way down to Calcutta, arriving at Dar-
jeeling on 29 November. The Amban and other Chinese officials
had tried at the last moment to dissuade the Lama from leaving
Shigatse, but they offered no physical opposition to his depar-
ture. The Wai-wu-pu in Peking, which only heard of the Lama’s
intended visit to India after he had set out, hastened to point
out to Satow that the Panchen Lama was a purely spiritual
official, that he had ‘no concern whatever with the external
affairs of Tibet’, and that ‘if he takes upon himself to discuss
or settle any question’ of a political nature, ‘we have the honour
to state explicitly that the Chinese Government will in no wise
recognise such action’.’¢ The Lama’s visit, in fact, promised
much embarrassment to the Indian Government; but all Lord
Minto could do was to make sure that no political engagements
with the Shigatse authorities resulted.

On 27 December 19o5 the Panchen Lama made a formal call
on the Viceroy. The Lama was lent the Viceregal carriage-and-
four for his drive to Government House, Calcutta, and was

14 FO 535/7, No. 10, O’Connor to White, 23 November 1905.
15 Minto formally took over from Curzon on 17 November 1905.
18 FO 17/1756, Satow to Lansdowne, 30 November 1905.
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given an escort from the Viceregal Bodyguard. Minto and all his
staff in full uniform waited at the head of the steps to receive the
visitor, who was conducted from his carriage by the Indian
Foreign Secretary, Sir Louis Dane. The Lama, who was
referred to officially as His Serenity—the term His Holiness was
considered by Indian specialists in protocol as too Papal—then
went with the Viceroy to the Throne Room, where the two
dignitaries sat side by side on chairs and drank tea, after which
the Lama’s suite filed past bearing gifts, ‘bales of silk, beautifully
embossed silver and copper tea-pots, embroideries, and lastly,
enormous bundles made of hide containing tea’, so Lady Minto
recorded in her Journal. The Lama then departed, borne away
in a yellow palanquin which had been brought specially for this
purpose from Tibet and which had been a gift of the Chinese
Emperor and of a design used only by the Chinese Imperial
family. It was carried by twelve men assisted by a large number
of runners hauling on ropes.1?

Two weeks later the Panchen Lama again called on Lord
Minto, and on this occasion, through O’Connor, who was acting
as interpreter, he made a number of requests of an awkward
political nature. He asked the Viceroy to promise that if he
were ever attacked the Government of India would lend him
an army to defend him. He sought a letter from Lord Minto
declaring formally that in the event of danger from Lhasa or
from the Chinese the British would agree to help. He wanted it
to be understood that the British Trade Agent at Gyantse would
continue to keep in the closest contact with his Government,
and that, in a case of special emergency, he could send a
messenger directly to the Viceroy. Minto was hard put to find
satisfactory, but non-committal, replies to these demands. He
pointed out that the prospect of attack on the Lama by either
the Lhasa authorities or the Chinese was remote at present, and
until something more definite had occurred there was no need
to consider the question of British military aid. He agreed that
friendly relations between Tashilhumpo and British India
should continue.18 There can be no doubt that the Lama was
disappointed by these words, which were not what O’Connor

17 Mary, Countess of Minto, India, Minto and Morley, 1go 5—1910. London,

1932, p. 2I.
18 PEF 1908/22, Minto to Morley, 16 January 1g06.
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had led him to expect; nor, in other conversations, with Sir
Louis Dane and with Lord Kitchener, did he hear anything
more reassuring. Even the impressive sight of some 53,000
troops on parade—and the doubting Lama sent one of his
secretaries to make sure that the same troops did not appear
more than once—and presentation to the Prince and Princess of
Wales can hardly have added to the peace of mind of his timid
Incarnation, who was most anxious, and not without reason,
as to what the Chinese would do when he returned home to
Tibet.19 After a visit to Bodhgaya and other sites in India
sacred to Buddhists, the Lama set out for Shigatse at the end of
January 1906, accompanied by Lieutenant Bailey, who was for
the moment acting Trade Agent at Gyantse, David Fraser, a
private traveller, and Captain Fitzgerald, A.D.C. to Lord
Kitchener. He reached Tashilhumpo on g February, and was
welcomed with much formality and apparent cordiality by the
chief Chinese officials in Tibet.20

The visit of the Panchen Lama to India, which O’Connor
later described as ‘our little plot’, failed to advance significantly
British influence on the Tibetan plateau. Perhaps it might have
done so had Curzon still been Viceroy, though it is to be doubted
that Balfour’s Home Government would have welcomed such a
scantily veiled attempt at British interference in Tibetan internal
affairs. Lansdowne had repeatedly told the Russians that the
British wished for nothing of the sort. At the very end of 1905,
however, Balfour had given way to the Liberal Government of
Campbell-Bannerman, and both Morley, the new Secretary of
State for India, and Grey, the new Foreign Secretary, were
quite determined to prevent any action on the Indian frontiers
which could possibly give occasion for Russian protest. While
Lord Minto was to some extent sympathetic towards the Pan-
chen Lama, and felt that if the Chinese tried to punish him ‘we
should certainly use all our influence with the Chinese Govern-
ment on behalf of one who was suffering on account of his visit
to India’,2! Morley could only look on the Lama’s visit, and
the policy behind it which White and O’Connor had proposed,

19 O’Connor, On the Frontier, op. cit., p. 101.
20 D, Fraser, The Marches of Hindustan, London, 1907, pp. 30-47- PEF
1go8/22, Minto to Morley, 23 February 1906.
21 Morley Papers (D.573/7), Minto to Morley, 10 January 1906.
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‘with a good deal of dismay’. He felt that the Home Govern-
ment should have been fully consulted before the invitation to
the Lama had been decided upon, let alone despatched; and
he thought the plan to help the Lama in the event of Chinese
reaction to the visit, even if that help were only ‘moral’, was a
‘thoroughly dubious or even obnoxious prospect’. The whole
business, Morley considered, could, if allowed to continue along
the lines advocated by White and O’Connor, well lead to some-
thing very like a repetition of the Younghusband Mission.22

Minto was obliged to make White a scapegoat for the Pan-
chen Lama affair, and to reprimand him for misrepresenting the
terms on which the Lama had been invited. White had told
the Indian Government in July 1gos that the Lama’s visit
would not commit the Indian Government to any definite line
of action in Tibet, while at the same time he was aware that
O’Connor was assuring the Lama that the British would support
him against any Chinese or Tibetan reprisals. Minto maintained
that the Indian Government had only agreed to the visit on the
understanding that it was to be quite non-political and that, as
such, the Chinese had tacitly accepted it. When he discovered
its true nature it was too late to cancel it, and White was
severely reprimanded for misinforming his superiors. White’s
explanations were not found satisfactory. His conduct was not
justified by his argument that the Panchen Lama’s coming ‘must
raise our prestige in Tibet and China, and though there may be
some slight trouble later I see no reason to fear the result’.
O’Connor, too, came in for some criticism, and was told for the
future to confine his communications with the Shigatse and
Tashilhumpo authorities ‘within the narrowest possible limits,
and to avoid any action tending to interference with the internal
affairs of Tibet, and with the relations of the Tashi Lama to the
Lhasa Government and the Emperor of China’.23

It is possible that Minto was being rather unfair to White, of
whom he had not formed a good impression: ‘I am’, he noted to
Morley in November 1906, ‘inclined to think White is not too
brilliant.’24 It is unlikely, whatever the documents preserved

22 Morley Papers (D.573/1), Morley to Minto, 28 December 1gos.
23 PEF 1908/22, Minto to Morley, 5 February 1906, India to White,
12 February 1906.

24 Morley Papers (D.573/10), Minto to Morley, 4 November 1g06.
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in the archives may show to the contrary, that Lord Curzon had
failed to grasp the implications of the invitation to the Panchen
Lama to visit India. That White was allowed to go ahead and
make the invitation suggests most strongly that Curzon had
decided, after his efforts to obtain British diplomatic access to
Lhasa had failed, to open up a route to another potential centre
of British influence. The establishment of closer British relations
with the Panchen Lama, moreover, provided an obvious alterna-
tive to the policy, much favoured by the Home Government, of
bringing the Tibetan question once more within the framework
of Anglo-Chinese diplomacy. The Panchen Lama’s visit to
India was arranged at a time when the Indian Government was
discussing with the Chinese at Calcutta the question of Chinese
adhesion to the Lhasa Convention. The Chinese, as will be seen
in the next chapter, were showing no signs that they would
accept the prevailing Indian interpretation of the implications
of Younghusband’s treaty. It can hardly have escaped the notice
of Lord Curzon and his colleagues that through the Panchen
Lama the British might have hit upon a method of applying
pressure on the Chinese negotiators. Thus it seems very likely
that in his correspondence on the Panchen Lama’s visit White
was only doing what he thought Lord Curzon wanted him to
do. After what had happened over Younghusband’s treaty, the
Indian Government could hardly propose in so many words
that they should now stand forth as the protectors of the Pan-
chen Lama against both the Chinese and the Lhasa authorities.
On the other hand, once such a commitment had been made,
even if without the express permission of Calcutta, the British
might find it difficult to let the Panchen Lama down. As a
way round the obstructions of Whitehall the episode of the
invitation to the Panchen Lama has, there can be no doubt, a
distinctly Curzonian aura.

Lord Minto, when he took over from Curzon as Viceroy at
the very end of 1905, was probably embarrassed to find that he
had inherited the aftermath of what must have looked like one
of his predecessor’s attempts to evade the prohibitions of the
Home Government; and no doubt White was to some exteI}t
Curzon’s scapegoat. Minto certainly did not share Gurzon's
obsession with the Russian threat to the Indian borders al}d
Curzon’s belief that in frustrating this threat he was justified in
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ignoring the instructions of his masters in London; but neither
did he share Morley’s horror at all the implications inherent in
British relations with the Panchen Lama. He saw no reason why
British officers should not visit Shigatse from time to time,
authorising Lieutenant Bailey to do so in September 1906, and
granting Charles Bell, who eventually succeeded White as
Political Officer in Sikkim, permission to go there in November
1906.25 Bailey’s visit was cancelled by Morley, but Bell managed
to get going before the India Office knew what he was up to.
This journey, which will be referred to again below, gave rise
to another indignant protest by Morley against the way in which
India continued to disregard Cabinet instructions: and, this
time, with lasting effect, for Bell’s visit to Shigatse in November
1906 marked the end of serious British wooing of the Panchen
Lama.26

The Panchen Lama’s visit to India produced no solution to
the problem of Tibet, but it had a number of consequences for
the future shape of British policy. Morley, for whom the Pan-
chen Lama affair was his official introduction to the Tibetan
question, concluded from it that in border issues the Indian
Government was not always to be trusted to obey instructions
from London. Even if the Viceroy accepted his orders as binding,
he could not always guarantee that his subordinate officers in
remote places would do the same. Morley saw ‘instructions, and
the sanctity thereof, as the greatest blessing in life, just because it
relieves you from the risk and responsibility of “acting on
impressions’’, which are so apt to be dangerous’. Local Indian
officials, Morley felt, particularly in complex and specialised
frontier issues like that of Tibet, were always trying to ‘act on
impressions’:27 and this was a tendency full of dangers for the
policy of bringing to Anglo-Russian relations that atmosphere of
mutual confidence which had hitherto been so conspicuously
absent. Already in September 1905, when Sir Charles Hardinge,
British Ambassador in St. Petersburg, was sounding out the
views of the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs on the possibility

25 PEF 1908/22, Minto to Morley, 11 September 1906, India to Bell,
10 October 1906.

28 PEF 1908/22, Morley to Minto, 18 September 1906, and 15 November
1906.

27 Morley Papers (D.573/2), Morley to Minto, 18 January 1907.
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of a general settlement of Anglo-Russian disputes in Asia, it was
appreciated that many such disputes had their origins in the
actions of local agents in remote corners of Central Asia.28 Even
after the Anglo-Russian Convention had been signed in 1907,
Isvolski, the Russian Foreign Minister responsible for its con-
clusion, told Sir Edward Goschen that ‘he had moments of
depression when fears would come into his mind lest the zeal of
the more distant agents of both countries might outrun their
discretion, and so give rise to incidents of an unpleasant
nature’.29 The lesson of the Panchen Lama’s visit to India must
have brought home to Morley at the very moment when he took
over the India Office that he would need, if his Government’s
policy of rapprochement with Russia were not to be jeopardised,
to keep a close check on the activities of Indian officials in
sensitive areas to ensure that their zeal did not indeed outrun
their discretion.

The Panchen Lama visit was certainly interpreted by the
Chinese as evidence of continuing British ambitions towards
Tibet. The Chung War ik Pao, a Chengtu newspaper, was
probably representative of Chinese press comment when it
remarked in February 19o6 that the Government of India
intended ‘to oust the Dalai Lama and install the Panchen
Lama as the ruler of Tibet’.30 The Dalai Lama in exile also
came to this conclusion, and as soon as he learnt of the Pan-
chen Lama’s journey sent a special representative to Lhasa
to find out the facts.31 The Russians, too, concluded that the
Panchen Lama’s visit to India must have been a symptom of
British policy; and during the Anglo-Russian discussions over
Tibet in the latter part of 19o6 Isvolski sounded out Sir
Arthur Nicolson as to what the British would feel about replac-
ing the Dalai Lama by the Panchen Lama. The Panchen
Lama, whose interviews with Lord Minto had produced none
of those firm promises of British support which O’Connor
had led him to expect, sought to cover himself by declaring that
he had only gone to India under British compulsion.3? The

28 BD IV, pp. 2001, Hardinge to Lansdowne, 26 September 1905.

20 BD IV, p. 583, Goschen to Grey, 5 September 1907.

30 PEF 1908/22, Satow to Grey, 10 April 1906.

31 PEF 1908/22, White to India, 7 July 1906.

32 PEF 1908/22, Satow to Grey, 11 June 1906, Bell to India, 8 May 1909.
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Chinese, however, can hardly have believed this story; and to
them the immediate result of the Panchen Lama’s Indian visit
was to increase their resolve to strengthen their influence
throughout Tibet as soon as they could.

31



III

CHINA ACCEPTS THE LHASA

CONVENTION AND PAYS THE

FIRST INSTALMENT OF THE
TIBETAN INDEMNITY

§ /\ ; HEN Younghusband was negotiating with the Tibetans
in August and September 1904 he hoped that the

Chinese would participate both in the Anglo-Tibetan dis-
cussions and in the resultant agreement; and a draft form of
adhesion had been prepared by the Indian Government for
Chinese signature: but the Chinese Amban at Lhasa, Yu T’ai,
though apparently well enough disposed towards the British
mission, had been instructed neither to sign nor in any other
way to signify Chinese acceptance of the terms of the Lhasa
Convention which, it was argued in Peking, violated Chinese
rights in Tibet. Younghusband did his best to change the
Amban’s mind, pointing out that China was fortunate to have
been included in the Lhasa negotiations at all, and that if he
did not sign the Convention, or at least accept its validity, then
the Chinese would have to face the consequences. The Lhasa
Convention would stand as evidence that Tibet could make
international agreements on her own behalf, and Chinese
influence in Tibet would thereby suffer greatly. The Chinese
refused to be intimidated, doubtless expecting the whole
question of Chinese adhesion to the Lhasa Convention to give
rise to prolonged negotiations in Lhasa during the course of
which they would secure considerable modification of its terms.!

1 FO 17/1751, Ampthill to Brodrick, 18 September 1904 and 20 September
1904; FO 17/1752, Ampthill to Brodrick, 24 September 1904.
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Lord Ampthill, had he had his way, would have unwittingly
created the opportunity for such Chinese procrastination. On
19 September, when he had decided that the Lhasa Convention
must be modified, he instructed Younghusband to remain in
Lhasa for this purpose. Younghusband was to inform the
Tibetans that the indemnity had been reduced, and in return
for this concession was to try to get the Tibetans to agree to the
establishment of a fourth trade mart, at Rima on the Zayul or
Lohit River and just on the Tibetan side of the extreme north-
east corner of the Assam boundary. He was also, if possible, to
arrange for the customs (collected on behalf of the Tibetans by
the Chinese) on Indo-Tibetan trade at Yatung to be made over
to the British as security for the payment of the indemnity. All
this would have involved much discussion, and Younghusband
might well have found himself staying in Lhasa well beyond the
middle of October, the latest which his present instructions
allowed him to remain there. By then the Chinese would
probably have sent to Tibet a senior official with powers to
negotiate, The outcome would almost certainly have been
Anglo-Chinese discussions at least as protracted as those which
preceded the Anglo-Chinese agreements on Tibetan questions
in 1890 and 1893. On 27 September the Wai-wu-pu, believing
that Younghusband was still in the Tibetan capital, announced
that T°ang Shao-yi, lately the Customs 7Taota: at Tientsin, had
been given the rank of lieutenant-general and ordered to Tibet
to investigate and talk things over with the British.2

Ampthill’s instructions did not reach Younghusband until
24 September (the telegraph from India only went as far as
Gyantse), when the British mission had already left Lhasa and
was on its way back to India. Younghusband decided not to
turn back and attempt to reopen those negotiations with the
Lhasa authorities which he believed had been so satisfactorily
completed: indeed, it is more than probable that he had left
Lhasa so soon after the signature of the Convention expressly to
avoid giving his superiors in Calcutta and London the chance to
have second thoughts about the terms he had secured. ‘Had I
attempted’, he telegraphed to Ampthill on 24 September, ‘to
alter at this stage a settlement made with such solemnity, we
might after all have failed to attain our object, while it is certain

2FO 17/1752, Satow to Lansdowne, 27 September 19o4.

33



SEARCHING FOR A NEW TIBETAN POLICY 1904 TO 1906

that the present good feeling, which is the best basis for our
future relations, would have been lost.’® Younghusband’s
departure from Lhasa meant that there remained in Tibet no
British officer of rank with whom T’ang Shao-yi could have
discussed Chinese adhesion to the Lhasa Convention.

The Chinese, thus frustrated in their hopes for negotiations at
Lhasa, had strong arguments for negotiations at Peking or
Calcutta, arguments which the Government of India found it
hard to ignore. The Lhasa Convention made no explicit men-
tion of China’s status in Tibet, yet this had been implied clearly
enough in at least two Anglo-Chinese agreements, the Burma-
Tibet Convention of 1886 and the Sikkim-Tibet Convention of
18g0. Thus the Chinese could reasonably claim that without
their assent as sovereign power the Lhasa Convention was
invalid. The Government of India, whose Tibetan policy had
emerged from its endeavours to establish direct relations with
Lhasa, was content to leave the Lhasa Convention as it stood
(once the objectionable aspects of the indemnity, the occupation
of Chumbi and the visits of the Gyantse Trade Agent to Lhasa
had been removed): but Lansdowne at the Foreign Office felt
that the precedent of Tibet having a right to conduct its own
foreign relations without reference to its suzerain might be
undesirable; the Afghans, for example, might quote it as an
argument for their claim to the right to enter into direct
relations with the Russians.4

The Lhasa Convention contained certain important ambi-
guities as to the status of Tibet, which both the Russians and
the Chinese lost no time in pointing out. Article IX, which read
as follows, was especially objectionable:

The Government of Tibet engages that, without the previous
consent of the British Government:

(a) no portion of Tibetan territory shall be ceded, sold, leased,
mortgaged or otherwise given for occupation, to any
Foreign Power;

(b) no such Power shall be permitted to intervene in Tibetan
affairs;

() no Representatives or Agents of any Foreign Power shall
be admitted to Tibet;

3FO 17/1752, IO to FO, 1 October 1904.
4 FO 535/5, No. 15, Lansdowne to Satow, 6 October 1904.
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(d) no concessions for railways, roads, telegraphs, mining or
other rights, shall be granted to any Foreign Power, or
the subject of any Foreign Power. In the event of consent
to such concessions being granted, similar or equivalent
concessions shall be granted to the British Government;

(¢) no Tibetan revenues, whether in kind or in cash, shall be
pledged or assigned to any Foreign Power, or the subject of
any Foreign Power.5

What exactly did this mean? Was Britain a Foreign Power?
The Russians protested that this Article could be read to imply
that the British had acquired a protectorate over Tibet. After
all, they had, if they were in fact a Foreign Power as understood
in the Lhasa Convention, already violated that Convention by
maintaining the telegraph to Gyantse which they had con-
structed during the course of the Younghusband Mission.
Moreover, by demanding the payment of an indemnity by the
Tibetans, the British could perhaps be said to be ignoring
section (e) of this Article. The Chinese wondered if China, too,
by this Convention, was a Foreign Power in relation to Tibet;
and they pointed out that if they still possessed sovereignty in
Tibet—which they did not deny for one moment—and if
Article IX gave special privileges to the British, then other
Powers could invoke the Most Favoured Nation argument and
demand either similar terms in Tibet or compensating con-
cessions elsewhere in China proper.

In early October 1904 Satow was told by Prince Ch’ing of
the Wai-wu-pu that the representatives of Germany, France,
Italy and the United States had all pointed out to him the
implications of Article IX. Prince Ch’ing feared lest this Article
would lead to a fresh round of demands by the Powers for con-
cessions in China, Japan in Fukien, Germany in Shantung and
France in Yunnan. What Prince Ch’ing hoped was that the
British would ‘explain away Article IX in such a manner as to
provide a complete answer to Foreign Powers who might found
on it similar claims to predominance in parts of China proper’.
Since the acceleration of the dismemberment of the Chinese
Empire was not then part of British policy, Satow thought
Prince Ch’ing’s wish a reasonable one. Satow proposed that he
should discuss with the Wai-wu-pu in Peking the possibility of

5 The full text of the Lhasa Convention is printed as Appendix III.
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inserting into the Lhasa Convention some phrase recognising
Chinese suzerainty over Tibet in exchange for a Chinese
acceptance of the general principles of the treaty which Young-
husband had obtained.®

The Indian Government, not surprisingly, were distressed at
the prospect of a renegotiation of the Lhasa Convention in
Peking. They thought that if the issue was to be discussed at all
it should be discussed at Calcutta on their home ground. They
appreciated the need for some further discussions, much as they
disliked the idea, because they felt that without them the
Chinese might be driven to take desperate measures such as
declaring the whole of Tibet an integral part of the Chinese
Empire, as Satow reported in November 19o4 the Chinese might
do. The Wai-wu-pu accepted Calcutta as the venue for talks
on the Lhasa Convention, and instructed T’ang Shao-yi to
proceed to Tibet via India and negotiate with the Indian
Government on the way.”

T’ang Shao-yi was one of the ablest men then at the disposal
of the Chinese Government. He was a graduate of Yale, held a
doctor’s degree and spoke, as one would expect with this back-
ground, excellent English. His appointment showed clearly the
importance which the Chinese then attached to Tibet. T’ang, so
G. E. Morrison, the influential correspondent of The Times of
London, thought, had no great love for the British. During the
period of the Boxer troubles, after the relief of the Legations, he
had been unlucky enough to fall into British hands, and,
Morrison said, had been imprisoned for two days and then been
given the humiliating task of pulling a rickshaw for Captain
Bayley of the Royal Navy. T’ang’s wife, moreover, had been
killed by a foreign shell during the siege of the Legations.® T’ang
Shao-yi, who called on Satow in late November, not long before
he left Peking for India, showed himself to have definite ideas
about the Tibetan problem. Tibet, he told the British Minist§r,
was quite as much a part of the Chinese Empire as Mon.gc?ha,
but in recent years Chinese authority there had been declining.

8 FO 17/1752, Satow to Lansdowne, 5 October 1904.
7FO 17/1753, Satow to Lansdowne, 1 November 1gog, IO to FO,

5 November 1904.
8 FO 17/1756, Note on a conversation between Sir G. Clarke and Dr.

G. E. Morrison, 14 November 1g05.
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A drastic reform of the whole administrative machinery in
Tibet was called for if Chinese prestige were to revive. Idle
and unproductive monks, of which Tibet possessed a super-
abundance, should be put to useful work. The Dalai Lama should
be controlled so as never again to be able to enter into those
intrigues with the Russians which had made the Younghusband
Mission necessary. T’ang told Satow that he was a firm believer
in the reality of Russian attempts to establish influence at Lhasa.
T’ang was certainly not going to hand Tibet over to the Govern-
ment of India without a struggle.®

T’ang Shao-yi arrived in Calcutta on 2 February 1905, and
the Anglo-Chinese discussions opened formally a month later.10
The British were represented by S. M. Fraser, the Indian
Foreign Secretary, assisted by E. C. Wilton of the China
Consular Service, who had been the main adviser on Chinese
affairs to the Younghusband Mission. In a preliminary talk
with Wilton on 1 March T’ang declared that he could never
accept the Lhasa Convention as a valid treaty, since it had been
signed without Chinese assent. He proposed that a completely
new instrument be negotiated to replace the Lhasa Convention,
an Anglo-Chinese treaty without Tibetan participation. This,
however, was only an opening gambit. Wilton soon persuaded
T’ang that the Lhasa Convention was an accomplished fact
which could not be denied. T’ang, therefore, changed his attack
slightly and opened the formal discussions, on 6 March, with a
draft ‘Supplementary Convention’ to the Lhasa Convention, in
which the obligations which the Lhasa Convention imposed on
the Tibetans would all be assumed by the Chinese. The new
trade marts were accepted, but any modifications in the 1893
regulations regarding their operation should be left to future
Anglo-Chinese discussion, not Anglo-Tibetan discussion as
suggested in Article II of the Lhasa Convention. British officials
in Tibet would only deal with the Tibetan authorities through
Chinese officials. The Tibetan indemnity, and the three-year
occupation of Chumbi as security for its payment, were agreed
to; but T’ang proposed that the new Convention should state

® FO 17/1753, Satow to Lansdowne, 29 November 1904.

10 The course of the QCalcutta negotiations between February and
November 1905 are described at some length in FO 371/176, Fraser to
India, 22 January 1906.
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that the Amban would instruct a Tibetan official to come to
Chumbi to pay the instalments. The Chinese would see that all
Tibetan forts on the roads between the trade marts and the
Indian frontier were destroyed. The controversial Article IX
of the Lhasa Convention would be clarified by a British denial
of any intention either to annex Tibetan territory or to interfere
in Tibetan internal affairs, and by a declaration that all the
prohibitions in Article IX applied to Britain as well as to other
Foreign Powers, but not, of course, to China.

All this was not what the Government of India had in mind
at all. It had not sent a British army to Lhasa in order to re-
establish Chinese power in Tibet. Fraser summed up the
British position in three points. The British recognised Chinese
suzerainty in Tibet—T"ang had consistently referred to Chinese
sovereignty. In view of the geographical position of Tibet, China
recognised that the British had a special interest there. So long
as no other Foreign Power disregarded the prohibitions of
Article IX of the Lhasa Convention, Britain would also abide
by them, though with certain exceptions arising from the pre-
sence of British officials at the trade marts: the British, for
instance, could build and maintain telegraphs between Gyantse
and the Indian border. In presenting these points, on 10 March,
Fraser remarked that the Chinese should not press too hard their
claim to unqualified control over Tibet, otherwise it might be
argued that China was responsible for the Tibetan attack on
Younghusband’s party at Gyantse in May 1904. The Chinese,
Fraser went on, had failed to make their Tibetan subjects respect
the terms of the 18go Convention over the Sikkim-Tibet boun-
dary, and had not succeeded in obtaining Tibetan co-operation
for the proper working of the Yatung trade mart. As a result of
the experience of the past few years, the British had concluded
that Tibet was ‘an autonomous country which managed its own
administration, collected its own taxes and made its own treaties
with its neighbours’. In these circumstances, Fraser declared, all
China could do was to confirm the Lhasa Convention as it stood
after Ampthill had modified the sections dealing with the size
of the indemnity and the occupation of Chumbi.

At this point in the talks Fraser raised a subject which had
been of Indian concern for a number of years, but which had
hitherto played no part in formal Anglo-Chinese diplomacy.

38



THE LHASA CONVENTION AND THE TIBETAN INDEMNITY

Ever since the time of the Sikkim-Tibet Convention of 18go
British members of the Chinese Imperial Maritime Customs
Service had been stationed on the border between Sikkim and
Tibet. Men like James Hart, brother of Sir Robert Hart, the
head of the Chinese customs service, Taylor, Hobson, Montgo-
mery, Parr and Henderson had played a prominent part in the
conduct of Anglo-Tibetan relations.!! Henderson, who was the
current Chinese customs officer at Yatung, had been acting as
adviser to T’ang since the opening of the Calcutta talks. Indian
officials, while often on personal good terms with the European
staff of the Chinese customs, much resented their presence. On
occasions personal relations had not been good. Sir Mortimer
Durand, Indian Foreign Secretary during the negotiating of the
1890 Convention, had taken an immediate dislike to James
Hart.12 O’Connor and White were not particularly fond of
Henderson, who had often ignored their advice and opinions
since he took over from Captain Parr in late 19o4. In December
1904 O’Connor complained at length about Henderson, who
had just stated that the Lhasa Convention was invalid, much to
O’Connor’s disgust. The thought that Europeans were going
about Tibet making that kind of remark was somewhat alarming
to British officials on the frontier. When Henderson told
O’Connor that he intended shortly to visit Gyantse, O’Connor
was rather put out. British subjects, it had been agreed, required
the permission of the Political Officer for Sikkim or his deputy
before they could cross into Tibet to visit the trade marts.
Henderson, of course, as a Chinese official, had not bothered to
seek British authority for travel in Chinese territory. When
O’Connor asked him to explain the purpose of his proposed
Gyantse journey, Henderson declared in a tone of frigid for-
mality that ‘he could not recognise the right of the Indian
Foreign Office to demand categorical explanations of movements
or motives of Chinese officials in territory under Chinese
suzerainty’.

O’Connor attacked the Chinese employment of Europeans in
‘Tibet with powerful arguments. Parr and Henderson had both
meddled in Tibetan politics and given advice to Tibetan
officials which did not always benefit Indian interests. They had

11 FO 17/1755, 10 to FO, 13 July 1905.
12 BCCA, p. 192.
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on occasion, so O’Connor reported, treated the Tibetans with
that arrogance which was so characteristic of the Chinese in
their dealings with subject peoples. Since the Tibetans could
not entirely distinguish between the Europeans in Chinese ser-
vice and those in the employ of the Government of India,
people like Parr and Henderson tended to diminish the goodwill
among the Tibetans which O’Connor was trying so hard to
win.13 Immediately after the Younghusband Mission left Lhasa
the Indian Government had considered means of getting rid of
these irritating European servants of Sir Robert Hart. To date
they had all been British, and as such could, in fact, have been
expelled legally from India or prevented from passing through
India on their way to Tibet; but then Hart would have sent
Frenchmen, or even Russians, in their place, which would
have been far worse.14 The Calcutta negotiations offered the
Indian Government a means of ending this nuisance once for
all; and Fraser accordingly proposed that in any modification
of or amendment to Article IX of the Lhasa Convention the
Chinese should agree to forgo the right to employ any Euro-
peans, including customs officers, in Tibet.

The question of the exclusion from Tibet of European customs
officers nearly gave rise to a geographical definition of the term
Tibet. Even Lord Curzon never claimed that the Lhasa
Government exercised authority over all that vast area in-
habited by peoples of Tibetan ethnic stock. To the east there
were Tibetan districts which had for long been under the direct
administration of Chinese Provincial Governments, of Yunnan,
Szechuan and Kansu. In these areas the Chinese could no more
be denied the right to employ Europeans than they could within
the eighteen provinces of China proper. Hence an effective
prohibition of Chinese employment of Europeans in that part
of Tibet where, the British claimed, China had ‘suzerainty’
involved the specification of those parts of Tibet, like the
Tachienlu region, where China might be said to have ‘sove-
reignty’. Had this been done, then the Indian Government
would have saved itself a great deal of trouble during the 1913-

13 FO 17/1754, 1O to FO, 14 February 1905, enc. O’Connor to India,
23 December 1904, and IO to FO, 23 May 1905, enc. O’Connor to India,
24 March 1905.

14 FO 17/1754, White to India, 30 December 1904.
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14 negotiations at Simla which broke down after a deadlock
had been reached over just this question, the boundary be-
tween Inner (Chinese) and Outer (Lhasa) Tibet.

T’ang, however, firmly opposed any limitation of the right of
European officers in the Chinese customs to serve anywhere
throughout the Chinese Empire. Fraser’s proposal was a slur
upon the honour of a great service, and it was aimed at weaken-
ing Chinese influence on the Indo-Tibetan border where, so
T’ang observed, it had been found that European officers were
better able to resist the high-handed actions of some British
officials, a clear reference to White and O’Connor. T’ang,
moreover, was quite unable to agree to a Chinese admission
that British India had a special interest in Tibet and was entitled
to a special position there. Tibet was as much a part of the
Chinese Empire as the countryside around Peking, and if the
Chinese were to concede a special status to one Foreign Power
there, then other Foreign Powers would naturally seek a similar
status in other parts of the Empire. The French, for example,
T’ang noted, were only too eager to find an excuse for the
creation of what amounted to a French protectorate over
Yunnan. From the moment that the Calcutta talks opened it
must have been clear to T’ang that the views of the Chinese
and the Indian Government on Tibet were so divergent as to
make a mutually satisfactory compromise unlikely. India, having
secured the Lhasa Convention by direct Anglo-Tibetan negotia-
tion, wished the Chinese to accept the implications of this and
to agree that, while nominally a part of the Chinese Empire,
yet in fact Tibet had become autonomous. The Chinese, on
the other hand, sought to nullify these implications of the Lhasa
Convention. They were prepared to give India some concessions
in the matter of the operation of the trade marts; but they were
not prepared to surrender any of the symbols of their claimed
sovereignty over Tibet even if they were not as yet in a position
to give full effect to that sovereignty.

‘The Chinese position dictated that the Calcutta negotiations
should develop along two distinct lines. On the one hand, in
discussing the details of British relations with Tibet, the Chinese
side was prepared to accept some of the provisions of the Lhasa
Convention, though it aimed at so circumscribing them with
prohibitions as to prevent their being exploited in the future by
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the Indian Government as the basis for the further extension of
British influence. On the other hand, T’ang and his advisers
determined to maintain every possible sign and symbol of
Chinese predominance in Tibet, and to do so even if the result
was the breakdown of the negotiations. Thus T’ang would
accept the Lhasa Convention as ‘an existing agreement’ and as a
basis for discussion; he would not accept it as a valid agreement
because it lacked Chinese signature. He was prepared to discuss
the new trade marts and British rights in connection with them
such as the maintenance of the telegraph from India to Gyantse
and the permission for British subjects to travel to the marts
from India; but these provisions were to be so defined as to
prevent British claims to build telegraphs elsewhere in Tibet
and to deny British subjects any right to Tibetan travel off the
direct roads from India to Gyantse and Gartok. Chinese
acceptance of any of the terms of the Lhasa Convention, how-
ever, depended on Indian willingness to recognise Chinese
sovereignty over Tibet, tacitly if not explicitly. In order to keep
this particular issue in mind, T’ang, as the talks went on, became
increasingly sensitive to questions of protocol. When, in April,
the Bengal Government addressed T’ang in the same terms as it
would one of its own officials, in a letter beginning ‘I am directed
by His Excellency to communicate to you . . .’, the Chinese
Representative claimed that he had been insulted. He, too, was
‘His Excellency’, and the Bengal authorities should communi-
cate with him on the basis of one Excellency to another. He
should, moreover, be addressed as T’ang 7ajen,'5 not T’ang
Shao-yi. In writing to the Viceroy, T’ang counter-attacked by
using for Viceroy the same term that in China meant Pro-
vincial Governor-General. As a plenipotentiary, T’ang claimed,
his rank was at least equal to that of a Viceroy so interpreted.

By July 1905 the argument between T’ang and the British
delegates had become centred on one issue which stood as a
symbol for all the other points at dispute. Fraser and Wilton
maintained that China was the suzerain power in Tibet: T°ang
said that China was the sovereign power. The semantic distinction
between these two terms is not particularly clear. Even during
the Calcutta negotiations T’ang had from time to time said
suzerainty when he meant sovereignty; and in more recent

15 A Chinese honorific, meaning literally ‘Great Man’.
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times Mr. Nehru has publicly ridiculed those who tried to draw
fine shades of meaning to separate these two concepts. In fact,
however, by the time of the Younghusband Mission the terms
suzerainty and sovereignty had become part of the technical
jargon of the Tibetan problem, and their use in this context
had acquired a precision which might not have applied else-
where. The British had never denied that China possessed rights
over Tibet which were not enjoyed by other Powers. In the
separate article of the Chefoo Convention of 1876 and in
the Burma-Tibet Convention of 1886 the British had accepted
the right of China to play a part in Anglo-Tibetan relations. In
1890 the British and Chinese, without Tibetan participation, had
passed judgment on Tibetan claims to Sikkimese territory. In
1893, again without consulting the Tibetans, British and
Chinese representatives had laid down the future pattern for
the conduct of trade between India and Tibet. The Lhasa
Convention, therefore, was a departure from well-established
precedent, a treaty between British India and Tibet without
Chinese participation; and the British could hardly maintain
that in itself it implied a change in the status of Tibet. Indeed,
they had on a number of occasions while the Younghusband
Mission was in progress denied that any alteration in the status
of Tibet was being contemplated. In June 1904, for example,
the American Ambassador in London, Mr. Choate, called on
Lansdowne and said that ‘he assumed that we still regard Tibet
as part of the Chinese Dominions, and that we . .. [the
British] . . . did not desire to alter the status of the country in
this respect’. Lansdowne replied that ‘His Excellency’s sup-
position was correct, and that we had indeed from the first
endeavoured to work through the Chinese Government, though
unfortunately without success’.16

There could be no doubt, therefore, that the British accepted
formally the Chinese right to claim some supervisory status in
Tibet. None of the earlier Anglo-Chinese treaties relating to
Tibet, however, had defined that status with any precision. With
the proposal to discuss Chinese adhesion to the Lhasa Con-
vention the Chinese had resolved to secure such a definition. In
November 1904 Prince Ch’ing of the Wai-wu-pu, discussing this
question with Satow, tried to formulate the correct terms with

¢ FO 535/3, p. 147, Lansdowne to Sir M. Durand, 29 June 1go4.
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which to describe Tibet’s relationship to China. The Tibetans,
he said, were accustomed to refer to the Chinese Emperor as
Huang-shang, and not as Ta Huang-ti, the latter term being used
by Foreign Powers. The Dalai Lama recognised the Chinese
Emperor as his political superior and his appointment was
confirmed by a Chinese Imperial patent (Ch’th Shu). Prince
Ch’ing was a trifle put out when Satow, who knew his Asian
history, noted that in Ming times the Japanese Shogun had also
received a C/’th Shu from the Chinese Emperor. Did this mean
that China claimed some measure of political superiority over
Japan? Prince Ch’ing said no, in this case all that was involved
was ‘merely the act of a big power to a small one’, and the
example had no relevance to the Tibetan question. The best
analogy for Tibet, Prince Ch’ing thought, was to be found in
Mongolia; and he would state that in both Tibet and Mongolia,
territories which had at one time been conquered by Chinese
armies, China enjoyed the same political status.1? This status, so
Na-t’ung, of the Wai-wu-pu, told Satow in August 1905, was
Chu Kuo (sovereignty) not Shang Kuo (suzerainty).18 Tibet, in
other words, was not a Chinese tributary state where Chinese
rights were little more than ceremonial: it was an integral part
of the Chinese Empire, and the Chinese were free to do there
what they pleased, just as they could in the eighteen provinces
of China proper.

17 FO 535/5, p. 125, Satow to Lansdowne, 17 November 1904.

18 FO 17/1755, Satow to Lansdowne, 10 August 1905. Chu Kuo is an
old Chinese term going back to the period of the Warring States, and was
generally used in the sense of ‘part of the political entity which made up
China’. Shang Kuo, I am informed by Dr. Wang Gungwu, who has made a
special study of the concepts of Chinese political structure, is not really a
translation of ‘suzerainty’ as the British understood that word. The expres-
sion Shang Kuo is sometimes used to mean a Foreign Power in the ger}eral
framework of traditional Chinese ideas about Foreign Powers, that is to
say, Powers in a tributary relationship with China, but not under Chinese
rule. In orthodox Ch’ing political thought Great Britain would have been
Shang Kuo and so would Siam. ‘Suzerainty’, in fact, would have beer} a
concept quite foreign to a Chinese brought up in the traditions of Ch’ing
diplomacy.

For a discussion of suzerainty and sovereignty, as these terms are unc'ler-
stood by modern international lawyers, see J. L. Brierly, The Law of Nath.ﬂJ,
Oxford, 1955, pp. 125 et seq., and L. Oppenheim, International Law: a trealise,
2 vols., London, 1948, Vol. I, pp. 170 et seq.
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Out of discussions such as these a quite precise definition of
the terms suzerainty and sovereignty, and their implications in
the Tibetan context, emerged. In a Tibet where China was
suzerain the British could to some extent establish diplomatic
relations with the Tibetan authorities without Chinese media-
tion. In such a Tibet the Chinese power was not very much
more than a ceremonial reminder of past glories, and the
Tibetan Government was in its dealing with British India able
to demonstrate its autonomy. In a Tibet where China was
sovereign, on the other hand, the British could only deal with
the Tibetan Government through Chinese officials. Such a
Tibet was an integral part of the Chinese Empire. During the
course of the Calcutta negotiations it became increasingly clear
that the Indian Government was making every effort to bring
the Chinese to admit, if only by implication, their Tibetan status
to be that of suzerain. The Chinese, of course, were going to
avoid such an admission if they possibly could, and hence their
reluctance to accept the validity of the Lhasa Convention with
its implied Tibetan treaty-making powers. Much of T’ang
Shao-yi’s struggle during the Calcutta talks was directed
towards finding a formula for the definition of Chinese status
in Tibet which would satisfy the Indian Government without
at the same time giving up Chinese claims. When Fraser refused
to accept an article recognising Chinese sovereignty in Tibet,
'T’ang proposed the phrase ‘Great Britain recognises the existing
authority of China over Tibet’. When this was refused T’ang
suggested that no mention of suzerainty or sovereignty should
appear in the text at all.

Curzon, who had for several years expressed increasing
irritation at the ‘fiction’ of Chinese authority in Tibet, was
determined that the Lhasa Convention should not lead to a
British endorsement of Chinese control which the Chinese were
themselves unable to make effective. He decided by July 1905
that the present talks were leading nowhere. T ang should either
accept Fraser’s draft in its entirety or he should go home, leaving
the Lhasa Convention as a valid (in British eyes) agreement
without any Chinese participation. The Home Government,
however, felt that the quest for Chinese adhesion should con-
tinue, and they were inclined to agree with the Wai-wu-pu that if
a settlement could not be reached in Calcutta, then negotiations
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should be transferred to London or Peking. Prince Ch’ing,
in July, even went so far as to suggest that T’ang should be
appointed Chinese Minister in London for this purpose. The
Chinese expressed themselves eager for an agreement, and, as a
veiled threat, suggested that difficulties would arise if the Dalai
Lama were to return to Lhasa, perhaps even with an escort of
Russian Buriats, before the Tibetan problem had been settled.1

In September T°ang brought matters to a crisis when he said
that he was too ill to continue in Calcutta and was requesting
permission from his Government to return home. T’ang’s iliness
was regarded with much distrust by Curzon and his advisers. It
was said that all that had happened was that the Chinese
Representative had knocked his foot against a croquet hoop,
and that he then took to his bed for purely diplomatic reasons.20
Curzon was probably right in his suspicions. T’ang is said to
have requested Peking for his recall in these terms:

Being aware of the fact that our Government wants in no way
to compromise our sovereign rights, and that a negotiation
devoid of substance appears to be nothing but solicitation, I am
bound to pray on my part for a timely recall in accordance
with the guiding principle of diplomacy, ‘catch the chance,
wait not!’; with the hope to avoid the present deadlock and to
make room for a possible success in the future.2!

T’ang’s departure, at all events, was timely enough from the
Chinese point of view. When, in October, T’ang’s secretary,
Chang Yin-tang, informed Fraser that he had been instructed
to carry on the Calcutta negotiations, the Government of India
found itself in an awkward situation. Curzon had resigned, and

19 It is perhaps significant that it was at this stage in the Calcutta
negotiations that British officials began to plan the visit to India of the
Panchen Lama (see Ch. II). Both as a counter to the return to Lhasa
of the Dalai Lama and as a means of exerting pressure on the Chinese to
convince them of the wisdom of coming to terms with the British over the
Lhasa Convention, the establishment of close relations between the Indian
Government and Tashilhumpo clearly had its value. It is hard to believe
that Curzon needed White’s prompting to appreciate the role which_ the
Panchen Lama might play in the evolution of British policy towards Tibet.

20 PEF 1908/22, Dane to Ritchie, 23 September 1907.

21 Shao Hsun-cheng, ‘Review of Tibet in Modern World Politics, by
W. K. Lee’, Chinese Social and Political Science Review, Vol. XVI, 1932-33,
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would leave India in November. There were reasons for the
belief that his successor, Lord Minto, would not be so firm in
denying Chinese sovereignty over Tibet. Moreover, Fraser, the
British Representative at the negotiations, had just about com-
pleted his term as Indian Foreign Secretary and would shortly
hand over to Sir Louis Dane. Dane would need a fresh Com-
mission if he were to continue where Fraser left off. It looked as
if negotiations would in these circumstances have to start again
from scratch, Chang Yin-tang was certainly prepared for an
extended stay in Calcutta, having just renewed for a further
six months the lease on the house where the Chinese delegation
were living. Even if the Indian Government was prepared to
face this prospect, it was not at all clear that it would bring it
any advantage. Chang was not empowered to make terms
other than those which T’ang had already proposed; all he
offered was to discuss the ‘alteration’ of the Lhasa Convention
and thus, by implication, to undertake its renegotiation and to
declare its invalidity as it now stood.

Lord Curzon thought it pointless to go on. When Chang
called on Fraser on 14 November 1905, Fraser asked him
whether he would sign the last British draft which had been
presented to T’ang and which T’ang had rejected. Chang
refused, whereupon Fraser informed him that the negotiations
had from that moment come to an end. Curzon, in one of his
very last communications as Viceroy of India, said that:

In my opinion it now remains only for His Majesty’s Govern-
ment to intimate officially at Peking that they dispense with
China’s adhesion to the Lhasa Convention which they never-
theless have always regarded and still regard as in itself
complete and of full validity and that they will themselves with-
out reference to the Chinese Government take such measures
as they may find necessary for the execution of its terms. 22

He thought that India derived nothing but advantage from the
termination of these discussions. So long as the Chinese were
arguing in Calcutta the Tibetans continued to believe that the
Lhasa Convention was but a temporary measure: it had already
been modified once by Lord Ampthill and would probably, they

22 This was dated 14 November 1905. Curzon handed over to Minto
on 17 November and left India the following day.

47



SEARCHING FOR A NEW TIBETAN POLICY 1904 TO 1906

thought, be modified again. With the end of the talks, however,
the Tibetans would have no alternative but to face up to the
implications of Younghusband’s treaty, and the British could
begin to obtain some benefit from their Lhasa expedition, which
had cost them well over £1,000,000. Failing Chinese acceptance
of British special interests in Tibet, Curzon thought, total failure
was the best possible outcome to be hoped for from these
negotiations.

In the English political climate which had obtained in 1903
or early 1904 the Lhasa Convention might perhaps have been
allowed to stand unsupported by Chinese adhesion. Had Curzon
continued as Viceroy, the Indian Government would certainly
have fought hard against the reopening of negotiations in Peking
or London. But late 1905 saw both a change of Viceroy in India
and a change of Government in England. The new régime, as
we have already seen in the case of British relations with the
Panchen Lama, sought only the minimum possible involvement
on the Tibetan border. The Liberal Cabinet had decided upon
a policy of settling the major problems of British policy towards
Central Asia through negotiations with the Russians, and it
hoped to create an impression of good faith and moderation in
these matters which would hardly be confirmed by a denial of
Chinese interest in Tibet. When, therefore, on 10 January 1906,
T’ang Shao-yi, now back in Peking and a newly appointed
member of the Board of the Wai-wu-pu (the Chinese Foreign
Office), called on Sir Ernest Satow with a fresh draft Anglo-
Chinese agreement, the British Minister was instructed to
reopen negotiations.

T’ang’s draft offered little new. Its terms would not have
been accepted by the British side during the Calcutta negotia-
tions. The Lhasa Convention was ‘confirmed’; but in such a
way as to suggest that only by this confirmation did Young-
husband’s treaty acquire validity. The British engaged neither
to ‘encroach’ on Tibetan territory nor to interfere in the internal
administration of Tibet. The prohibitions set out in Article IX
of the Lhasa Convention were to apply to Great Britain as well
as to other Foreign Powers, but the British were to be permitted
to lay telegraph lines between India and Gyantse. The Anglo-
Chinese Convention of 18go, and the Trade Regulations of
1893, both annexed to the draft, were to remain in force so long
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as they did not conflict with either the Lhasa Convention or the
present draft. In this document the issue of Chinese sovereignty
or suzerainty over Tibet was deliberately avoided; but in the
first article, which made China in some degree responsible for
Tibetan respect for the terms of the Lhasa Convention, Chinese
authority over Tibet was implied. In the third article, which
amplified Article IX of the Lhasa Convention, it was made
clear that China was not a Foreign Power in respect to Tibet,
and that Great Britain very definitely was.23

Lord Minto’s Government of India was, in fact, not very
much more eager to reopen negotiations than had been the
Government of Lord Curzon. Minto noted that:

We do not attach any great importance to the adherence of
China, so far as the actual working of the Convention on the
spot is concerned: and we regard as a question of greater
moment the settlement of the future position of the Dalai
Lama. Matters are working smoothly at present in Tibet, and
this result will be further assisted by the return of the Tashi
Lama after his visit to India, which has been most successful.

If, Minto concluded, it was really felt to be necessary to talk
with the Chinese on this matter, then ‘it might, perhaps, be
possible to arrange that the Chinese should intern the present
Dalai Lama (as was done in the case of one of his predecessors)
and definitely announce his exclusion from Tibet’.24

Satow had no objection to the idea of getting the Chinese to
exclude the Dalai Lama from Tibet, though Sir Charles
Hardinge, now returned from St. Petersburg to the Foreign
Office, thought that the Russian Legation in Peking would do
its utmost to persuade the Chinese to resist such a suggestion,
since, he noted, the Russians ‘consider the Tashi Lama as our
creature’ and would be reluctant to see him in sole authority in
Tibet.25 In February 19o6 Satow carefully sounded the Wai-
wu-pu on the exclusion of the Dalai Lama and was not surprised
to find them in opposition to the plan. The Chinese, he reported,
had twice ordered the Lama to return to Tibet, once immediately
following his interview at Urga in June 1905 with Pokotilov, the

23 FO 371/176, Satow to Grey, 11 January 1906.
24 FO 371/176, Minto to Morley, 23 January 1906.
25 FO 371/176, Hardinge’s minute on IO to FO, g0 January 1906.
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Russian Minister at Peking; and they would find it difficult to
reverse their public attitude at this stage. It seemed, however,
that the Dalai Lama was unlikely to return soon to his capital,
where he thought there were many people plotting against him:
nor was it likely that the Chinese would press for the Lama’s
return so long as they had him safely under their control at
Kumbum Monastery near Sining.26

With the problem of the Dalai Lama’s return shelved, Satow
and T’ang soon agreed on a draft text which hardly differed
from that which T’ang had proposed in January. A few words
were changed: in Article II, for example, the British agreed
not to annex Tibetan territory rather than not to encroach on it,
as originally suggested. A delay was caused by the difficulty of
obtaining a satisfactory Chinese text of the Lhasa Convention
to be appended to the new agreement: the text which the
Amban had sent back to the Wai-wu-pu in late 1904 differed
considerably from the definitive English version.2? The negotia-
tions, however, were, as The Times reported, ‘conducted in a
friendly spirit without a hitch’; and they were a credit to T’ang
Shao-yi, ‘that accomplished Yale graduate whose appointment
as one of the Ministers of the [Chinese] Foreign Office is the
most satisfactory appointment made by China for a long time’.28
So co-operative was T’ang Shao-yi that he even agreed to the
exclusion from Tibet of European employees of the Chinese
Maritime Customs, a proposal which he had resisted strongly
when it was previously put to him in Calcutta. On 27 April 1906
the Anglo-Chinese Convention was signed, and attached to it
were notes exchanged between T’ang and Satow in which it
was agreed that the Chinese could continue to employ Euro-
peans in Tibet for a year from the date of signature of the
Convention, after which time they would cease entirely to do
s0.29

The signing of the Convention marked a defeat for those
officials of the Government of India who hoped that the

26 FO 371/176, Satow to Grey, 24 February 1906.

27 FO 371/177, Satow to Grey, 28 April 1906.

28 The Times, 277 April 1906.

29 For the full text, see Appendix IV. Bell, Tibet, op. cit., and Richard-
son, Tibet, op. cit., both print the text; but Bell omits all mention of the
exchange of notes and Richardson only summarises them in such a way as
to obscure their import.
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Younghusband Mission to Lhasa could still provide the basis
for the maintenance of a significant measure of British influence
in Tibet. While the Convention did not declare Tibet to be a
part of China, it certainly implied it. Article II effectively
prevented the British from exploiting, as O’Connor and White
had once proposed, the friendship of the Panchen Lama for
political ends: this would certainly be construed as British inter-
ference in Tibetan administration. Article III ruled out the
possibility of British exploitation of Tibetan mineral wealth and
made it clear that in this respect at least the British were on the
same footing as all other Powers except China. When the
Chinese confirmed the Lhasa Convention, as they did in
Article I, they implicitly assumed responsibility for those aspects
of Anglo-Tibetan relations which the Lhasa Convention left
unresolved. Fresh Trade Regulations, which by the Lhasa
Convention would have been discussed by Tibetan and British
delegates without, of necessity, Chinese participation, had now
become the subject of Anglo-Chinese negotiation without, of
necessity, Tibetan participation. The payment of the Tibetan
indemnity had now become a matter of direct Chinese concern.
As Sir Francis Younghusband was to note somewhat bitterly,
‘the signature of this Convention, far from improving our status
in Tibet, or conferring any increased regularity upon our inter-
course, seems to have had a precisely opposite effect’.30

The Anglo-Chinese Convention of 1906 confirmed, by its
reference to the Lhasa Convention, the Tibetan obligation of
paying to the Government of India an indemnity of Rs.
25,00,000; but it did not specify how the money was to be
transferred. The Indian Government, disappointed by the turn
of events at Peking which they considered to have undermined
British prestige in Tibet, resolved to exploit the indemnity as a
means of demonstrating that the British still thought the Lhasa
Convention a valid treaty and not to have been, as the Chinese
were now giving out in Tibet, replaced by the recently con-
cluded Anglo-Chinese agreement. The Lhasa Convention speci-
fied that Tibet should pay the indemnity: it did not say that
China could pay on behalf of Tibet: the Indian Government,
therefore, resolved that Tibet, if only symbolically, should pay.

The Tibetan indemnity had been justified by Younghusband

30 Sir F. Younghusband, India and Tibet, London, 1910, p. 343.
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as a reasonable recompense for the expenses incurred by the
British during the course of the Tibetan campaign; but the real
reason for its imposition was political. As security until it was
paid, the British were to occupy the Chumbi Valley. Before
Ampthill reduced the size of the indemnity, and when it was
still payable in seventy-five annual instalments, this meant a
virtually permanent British occupation of that tract which was
considered a strategic gateway to the Tibetan plateau. Even
after its reduction by two-thirds, the Indian Government still
hoped to make some political capital out of the indemnity, It
listened with favour to O’Connor’s proposal in November 1go4
that in return for reducing the indemnity the Tibetans should

be asked to send a delegation of leading officials down to India,
which

would have the best political result, would act as a counter-
blast to Dorjieff’s missions to the Czar, and the effect on the
minds of the Tibetan delegates after seeing something of the
wonders of modern science and war establishments would be
the best guarantee for the future tranquillity of the country.!

The Tibetans were duly invited down to Calcutta. They refused
on the very reasonable grounds that the climate of Bengal did
not suit them, and that anything which needed to be discussed
could just as well be discussed at Gyantse.32 Even so, the
Tibetans could not, it seemed, avoid sending an official of
importance to the Gyantse Trade Agency, if not to British
India, to pay the required instalments, and this process might
well extend over twenty-five years; for Lord Ampthill, while
declaring that Chumbi should be evacuated after the Tibetans
had paid three annual instalments of the indemnity, did not say
in so many words that the entire indemnity should be paid in
three instalments only.

The Chinese were well aware of the implications of the
indemnity. At the moment when the Calcutta adhesion negotia-
tions broke down an Imperial Decree announced that the
Chinese had most generously agreed to pay the indemnity on
behalf of their Tibetan subjects, and in December 1905 pro-
clamations to this effect, written in Chinese and Tibetan, were

31 FO 17/1754, 10 to FO, 12 January 1905, enc. O’Connor to India,

25 November 1904.
32 FO 17/1754, O’Connor to India, 5 April 1905.

52



THE LHASA CONVENTION AND THE TIBETAN INDEMNITY

posted in the major Tibetan towns.33 This news, which annoyed
the Indian Government greatly as another sign of Chinese
intention to reduce British influence in Tibet in every possible
way, was received with mixed feelings in London. Lansdowne
at the Foreign Office thought that at least until the Chinese had
adhered to the Lhasa Convention they could not possibly be
allowed to pay on behalf of the Tibetans: to let them do so
‘would be tantamount to admitting the intervention of the
Chinese in relieving Tibet from this portion of her obligations
while avoiding all responsibility for any other portion of the
[Lhasa] Convention’.34 Brodrick at the India Office, however,
while seeing Lansdowne’s point, thought that ‘the moral effect
to be produced by exacting the indemnity directly from the
Tibetans will probably be far less valuable to the Indian
Government than the relief afforded from the necessity of
attempting to enforce a direct tribute annually for 25 years’.33

The Indian Government, on reflection, could see no easy
way to prevent the Chinese from giving the Tibetans the means
with which to meet the indemnity. Faced, however, with the
news that the Chinese Government had instructed the Hong
Kong & Shanghai Bank to transmit the first instalment directly
to the Indian Treasury, it resolved to insist upon the actual
transfer of funds being made through a Tibetan official.3¢ When
this decision was put to Chang Yin-tang, he promptly arranged
through Peking and Lhasa for a senior Tibetan Minister to
come down to Calcutta for this purpose. In February 1906 the
Sechung Shape set out from Lhasa with orders to collect the
indemnity from Chang Yin-tang in Calcutta and hand it over
to the Indian Government. Minto’s reaction was to insist that
after the Sechung Shape had collected the money in Calcutta
he should then take it to Gyantse and give it to the British Trade
Agent, the idea being that the actual transfer should take place
on Tibetan soil so as to make the maximum impression on
Tibetan opinion.3?

33 FO 17/1756, Satow to Lansdowne, 14 November 1905; FO 371/176,
IO to FO, 26 April 1906, enc. Bailey to White, 29 December 1g05.

34 FO 17/1756, FO to 10, 15 November 1905,

35 FO 17/1756, IO to FO, 21 November 1g05.

3 FO 17/1756, Satow to Lansdowne, 16 November 19o5; Minto to
Brodrick, 30 November 1905.

37 Morley Papers (D.573/7), Minto to Morley, 15 February 19o6.
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The Sechung Shape arrived at Calcutta in early March. The
Indian Government offered to put him up at Hastings House,
which was generally used to accommodate visiting dignitaries,
but found to their irritation that the Chinese had already
obtained a house for him, No. 15 Kyd Street. The Shape
informed India that he had with him the sum of Rs. 8,33,333,
or one-third of the total indemnity, the clear implication being
the intention to pay in three instalments instead of twenty-
five.38 Minto would have liked to make an issue over this, and
to stick to the letter of the Lhasa Convention as Ampthill had
modified it.3? The Home Government, however, were of a
different mind. The Foreign Office thought the Viceroy was
being ‘irrational’. Morley agreed.4® India was told to accept
payment in three instalments. By this time, however, some six
weeks had passed. The Shape, having failed to obtain an
audience with Lord Minto and growing weary of Calcutta, had
by now gone off to Darjeeling, where he was staying at Ghoom
Monastery. In May, Lord Minto having in the meantime given
up the rather childish scheme of insisting on actual payment in
Gyantse, the Shape was summoned back to Calcutta where, on
29 May 1906, he passed over to the Indian Foreign Office a
cheque on the Hong Kong & Shanghai Bank for Rs. 8,33,333,
5 annas and 4 pice made out to the Government of India.4!
When, in 1907, Minto proposed to repeat this charade, Morley
stood firm and insisted that the Chinese be allowed to pay the
second instalment by direct telegraphic transfer from Peking to
the Indian Treasury without the intervention of any Tibetan
officials.42

The course of the abortive Calcutta negotiations made a
lasting impression on many British officials in the service of the
Indian Government. They felt that they had to some extent
been betrayed by their own Home Government. They had
fought hard on the issue of the Chinese status in Tibet, anfi had
refused to abandon what they considered to be the mimmqm
British requirements: yet the moment the venue of the negotia-

38 FO 371/176, 10 to FO, 1 May 1906.

39 FO 371/176, Minto to Morley, 26 March 1906.

40 FO 371/176, 10 to FO, 4 April 1906.

41 FO 371/176, Minto to Morley, 26 May and 29 May 1906.
42 FO 371/177, 10 to FO, 23 February 1907.
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tions had been transferred from India to Peking their arguments
had been ignored and the Chinese granted terms which the
Indian Government would never have offered if left to its own
devices. It must have seemed to many of Minto’s advisers that
the British Foreign Office in London posed at least as great a
threat to the security of the Indian borders as ever did Russia.
The Indian Government did not forget the lessons of 1go5-6.
When, following the Tibetan border crisis of 1910-12, Anglo-
Chinese negotiations over the status of Tibet once more seemed
called for, it struggled valiantly to keep them under its own
control so as not again to leave vital Indian interests to the
tender mercies of the Foreign Office in London and the British
Minister in Peking. Had it not done so, the Convention of 1914
would certainly have been of a very different shape, and the
McMahon Line would probably never have been defined at all.
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IV

MORLEY’S MASTERLY INACTIVITY
AND THE QUESTION OF
TRAVELLERS IN TIBET

HE Indian administration of Lord Curzon persisted in its
attempts to find some solution to the problem of Tibet
despite the setback over the Lhasa Convention. Even if a
British representative were not to be permitted to visit Lhasa
from time to time, at least the Indian Government could keep
in the closest touch with the Panchen Lama and his Ministers
at Tashilhumpo. The overtures to the Panchen Lama, which
the documents preserved in the India Office and Foreign Office
archives suggest were made largely by White and O’Connor on
their own initiative, were probably approved, and their implica-
tions understood, by Curzon. The Calcutta negotiations failed,
moreover, because Curzon struggled to preserve what he could
of the gains embodied in the Lhasa Convention, and was not
prepared to turn it into an Anglo-Chinese treaty in which the
British lost their right of direct communication with the Tibetan
authorities.

Lord Minto, when he had time to think about the Tibetan
question after taking over from Curzon in November 1905,
seems to have concluded that, after all, it would perhaps b.e
wise to hang on to what gains still survived from the fruits of his
predecessor’s Tibetan policy. While Minto certainly did not
share Curzon’s obsessive preoccupation with the menace to
British India of Russian ambitions in Central Asia, yet he saw
no good reason why the Indian Government should not, 1f.a
suitable opportunity presented itself, make its influence felt in
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Tibet; and he soon acquired an almost Curzonian sensitivity to
questions of British prestige on the Indian frontiers. Had Minto
been left to his own devices, there can be little doubt that
British officials would have gone on visiting the Panchen Lama
and quietly discussing political matters with that Incarnation.
Had Minto retained the last word over the Calcutta negotia-
tions, it is more than probable that their breakdown would have
been final. The Indian Government would have been content
with the Lhasa Convention without Chinese adherence, and
Indian opposition might well have prevented Satow from heed-
ing T’ang Shao-yi’s request to reopen negotiations in Peking.
The Home Government, so long as Balfour and the Con-
servatives remained in power, was still committed to some
degree of involvement in Tibetan problems. It had, after all,
approved the Younghusband Mission. Even when it declared
publicly that Younghusband had exceeded his instructions and
obtained by the Lhasa Convention more than he was authorised
to do, it never went so far as to say that the reasons which
Curzon had adduced for sending the Mission to Lhasa were
false reasons. Brodrick, however much he might be irritated by
Curzon’s frontier policy, was to some extent a party to that
policy. The Conservative Government’s opposition to Curzon
was based, in the last analysis, not on questions of principle
but on expediency. Curzon, so both Brodrick and Lansdowne
argued, had by his Tibetan scheme stirred up something of a
hornet’s nest about the ears of the Cabinet. He had provided
ammunition for the Opposition and he had given the Russians
grounds on which to base strong diplomatic protests. Lans-
downe, who had used a British denial of any intention to estab-
lish permanent influence in Tibet as a means of persuading the
Russians to approve British moves elsewhere, and particularly
to accept that part of the Cambon-Lansdowne agreements of
April 1904 which dealt with Egypt and the holders of Egyptian
bonds, found Curzon a constant source of embarrassment.
Lansdowne, however, undoubtedly looked with some alarm on
the evidence of Russian intrigues with the Dalai Lama, and
felt that the British should do their best to counter them.
Brodrick, who was the most vocal of critics of Curzon’s Tibetan
adventure, attacked it more out of personal annoyance with
Curzon (the precise reasons for which are still obscure) than on
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questions of principle. Brodrick was probably no more of a
Russophil than Curzon himself. After the Japanese naval victory
over the Russians at the battle of Tsushima in May 1qos,
Brodrick wrote that he had ‘never felt so happy for years over
anything abroad as with the destruction of the Russian fleet. . . .
It will take them a quarter of a century to recover their
prestige.’! He was not likely to scrutinise minutely every single
aspect of Indian frontier policy to see if it could possibly cause
offence to Russia. Lansdowne and Brodrick were by 19os, it is
true, thinking seriously about the prospects of an Anglo-Russian
rapprochement. The possibilities had been explored by Charles
Hardinge during his Embassy at St. Petersburg, and the
Japanese victories had made some change in British relations
with Russia easier to achieve, since they had diminished both
Russian power and Russian interest in the Far East. As Brodrick
noted in March 1905, ‘the state of things in the Far East makes
one begin to hope that another six or nine months may exhaust
Russia to a degree which will render her innocuous to us for
many years to come’.2 Rapprochement with Russia, however,
was no vital article of faith in the Conservative repertoire.

The Liberal Government of Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman,
which formally took office on 4 December 1905, just two weeks
after Curzon had handed over the Viceroyalty of India to
Minto, had resolved upon bringing about, if it at all lay within
its power, a change in the nature of Anglo-Russian relations.
Grey at the Foreign Office and Morley at the India Office were
determined to permit no British actions which would nourish
Russian suspicions. The effect of this new attitude was already
apparent in December 1905 in Morley’s expression of dismay
at the political implications of the Panchen Lama’s visit to
India, an incident which confirmed Morley, the new Secretary
of State, in a long-held opinion that much Anglo-Russian
tension had arisen from the activities of British and Russian
frontier officials, whose policy was sometimes diametrically
opposed to that of their masters in London and St. Pcters.burg.
‘Frontier men’ had their point of view. It was an admirable
one with which Morley sympathised. They performed extremely
difficult tasks in conditions which were often most unpleasant,

1 Ampthill Papers (E.233/11), Brodrick to Ampthill, 2 June 1905.

2 Ampthill Papers (E.233/11), Brodrick to Ampthill, 17 March 1905.
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and their work sometimes did not receive the acknowledgment
it deserved. British officials serving on the frontiers of India,
however, Morley thought, tended to have one important failing.
‘“They wear blinkers,” he wrote to Minto in October 1906, ‘and
forget the complex intrigues, rival interests and, if you like,
diabolical machinations which make up international politics
for a vast sprawling Empire like ours, exposing more vulnerable
surface than any Empire the world ever saw.’® A close watch
from London had to be maintained on the ‘frontier men’; and
in this category Morley was inclined to believe the Viceroy
should at times be included.

Morley’s suspicion of the intentions of Indian officials when
left unsupervised on the frontier or beyond it had a profound
effect on the shape of British Tibetan policy over the next four
years. One immediate result was the India Office doctrine that
Europeans, of whatever nationality, should not be permitted
to set out from British India on journeys of Tibetan exploration.
In the two years following Younghusband’s entry into Lhasa
the Indian Government gave serious thought to a number of
ventures aimed at increasing British knowledge of Tibetan
geography and demonstrating beyond the Himalayas the fact
that the British had now established relations with the Tibetan
authorities. One such scheme was the Gartok expedition which,
led by C. G. Rawling, set out in October 1904 to explore the
upper valley of the Tsangpo and which provided the occasion
for O’Connor’s first visit to the Panchen Lama. The success of
this journey suggested other projects. In February 1905 Captain
C. H. D. Ryder, a former member of the Younghusband Mission,
proposed a journey eastwards down the Tsangpo. He intended
taking with him an escort of 100 Gurkhas and he hoped to solve
one of the great geographical mysteries of the age, the problem
of the Tsangpo falls.4 He suggested that J. F. Needham, who

3 Morley Papers (D.573/1), Morley to Minto, 11 October 1906.

4 How did the Tsangpo flow into the Brahmaputra, by the Dihang or by
the Dibang rivers; and did it drop from the heights of the Tibetan plateau
to the Assam plains by a series of dramatic falls? These questions had
interested geographers for many years. The native explorer (pandit)
Kinthup, employed by the Survey of India, reported in 1884 that he had
seen the foot of a great waterfall in the gorge where the Tsangpo carved
its way through the Himalayan barrier. In 1906 as yet no European had
confirmed Kinthup’s story, and many explorers were eager to do so. Bailey
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for over twenty years as Assistant Political Officer, Sadiya, had
been responsible for British relations with the Assam Himalayan
tribes, should travel up from Assam to join him on the Tibetan
plateau. He noted that the Tibetans at present were most co-
operative, but wondered whether they would continue to be so
in the near future; while the opportunity existed, the British
should explore as much of Tibet as they could.5 In July 1905
another project for Tibetan exploration was advanced, and given
Curzon’s approval. E. C. Wilton, the China Consular Service
officer who had been helping in the Calcutta negotiations,
suggested that he return to China by way of Tibet. He would
take a small escort with him and one or two other British officers.®
The Wilton project was abandoned when Satow reported that it
was extremely unlikely that the Chinese would issue passports
for Eastern Tibet, then in a very disturbed state.” The Ryder
project fell through for reasons which do not seem to have been
connected with Tibetan policy; and by October 1905 Ryder was
trying to organise an extensive British expedition to Western
Tibet which would include botanists, geologists, doctors, sur-
veyors and every other imaginable category of specialist.®
Curzon had been in favour of permitting a small number of
British exploring ventures into Tibet along the lines of those
suggested by Ryder and Wilton; but he insisted that such projects
should be strictly controlled by Government. In June 1905, by a
Standing Order, it was laid down that British subjects could not
travel into Tibet from British territory without first obtaining
Government permission.? This was directed mainly against
missionaries, sportsmen and gold prospectors, all of whom might
involve the Indian Government in diplomatic difficulties should
they fall foul of the Tibetan authorities. It was not intended as 2

5 FO 17/1754, 10 to FO, 27 April 1905, enc. Ryder to Surveyor-Gen.
of India, 22 February 19o05.

8 FO 17/1755, 10 to FO, 14 July 1905.

7 FO 17/1755, Satow to Lansdowne, 17 July 1905.

8 PEF 1910/19, Rawling to Dane, 30 October 1905.

® FO 17/1755, 10 to FO, 21 November 1905.

and Morshead followed Kinthup’s route in 1913, and found t!lat the Tsangpo
falls were really little more than a series of rapids, not the rival of the great
Zambesi falls which had been hoped for. See K. Mason, Abode of Snow,

London, 1955, pp. 89—90.
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blanket veto on all Tibet exploration. Minto was of like mind.
Although by May 1906 he had refused permission to the Royal
Geographical Society and to the Royal Scottish Geographical
Society to send expeditions into Tibet from India, a refusal which
much outraged those seeking to ascend Mt. Everest, the world’s
highest peak, he wassstill approving, if only in principle, a number
of other projects of a more official nature like those of Ryder and
Rawling in Western Tibet, of Charles Bell to the north of Bhutan
and the Assam Himalaya, and of O’Connor in S.E. Tibet.10 Had
it not been for Sven Hedin, some of these ventures might actually
have taken place: neither the Lhasa Convention nor the Anglo-
Chinese Convention of 1906 specifically prohibited British
exploration in Tibet away from the trade marts.

Sven Hedin, the great Swedish traveller, had been exploring
in Chinese Turkestan and Tibet for more than a decade. His
journeys, in the past, had sometimes been watched with sus-
picion by the Indian Government, which believed that he was,
among other things, prospecting for gold on behalf of Russian
mining interests. Politics apart, however, Sven Hedin was much
respected by such leading British students of Central Asia as
Younghusband, whom Hedin had first met in Kashgar in
1890, and by Lord Curzon. Curzon had once told Hedin that
he would, as long as he was Viceroy, assist the Swede in an
assault on Tibet from the Indian side. In the early summer of
1905 Hedin reminded Curzon of his promise; and in July 1905
Curzon replied that:

I shall be proud to render you what assistance lies in my power
while I still remain in India, and only regret that before your
great expedition is over I shall have left these shores. . . . I
will arrange to have a good native surveyor ready to accompany
you, and I will further have a man instructed in astronomical
observations and in meteorological recording, so as to be
available for you at the same time,11

When Hedin arrived in India in May 1906 the surveyor and the
astronomical and meteorological expert were both waiting for
him at Dehra Dun, the headquarters of the Indian Survey; but

10 PEF 1910/19, Minto to Morley, 17 May 1906.
11S. Hedin, Trans-Himalaya: discoveries and adventure in Tibet, 2 vols.,
London, 1910, Vol. 1, pp. 3—4.
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he found to his disgust that Minto, while apparently as well
disposed towards his plans as Curzon had been, did not feel
that he could give him authority to set out without the approval
of Morley. Hedin soon realised that his greatest difficulties on
this particular Central Asian venture ‘proceeded not from
Tibet, its rude climate, its rarified air, its high mountains and its
wild inhabitants, but—from England! Could I circumvent Mr.
John Morley, I should soon settle with Tibet.’12

Morley proved impossible to circumvent. Minto, who thought
that Hedin was ‘well worthy of encouragement’, and who felt
that the Indian Government, because of Curzon’s promises,
was in honour bound to help the traveller, did his best to get
Morley to agree.13 He pointed out that if Hedin were frustrated
in his plans to enter Tibet from India, he would only do so
from Sinkiang. Hedin, moreover, proposed to explore in the
Tsangpo Valley just to the north of the British boundary; and
it seemed wise to keep an eye on his activities in this sensitive
area. Minto, therefore, suggested that Rawling, who was hoping
to visit the same Tibetan region, should join up with Hedin. If
Hedin did find gold, and Minto thought that he had prospecting
very much in mind, the British would thus learn the fact in good
enough time to prepare to resist the rush of gold-seekers which
would inevitably follow. In making this suggestion Minto
availed himself of the opportunity to propose a general policy
of official British exploration in Tibet, publicly justified, perhaps,
by the argument that the Lhasa Convention allowed British
subjects to travel through Tibet to the trade marts without
limiting them to any specific routes. Thus, Minto recommended,
not only should Hedin be allowed to go ahead, accompanied for
some of his journey by Rawling (and a small Gurkha escort),
but other schemes, such as those of Bell, Ryder and O’Connor,
should also be authorised.14

Morley was horrified by these proposals, which involved, he
wrote privately to Minto, ‘a complete subversion of the policy
of H.M.’s Government, as I supposed myself to have made that
policy clear’. He then repeated his view of that policy and its
implications, thus:

12 Ibid., p. 10.
13 Morley Papers (D.573/8), Minto to Morley, g May 1906.

14 PEF 1910/19, Minto to Morley, 17 May 1906.
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What may be our ultimate relations with Tibet, I do not
venture to predict. But today? Is it not certain that our policy
is to satisfy Tibet, China, and Russia—that we mean to keep
our word—deliberately given to all three—that we mean no
intervention or anything leading to intervention? Why else
did we take such trouble, after I came to this Office, to
procure the adhesion of China? Yet here, before the ink on
the Chinese settlement is dry, and before we have even seen
the text of it, here is a policy from Simla, of expeditions,
explorations, and all the other provocative things—that, in case
of Tibetan resistance would mean either another senseless
Mission, or else humiliating acquiescence. What may be done
in the way of exploration by and by, I repeat, I do not presume
to say. But today!! Consider the language held by Spring-Rice
to Lamsdorff only a few weeks agol>—each of them solemnly
and emphatically declaring that he would have nothing to do
with intervention. Consider the row we made (very rightly)
about the Buriat escort for the Dalai Lama.1¢ And now here
we are, sending a whole squad of explorers in every direction,
and Sven Hedin with a troop of Native Assistants, a force of
Gurkhas, and a British Officer in charge. I cannot but think
of this as Curzonism pure and simple.1?

Morley may well have thought that if Minto had decided to
announce the intention of the Government of India to continue
to exert its influence in Tibet, he could hardly have found a
more public way of doing so. Sven Hedin was at that time one
of the best-known explorers in the world. His Tibetan adven-
tures, accompanied by Rawling and his Gurkhas, would have
been certain to have received the widest possible international
press coverage. O’Connor, or Ryder, or Bell by themselves
could perhaps have explored to their hearts’ content in obscu-
rity; but not so a British companion to Sven Hedin.

Morley’s refusal to allow Sven Hedin to enter Tibet from
British India was indeed widely publicised, which possibility
may well have influenced the Secretary of State in his attitude.

15 Referring to discussions concerning Russian relations with the Dalai
Lama which took place between Spring-Rice, the British chargé at St.
Petersburg, and Count Lamsdorff, the Russian Foreign Minister, in April
and May 1go6. See BD IV, pp. 326-30.

16 A proposal by a group of Russian Buriats to escort the Dalai Lama
back to Tibet. See p. 83 below.

17 Morley Papers (D.573/1), Morley to Minto, 7 June 1906.
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If Sven Hedin was the last person likely to travel unreported
in the world’s press, he was probably the best person to prevent
from crossing the Indo-Tibetan border if Morley was looking
for convincing proof to the Russians of British good faith in
their declared intention of neutralising Tibet from the influence
of all Foreign Powers. On learning of Morley’s rejection of
Minto’s petition on his behalf, Sven Hedin wrote personally to
the British Prime Minister, Sir H. Campbell-Bannerman.18
He also appealed to his own King, Oscar of Sweden, who ap-
proached Rennell Rodd, the British representative in Stockholm,
to see if Morley’s attitude could be modified.1® Lord Percy, who
with Curzon had become one of the most effective Parliamen-
tary critics of the Liberal Government’s Indian frontier policy,
questioned Morley in Parliament on the refusal of Hedin’s
request, which gave the Secretary of State for India an oppor-
tunity to declare that ‘the Indian Government favours the
expeditions of experienced explorers, but the Imperial Govern-
ment has decided otherwise, and considers it advisable to con-
tinue the isolation of Tibet which the late Government so care-
fully maintained’.20 Morley always claimed that his Tibetan
policy was the same as that of Brodrick before him; but it is
unlikely that Brodrick would have tried so hard to keep Sven
Hedin out of Tibet.

Hedin, refused permission to enter Tibet from British Indian
territory, resolved to do so from the territory of China, and for
that purpose made his way to Kashmir, where he found himself
faced with another British-made obstacle. The British Resident
in Kashmir had béen told, Hedin discovered, not to allow the
Swedish traveller to go on northwards unless he proved to be in
possession of a valid Chinese passport for Sinkiang, a document
which, of course, he did not have.2l The British eventually
relented, and after some delays Hedin was allowed to enter
Chinese territory from the barren wastes of the extreme north-
east of Ladakh without a passport. He was, however, much
annoyed by the whole episode. It is not surprising that Sven
Hedin, who was not inclined to Anglophil sentiments at the

18 Hedin, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 8.

19 PEF 1910/19, Rennell Rodd to Grey, 23 July 1906.
20 Hedin, op. cit., Vol. I, pp. 10-11.

21 Ibid., p. 25.
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best of times, should comment in his account of this journey,
Trans-Himalaya, on the folly of Morley’s Tibetan policy which
had lost the British all the prestige in Tibet gained with such
labour by the Younghusband Mission.

Morley claimed on a number of occasions that his attitude
towards the Tibetan question was no different from that of
Balfour’s Conservative Government. Taking Brodrick’s despatch
to the Indian Government of 2 December 19o4 at its face value,
this was to some extent arguable.22 Brodrick had said that
British policy in Tibet aimed only at the exclusion of the
influence of another Foreign Power, by which he meant Russia;
and once this was obtained, Tibet should revert to its former
isolation. The Younghusband Mission, however, did not in the
eyes of its champions meet with complete success in this respect.
It marked an important British victory in the campaign against
Russian penetration into Tibet, but it was by no means a final
one. The Government of India, to whom the Russian frontier
threat was inevitably far more real than it was to Whitehall,
thought that much remained to be done before the northern
borders could be regarded as secure. All the threads of British
activity in and towards Tibet since the end of 1904, indeed,
were directed ultimately towards the exclusion of Russia. The
establishment of relations with the Panchen Lama, the struggle
to keep some teeth in the Lhasa Convention, the proposals for
exploration in Tibet by British officers, all these in the last
resort could be defended as necessary counters to the continued
relationship between Russia and the Dalai Lama in exile and
to the continued presence of Russian agents in Tibet of which
O’Connor from time to time found evidence in the gossip of
Gyantse. 23

22 See p. 13 above.

23 For example, in July 1905 O’Connor heard from a Japanese, E.
Teramoto, who was travelling through Tibet disguised as a Mongol, who
had just been to Lhasa and who was certainly a Japanese spy, that a party
of Buriats accompanied by two Russians had recently been in Lhasa and
had amongst their baggage boxes of arms and ammunition. Shortly after he
met Teramoto, O’Connor received a letter from the Panchen Lama which
reported that there was a Russian at Lhasa; and this story was confirmed by
a party of Nepalese traders returning home from Lhasa, who said that they
had seen with a group of Mongols there ‘a tall man with a flowing beard
down to the waist’ who, they thought, ‘was undoubtedly a foreigner, and,
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Evidence that Russia had not abandoned her Tibetan interest
reached alarming proportions in the spring of 1906, when it was
discovered that Dorjiev had once more visited Russia on, it
seemed, a mission from the Dalai Lama to the Tsar, to which the
Tsar responded with a telegram to the Dalai Lama. At this
time, moreover, it was widely reported that a number of leading
Russian Buriats proposed to form a volunteer guard to escort
their religious chief, the Dalai Lama, from his place of exile
back to Tibet.2¢ Reports such as these, far more concrete
indications of Russian policy than anything available to Lord
Curzon when he was planning the Younghusband Mission,
could have been ignored by no British Government; and
Morley did not ignore them. Like Brodrick before him, his
policy aimed at the exclusion of Russian influence from Tibet.
His proposed method of achieving this, however, differed funda-
mentally from that adopted by the Conservative Government.
There were to be no more Younghusband Missions. Where
Minto and the Indian Government, perhaps inevitably, were
still inclined towards a basically Curzonian solution of meeting
the Russian threat by means of counter-measures on the Indian
frontier, Morley advocated negotiation in London and St.
Petersburg while the frontier was left strictly alone. The only
permanent answer to the Tibetan problem, he felt, was a
mutual Anglo-Russian agreement to keep Tibet neutral, an
agreement the efficacy of which depended upon the good faith
of the two sides. This was, in essence, a policy of ‘masterly
inactivity’—recalling the opinion of Lord Lawrence’s Adminis-
tration in the 1860s that Russian ambitions in Central Asia
were best countered by diplomacy in Europe, and that Indian
trans-frontier adventures could achieve no useful results and
might well lead to disaster. Morley, in fact, hoped that the
Anglo-Russian Convention, the negotiation of which began in
the summer of 1906, would be the answer to Tibet.

The Anglo-Russian Convention might indeed remove the
Russian bogy; but what about the Chinese bogy? It did not

24 See p. 83 below.

they believed, a Russian’. FO 17/1755, 10 to FO, 7 September 1905, enc.
O’Connor to India, 10 July 1905; Curzon to Brodrick, 29 July 1905; 10 to
FO, 25 September 1905, enc. O’Connor to India, 30 July 1905.
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require a great deal of political intelligence to see that a Tibet
denied to both British and Russian influence was a standing
invitation to China. Morley, by deciding upon a policy of
British non-interference in Tibet enshrined in an Anglo-Russian
agreement, deprived himself of his most effective weapon against
the rise of Chinese power in Lhasa territory. Probably he realised
this: the Chinese did not worry him. He failed, however, to
reason out the implications of his policy one stage further. If
an Anglo-Russian agreement would, incidentally, open the
door of Central Tibet to the Chinese, then, if British border
requirements were to be met, an Anglo-Chinese agreement
was also called for. Such an agreement was not seriously con-
sidered either in London or in Simla before 1g910: at the
moment of writing, in the summer of 1964, the Indian Govern-
ment has still not been able to bring itself to accept the full
implications of negotiations of this kind.
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:][N June 1906 the British Ambassador at St. Petersburg, Sir
Arthur Nicolson, formally opened negotiations with Alexan-
der Isvolski, the newly appointed Russian Foreign Minister, to
remove some of the major causes of Anglo-Russian tension in
Asia. Tibet was on the agenda, along with Persia and Afghani-
stan. Thus, within a few weeks of the signing of the agreement
whereby China accepted the Lhasa Convention, Morley could
point to what he must then have considered to be the beginning
of the final phase of the Tibetan question and a triumph for his
policy of settling Central Asian questions through European
diplomacy.

The Nicolson-Isvolski talks were the outcome of a policy
dear to the Liberal Cabinet; but it was a policy for which the
Liberals could not claim sole credit.! The idea of easing Anglo-
Russian tension in Central Asia through the negotiation of
agreements defining the limits of the spheres of influence of
both Powers can certainly be traced back to the Clarendon-
Gortchakoff discussions of the late 1860s; and in 1881 Sir
Alfred Lyall had proposed with much good sense that the
Afghan question could best be solved by means of an Anglo-
Russian treaty.2 Since at least 19o3 British statesmen and

1 As Morley was quite prepared to admit. ‘It may surprise you’, he told
Minto in July 1906, ‘to know that Lansdowne in the winter of 1go4—5 sent
proposals to Petersburg exactly on all fours with our present plans, about
Persia, Tibet and Afghanistan. Don’t divulge this at present: we keep it in
reserve in case we are attacked by the late Government.” Morley Papers
(D.573/2), Morley to Minto, 11 July 1906.

2 See Sir H. M. Durand, ‘Sir Alfred Lyall and the Understanding with
Russia’, Journal of the Central Asian Society, 1914.
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diplomats had been actively exploring the possibilities of an
Anglo-Russian detente in Asia. The growing menace of Imperial
Germany made closer British relations with Russia as logical as
closer British relations with Russia’s ally, France. The Boer
War had shown up a number of grave defects in the apparatus
of Imperial Defence, and had, in consequence, made highly
attractive any proposal to protect the Indian frontier by diplo-
matic rather than military means. Curzon’s ideas on countering
Russia by a British military occupation of Persian Seistan or
the lower Helmand Valley in Afghanistan were not welcomed
in Whitehall.3

In November 1903 Lansdowne, the Foreign Secretary, and
Hardinge, then Assistant Under-Secretary at the Foreign Office
and soon to be British Ambassador at St. Petersburg, explored
in a series of talks with Benckendorff, the Russian Ambassador
in London, some of the theoretical aspects of a general Anglo-
Russian settlement of Eastern disputes.4 Russian aspirations
appeared to clash with British interests in three main regions,
in the Near East, in Central Asia and in the Far East. The
question of the Straits, of Russia’s access from the Black Sea to
the Mediterranean, had long been an issue where the British
persisted in blocking Russian ambitions. The threat of a Russian
advance right up to the Indian borders had been a cause of
British anxiety and alarm for nearly a century: and by 1903
Persia, Afghanistan, Sinkiang and Tibet had become buffer
zones along the Indian border into which Russian influence
had either penetrated or was about to penetrate. In the Far
East, in Manchuria and Mongolia, Russia seemed on the verge
of acquiring vast tracts of Chinese territory without providing
the British with the opportunity to secure compensating advan-
tages. Each of these three regions, the Straits, the Indian buffer
zone and the Far East, possessed its own peculiar problems;
and it was unlikely that they could all be brought within the
scope of a single comprehensive agreement.

Probably the most promising area for the resolution of Anglo-
Russian rivalries by negotiation was the Indian buffer zone.

3 Earl of Ronaldshay, The Life of Lord Curzon, 3 vols., London, 1928,
Vol. 2, pp. 267, 309.

4BD IV, pp. 184-8, Hardinge to Lansdowne, 22 November 1903,
Lansdowne to Spring-Rice, 25 November 1903.
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Here, by 1903, four quite distinct problems had developed, each,
unless some mutual agreement was reached, likely to give rise
to periodic crises. First: in Persia the influence of Russia had
increased to the point where the entire north of the country
was, it seemed, turning into a Russian satellite. Not content
with their dominant position at Teheran, where every decision
of the Shah appeared to have been made only after Russian
assent was obtained, the Russians had of late been showing an
interest in the Persian Gulf. The Indian Government, while it
did not enjoy the prospect of Russian-dominated north Persia,
yet could do little about it. The Gulf, on the other hand, had
long been regarded as a British preserve; and Curzon, for one,
was determined to keep it so. In September 1899 Curzon was
suggesting a policy of ‘recognition of British and Russian
spheres of interest in the dominions of the Shah’. Russia would
be given a free hand in the north in return for her recognition
of the special British interests in the Gulf and in Persian Seistan
which marched with British India.5

Second: there was the extremely difficult question of Afghani-
stan. For much of the nineteenth century it had been an axiom
of the Indian Government that Russian agents must be excluded
at all costs from this kingdom, whose rulers, if they wished to
enjoy relations with Foreign Powers, should do so by way of the
British. Two Anglo-Afghan wars had been fought over this
issue. By 1903, however, the Russians had acquired a long
common border with territory under the control of the Amir of
Afghanistan, and they felt that they should have some diploma-
tic contact with him, if only to cope with local problems arising
from the existence of such a common border, issues like the
sharing of water for irrigation from the rivers which flowed
through both countries, the combating of locust migrations
across the border and the control of plague and cholera. When,
in 1900, the Russians used these arguments to justify their
request for diplomatic facilities in Afghanistan, and when the
Russian Political Agent in Bokhara, M. Ignatieff, wrote to the
Amir suggesting that direct friendly relations between Russia
and Afghanistan be established, the Indian Government was
horrified. What the Russians were seeking was the right to
establish a Commercial Agent at Kabul; but, so Curzon

$BD 1V, pp. 35663, Curzon to Hamilton, 21 September 18gg.
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remarked, ‘a Russian Commercial Agent would soon become a
political Envoy’, and the only result would be to convince the
Amir of British weakness. The Russians persisted in their
Afghan requests, and the Amir appeared to be interested in
their overtures. Lord Curzon tried to persuade the Amir to
come to India to talk things over. The Amir refused. Curzon
began to think seriously of applying pressure by the occupation
of Afghan territory, a prospect which caused much alarm in
England. Finally, in early 1905, the Amir was persuaded to
receive an embassy from the Indian Government, led by Louis
Dane; and in March 19o5 the Amir Habibulla signed a treaty
with the Indian Government to replace that which his father,
Abdur Rahman (who died in 1g01), had signed in 1880 and
confirmed in 1893. The Amir accepted a British subsidy and
agreed to leave his foreign relations in British hands. This
agreement, which Curzon thought no final answer to the
Afghan problem, at least saved the British from transfrontier
expeditions in this quarter. However, so long as Russia persisted
in seeking the right to send agents to Kabul the Amir would go
on looking for a balance for his relations with the British, and the
Afghan danger would continue.8

Third: there still remained competition between the British
and the Russians in Chinese Turkestan. Since 18go the British
agent at Kashgar and the Russian Consulate there had intrigued
with the Chinese authorities against each other. Russian influ-
ence, for instance, had persuaded the Chinese to oppose the
claims of the British-protected Mir of Hunza to rights in Raskam
and the Taghdumbash Pamir along the Chinese side of the
Tarim-Indus watershed: this was a minor issue, but it was one
in which, so Curzon felt, British prestige was involved. Since
the Anglo-Russian Pamirs settlement of 1895 had stabilised
frontiers in this region, however, Sinkiang did not present a
very pressing threat to Indian security. It was possible that
Russia might take over Kashgaria one day, and the result
would be the creation of a common border between the British
and Russian Empires of a kind which the Pamirs agreement of
1895 had tried to avoid. In 1895, of course, the political status
of the British Karakoram boundary was far less secure than it

8 BD IV, pp. 512—21; Sir W. K. Fraser-Tytler, Afghanistan, Oxford, 1953,
pp- 173-8o0.
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was in 1903; Chitral and Hunza-Nagar had only just been
brought under effective British control; the Durand line which
defined the Anglo-Afghan border had been in existence for but
two years; and the Russo-Afghan boundary in the Pamirs had
just been defined by treaty, but how successfully no one yet
knew: thus the presence of Russia right up to the Karakoram
watershed could have then led to serious crises. By 1903, how-
ever, British control south of the Karakoram watershed was
undoubted, though the precise alignment of the India-Sinkiang
border might yet be the subject of some argument. In these
circumstances, if Russia did acquire Sinkiang the worst that
she could do—even the most fanatical of Russophobes did not by
this time believe that hordes of Cossacks would march down into
India across the Karakoram Pass—would be to further hamper
the by no means large British trade in the region and, if it
seemed worth their while, to raise fairly minor border disputes.
Until Russia did make a definite move towards the occupation
of Sinkiang, so most British observers then thought, it would be
as well to keep Anglo-Russian competition here off the agenda
of any general settlement. Sinkiang, after all, was under direct
Chinese government, and, unlike Tibet, its status was not in
serious dispute. Discussion of Sinkiang, it was appreciated,
could only result, if a settlement were genuinely sought, in
British acknowledgment of Russia’s predominant position: and
there seemed little point in conferring needlessly on Russia
special privileges within the territorial limits of the Chinese
Empire. Until the Russians decided to occupy Sinkiang—
which they might never do—their opposition to the British had
to be expressed mainly by means of intrigues between their
Consulate in Kashgar and the local Chinese officials. The
British could counter in like manner. Indeed, since 1891 the
British representative at Kashgar, George Macartney (whose
Consular status the Chinese did not formally recognise until
1908), had been doing just this, trying to convince the Chinese
officials that it did not pay to trifle with the agent of the British
Empire and that it was unwise to get too involved with the agents
of the Tsar. By the beginning of the twentieth century, however,
both in London and St. Petersburg it had been realised that
Anglo-Russian conflict in Kashgaria was often more a personal
struggle between Macartney and the Russian Consul-General,

75



THE ANGLO-RUSSIAN AGREEMENT 1906 TO 1907

Petrovsky, and his successor Kolokolov, than a fundamental
contest of British and Russian interests.? If the atmosphere of
Anglo-Russian relations improved elsewhere, it seemed likely
that Macartney and Kolokolov would become better friends.

Fourth: Tibet, which had not played a part in the nineteenth-
century history of Asian competition between Britain and Russia,
suddenly became prominent in 1900 following the first Dorjiev
embassy from the Dalai Lama to the Tsar. Tibet was adjacent to
British territory, but nowhere did it touch Russian possessions.
The British could show good reasons why the status of Tibet,
upon which depended the peace of a long, undefended boundary,
should not be altered. The Russians, while they could argue on
the basis of their Buriat Buddhist population that they had some
interest in the Dalai Lama as a spiritual chief, could hardly claim
that it was vitally necessary for them to enter into relations with
him over political matters. In fact, however, the Russians did
have a certain political interest in the Dalai Lama. Just as the
Chinese had found the control of the centre of the Tibetan
Buddhist Church of great value in dealing with the tribes of
Mongolia, members of that Church, so did the Russians at the
very end of the nineteenth century, when their policy became
increasingly directed towards the creation of what amounted to
a protectorate in Mongolia, see that the Dalai Lama could
possibly help them as he had hitherto helped the Chinese. Even
if British opposition prevented them from maintaining direct
relations with the Dalai Lama, it was still worth their while
trying to stop that Incarnation from becoming a British puppet.
Their policy could reasonably aim at a Tibet free from both
Russian and British influence, a neutralised Tibet; and this
agreed closely with what the British had declared their Tibetan
policy to be.

The four regions of the Indian buffer zone, therefore, could
well be the subject of Anglo-Russian negotiation, though, in the
event, Sinkiang was left out. Of the other three regions, one,
Persia, involved issues of great importance to the Russians; and
here Russia could reasonably expect concessions: another,
Afghanistan, the British felt was vital to their Imperial security;
and here the Russians would probably have to see things from
the British point of view: the third, Tibet, was of great interest

7 BD IV, pp. 200~-1, Hardinge to Lansdowne, 26 September 1905.
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to the British, but was not an area where the British (or, at least,
the Home Government) felt they required positive influence;
and the Tibetan question could probably be settled by a mutual
Anglo-Russian self-denying ordinance. The problem of Tibet,
indeed, in any such Anglo-Russian discussions provided an
obvious opportunity for both sides to demonstrate their modera-
tion and good faith, the better to reach settlement on the really
vital issues of Persia and Afghanistan,

The framework of an agreement along these lines had been
devised during the course of conversations between Lansdowne
and Benckendorff in November 1903. It had become apparent
to the British Foreign Office at that time, moreover, that the
Indian buffer zone was a topic which was best kept separate
from the problems of Russia in the Far East and of Russia and
Turkey. The Far Eastern question, by 1902, was a matter which
the British could not discuss without reference to their Japanese
ally, a fact, in view of the state of Russo-Japanese relations then
prevailing, which would be fatal to the whole negotiations. The
Near Eastern question formed part of the general fabric of
European diplomacy, and there were excellent reasons why the
British side should try to prevent it from complicating the
problems of the Indian frontier zone: but, in the event, it did
not always prove easy to keep Central Asia and the Eastern
Question separate. The Straits remained a primary objective
of Russian policy. British Foreign Ministers, as we shall see,
could not always avoid the temptation to offer concessions in
Central Asia in return for Russian moderation in the Mediter-
ranean. During the 1906—7 negotiations the British managed to
exclude the Eastern Question despite Russian attempts to bring
it within the scope of the discussions; but in 1915, when the
1907 Anglo-Russian Convention was under review, Central
Asia and the Straits found themselves placed side by side on the
agenda.
~ The talks between Lansdowne, Hardinge and Benckendorff
In 1903 were exploratory. They revealed areas in which a
negotiated settlement might be possible. They did not, however,
initiate such negotiations. Further investigation of the question
took place in 1904 and 1905. Early in 1904, for instance, King
Edward VII visited Copenhagen, where he had the opportunity
of meeting the Russian Minister in Denmark, Isvolski. The
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King and the Russian diplomat agreed that an understanding
between the two Powers on some of the questions outstand-
ing between them would be most desirable.® In June 1go4
Lansdowne provided an example of the kind of British con-
cessions which might be offered in any such general settlement
when he informed Benckendorff that:

Provided the Russian Government were able to give an
equally satisfactory assurance with regard to Egypt, His
Majesty’s Government would be prepared to give the Russian
Government an assurance to the following effect:—

His Majesty’s Government still adheres to the policy laid
down in their telegram of the 6th November [1903] to the
Government of India, i.e., that they do not contemplate any
annexation of Tibetan territory, nor the establishment of a
permanent Mission at Lhasa.

But he was careful to add that ‘His Majesty’s Government
cannot undertake not to depart in any eventuality from the
policy which now commends itself to them’.? Lansdowne, as
has already been remarked, found it easier to assure the Russians
that the British had no designs towards a Tibetan protectorate
than to prevent British officials on the spot from taking steps
which could be construed by the Russians as indicating that a
British protectorate was, in fact, being established. Hence the
determination of the Home Government, a determination
which the Liberals shared when they took office in late 1905,
that the British should not annex Tibetan territory and establish
anything like a Lhasa Residency (or, for that matter, a Shigatse
Residency). Tibet, on the eve of the Younghusband Mission’s
arrival in Lhasa, had already become something of a symbol of
British good faith in the quest for an Anglo-Russian settlement
of Asian disputes.

By 1904, therefore, a number of British statesmen and
diplomats had become convinced that logic dictated that
Britain should come to terms with Russia. In the Foreign Office
Sir Charles Hardinge was a particularly influential champion

8 BD IV, p. 188, Lansdowne to Spring-Rice, 22 April 1904.

9 BD 1V, p. 310, Lansdowne to Hardinge, 3 June 1904. This particular
proposal, of course, involved a mixing of Central Asian and Mediterranean
issues which by 1906 the British had concluded it would be as well to avoid.
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of this view.10 In 19034, as Assistant Under-Secretary at the
Foreign Office, he had explored the possibilities in conversation
with Benckendorff, the Russian Ambassador. In 19o4-6 Har-
dinge, as British Ambassador at St. Petersburg, had the difficult
task of explaining to the Russians the true meaning of the
Younghusband Mission and dealing with Persian and Afghan
crises. In early 19o6 Hardinge returned to the Foreign Office as
Permanent Under-Secretary, in which post he was able to
provide a link of continuity between the Russian policy of Lord
Lansdowne and that of Sir Edward Grey. More than any other
individual Hardinge deserves to be considered as the initiator of
the Anglo-Russian negotiations which opened at St. Petersburg
in June 1906; and it is ironical that he should later have been
the Viceroy of India who was to discover that the resultant
agreement, the Anglo-Russian Convention of 1907, had imposed
firm shackles on the Indian Government’s freedom of action on
its Northern and North-Eastern Frontiers, a conclusion which
emerged clearly from the Tibetan crisis of 1912.

While British diplomats like Hardinge might have been
urging an Anglo-Russian rapprochement since 1903, and while
their views might have been shared by some Russians at that
date, the actual initiation of serious negotiations was not
possible until, as A. J. P. Taylor has observed, the mood of
Russia changed.1! Defeat by Japan in the Far East and the
outbreak of revolution at home convinced the Russian Govern-
ment far more than any of Hardinge’s arguments that a new
foreign policy was called for, a policy which concentrated on
Europe and the Near East and which did not emphasise
adventure at the distant termini of the Trans-Siberian Railway.
With this change of mood came a new Russian Foreign Minister,
Alexander Isvolski, who had for a number of years been urging
that Russia’s destiny lay in the west. With Isvolski’s appoint-
ment the opening of Anglo-Russian negotiations on the Indian
buffer zone became practicable; and, with the conduct of these
negotiations as one of his major objectives, Sir Arthur Nicolson,
who had recently been the British Representative at the Algeciras
Conference, was sent as British Ambassador to St. Petersburg.

10 Lord Hardinge of Penshurst, Old Diplomacy, London, 1947, PP- 97-148.
1L A. J. P. Taylor, The Struggle for Mastery in Europe 1848-1914, London,
1954, P 442.
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Nicolson arrived at his new post on 28 May 1906. The negotia-
tions with Isvolski opened just over a week later.12

Nicolson was instructed to discuss with the Russians ques-
tions relating to Persia, Afghanistan and Tibet. Tibet, from the
point of view of long-term British interests, was probably the
least important of the three regions. He was authorised to open
the negotiations with Tibet for this reason, since here it was felt
that the British could afford to accept no more than their
minimum requirements, and in the process could demonstrate
their good faith and genuine desire to reach agreement. The
Tibetan question, for all that, was one urgently requiring some
solution. Had no general discussions been contemplated, it is
most probable that some Anglo-Russian agreement on Tibet
alone would have emerged at this period in an attempt to end
the tensions engendered by the Younghusband Mission.

The British entry into Lhasa in August 1904 caused the Dalai
Lama to leave Tibet: it did not, however, make him desist from
all contact with the Russians; indeed, by taking up residence
in Mongolia he found communication with Russian representa-
tives easier than had been the case in Lhasa. From the moment
that he reached Urga the Dalai Lama was in touch with the
Russian Consulate-General there. In June 1905, as has already
been noted, the Russian Minister in Peking, Pokotilov, came
up to Urga expressly to call on the Lama.13 While this was going
on, to the considerable irritation of the Indian Government,
Russian agents, or so O’Connor’s reports from Gyantse would
indicate, continued to come and go between Lhasa and Russian
territory. It began to look as if the Younghusband Mission had
been in vain, an impression reinforced by the attitude of the
Tibetan Government at Lhasa towards the observation of the
provisions of the Lhasa Convention. Tibetan officials were
making trouble over the British occupation of Chumbi, which
they said did not in any way affect their rights there. The Phari

12 A detailed study of the Nicolson-Isvolski negotiations, which continued
from June 1906 to August 1907, can be found in R. P. Churchill, The
Anglo-Russian Convention of 1907, Cedar Rapids, Iowa, 1939. An excellent
account of these negotiations, from the London point of view, is to be found
in G. Monger, The End of Isolation : British Foreign Policy 1900—1907, London,

1963, Ch. 11. _
13 See p. 20 above. See also J. J. Korostovetz, Pre-War Diplomacy,

London, 1920, p. 48.
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Dzongpéns, who had in the past supervised the Chumbi
administration, tried to ignore the British presence and, without
seeking British permission, attempted to enter the valley to
collect taxes and settle disputes. The Lhasa Convention was
certainly a bit vague on the Chumbi question. The Tibetans
may well have genuinely believed that British military occupa-
tion was all that was implied, and that traditional Tibetan
rights would persist. They said that Brigadier-General Mac-
donald, who had commanded the military side of the Tibetan
Expedition, had given them to understand that this was to be
the case. The Lhasa Convention, however, did make it clear
that the Tibetans were to cease the vexatious habit of trying to
tax the Indo-Tibetan trade at Phari at the head of the Chumbi
Valley: but in November 1905 O’Connor was reporting that
the old 10 per cent duty at Phari was still being collected. The
Tibetans, a year after Younghusband had returned to India,
were still failing to observe the Convention in a number of
other ways. They had closed the old trade route through northern
Sikkim to Khambajong (in breach of Article II) ; they had failed
to pull down defences on the road between Gyantse and Lhasa,
and were busy rebuilding the Gyantse fortress (in breach of
Article VIII); they had delayed the delivery of letters from India
to the newly established British Trade Agency at Gartok in
Western Tibet (in breach of Article V). All this indicated to
observers in London that the Indian Government would soon be
crying out for permission to start exerting pressure on the
Tibetans to make them respect the engagements which they
had entered into with the British. Just such arguments had been
used to justify the Younghusband Mission in the first place.14
The Indian Government, of course, was entitled to have its
treaties respected; but during his last year of office Lansdowne
at the Foreign Office was becoming increasingly worried at the
Russian reaction to any British pressure on the Tibetans. In
August 1905 Benckendorff, on instructions from St. Petersburg,
had protested against what he described as signs of the British
intention to maintain a permanent occupation of parts of Tibet
despite Lansdowne’s assurances to the contrary of June 19o4.

14 FO 17/1755, W. Tyrrell, Memo. on the Remonstrances of the Tibetan
Government, 7 September 1905; FO 371/176, O’Connor to White, 18
December 1905.
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Benckendorff referred to British garrisons at Chumbi, Phari
and Gyantse; he claimed that railway and telegraph lines were
being laid from Darjeeling into Tibet; and he stated that the
British were building barracks, drilling troops and encouraging
foreign settlement on Tibetan soil.15> Lansdowne was able to
reply that much of what Benckendorff had said was nothing
more than a very distorted picture of the British occupation of
Chumbi and the establishment of the British Trade Agency at
Gyantse, both authorised by the Lhasa Convention. He was,
however, unable to deny all Benckendorff’s assertions with a
clear conscience, since the British had indeed constructed a
telegraph line to Gyantse.l® ‘Is not the telegraph line to
Gyantse’, Lansdowne minuted, ‘a weak point in our case 17
The problem, of course, was whether Article IX(d) of the
Lhasa Convention, which prohibited concession hunting in
Tibet, applied to the Indian Government as well as to other
‘Foreign Powers’. Lansdowne, in an interview with Sazonov,
then Secretary at the Russian Embassy in London, had implied
in September 1904 that the prohibitions of Article IX did apply
to the British ;18 and he was now embarrassed by this demonstra-
tion that in the opinion of the Indian Government they did not.
He at first considered denying the existence of the Gyantse
telegraph, but then decided to ‘grasp the nettle’ and tell
Benckendorff about it, justifying it as necessary for the security
of the Gyantse Trade Agent, who could use it to summon help
in the event of sudden Tibetan attack.l® The telegraph was
eventually legitimised in the Anglo-Chinese Convention a few
months later. By late 1905, at all events, Lansdowne could see
that any British action in Tibet, whatever justification might be
found for it in the wording of the Lhasa Convention, would
probably give rise to Russian protest, and thus aggravate that
Anglo-Russian tension which the Foreign Office was hoping to
alleviate.

If British policy towards Tibet gave ground for Russian

15 FO 17/1755, Lansdowne to Hardinge, 9 August 1905.

18 FO 17/1755, Memo. to Benckendorff, 20 September 1905.

17 FO 17/1755, Lansdowne, minute on 10 to FO, 7 September 1905.

18 FO 17/1755, Lansdowne to Hardinge, 27 September 1904.

1# FO 17/1755, Lansdowne, minute on Memo. to Benckendorfl, 20
September 1g05.
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protest in 1905, in early 1906 the Russians provided the British
with useful ammunition for a counter-attack. In February 1906
Dorjiev was again in Russia. In early March he had an audience
with the Tsar, during which he presented gifts from the Dalai
Lama, such objects as a Buddha image, some Tibetan texts
and some pieces of embroidered cloth.20 On 5 April 1906 the
Tsar replied by the unusual step of sending the Dalai Lama a
telegram, Urga being linked to the Russian telegraph system.
The message was as follows:

My numerous subjects professing the Buddhist faith had the
happiness of saluting their spiritual Chief during his sojourn
in the north of Mongolia, on the borders of the Russian
Empire. Rejoicing that my subjects were able to receive a
beneficent spiritual influence from Your Holiness, I beg you
to believe my feeling of sincere gratitude and esteem towards
you.21

On the face of it this was an innocent enough message. The
Russian Government hastened to deny that it had any political
implications. Count Witte, when Spring-Rice (then Chargé at
St. Petersburg) protested against the telegram, said that it ‘was
designed mainly for internal consumption with special regard
to the Buddhist communities in Russia’:22 but the ‘Buddhist
communities in Russia’, a reference to the Russian Buriat
Mongols, were at that moment taking an alarming (to the
British) interest in the future movements of the Dalai Lama. A
group of leading Buriats had recently offered to form a guard to
escort their spiritual leader from his Mongolian exile back to
Lhasa.?3 A Buriat delegation had gone to Urga to propose this
plan to the Lama, and it was, it seemed, to this visit that the

20 FO 371/176, Spring-Rice to Grey, 14 March 1go6. Of the embroidered
cloth from the Dalai Lama, Spring-Rice noted privately to Hardinge that
‘the Emperor has had a sad disappointment. There was an inscription on
the embroidery which was presented to him and he thought it was one of
his new titles. It turned out to be the Chinese advertisement of a Shanghai
firm. How Curzon would squirm with indignation!” See S. Gwynn, ed.,
The Letters and Friendships of Sir Cecil Spring-Rice: a Record, 2 vols., New York,
1929, Vol. 2, p. 74.

21 FO 371/176, Spring-Rice to Grey, 7 April 1906.

22 BD 1V, pp. 327-8, Spring-Rice to Grey, 10 April 1906.

2 FO 371/176, Spring-Rice to Grey, 29 April 1906.
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Tsar was referring in his telegram. The Tsar’s message, there-
fore, could well be interpreted as official Russian approval for
the Buriat guard, as this plan to escort the Dalai Lama home
came to be called.

To Spring-Rice, as well as to Grey and his associates at the
Foreign Office in London, the episode of the Buriat guard looked
far more like evidence of the Russian intention to interfere in
Tibetan internal affairs than anything that Curzon had pro-
duced in support of his proposal to send a mission to Lhasa.
The Buriat guard, it transpired, was to number between thirty
and forty men. They were to be armed. Their plans were well
known to the Russian Government, which seems to have
approved them. Spring-Rice thought it likely that the guard was
made up of men who were, or had been, serving in the Russian
Army; he noted that many Buriats engaged in regular service
in the Tsar’s armed forces. Spring-Rice lost no time in protesting
against the guard, because, so Grey had authorised him to say,
‘the presence of a Russian escort beyond the frontier of Tibet
would, in the opinion of His Majesty’s Government, be objec-
tionable as constituting an interference in the internal affairs of
the country on the part of Russia’. He told Count Lamsdorff
that he hoped that the Buriat guard would not try to cross from
Mongolia to Tibet. To this protest Lamsdorff gave the following
explanation as to how the Buriat guard had come to be created:

A number of the [Russian] Emperor’s subjects looked on the
Dalai Lama as their High Priest, and quasi-divinity. The
Dalai Lama himself, and his disciples on his behalf, were con-
vinced that his life was threatened in case of his return to
Lhasa. It was highly unreasonable that he should continue his
wanderings in the neighbourhood of Urga and among the
princes of Mongolia. His return to his capital city was to be
wished for in the interests of the Buddhist communities of
Northern Asia. But he had, it seemed, refused to return unless
he received some solid guarantees that his life would not be
in peril. These guarantees the Russian Government had been
unable to give him. But it was difficult for them to refuse a
request proffered by the Russian Buddhists that some of their
number might accompany their master to his home in order
to defend him from possible attacks on his sacred person. The
Russian Government, acting on the advice of officials who had
special knowledge of the temper of the Siberian Buriats, had
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agreed to this request, but nothing was further from their
thoughts than a desire to intervene thereby in the internal
affairs of Tibet.24

Lamsdorff agreed to telegraph Urga at once to order the Buriat
guard to escort the Dalai Lama only as far as the Mongolian
border, where they would hand over the Lama’s care to a
Tibetan escort. The Buriat guard would then return immediately
to Russian soil. Lamsdorff assured Spring-Rice that there had
never been any intention for the Buriat guard to remain in
Lhasa once its task had been accomplished. All the Russian
Government desired was that the Dalai Lama should run no
risks and that the internal tranquillity of Tibet should be
preserved. They had, accordingly, told the Lama in no uncertain
terms that once he was back home he should behave himself|
‘that he must not assume a provocatory attitude, and that he
could count on neither support nor assistance from Russia’.

Spring-Rice had by this time concluded that the whole
episode of Dorjiev’s mission, the Tsar’s telegram and the Buriat
guard represented the Russian counter-move to the British-
invited visit of the Panchen Lama to India. The Russians, he
thought, had been worried lest a British-supported Panchen
Lama should so threaten the position of the Dalai Lama that the
latter would be forced to defend himself, the outcome being a
conflict ‘between the two spiritual potentates one of whom will
support Russian and the other British interests’. Any weakening
of the influence of the Dalai Lama was detrimental to Russian
projects for using the Dalai Lama to help them in their plans to
extend their influence in Mongolia. Russian policy, therefore,
was to get the Dalai Lama back home as soon as possible and in
such a way as to show the Panchen Lama and his faction (which
presumably included the British) that to oppose the Dalai Lama
involved the risk of opposing the Tsar.25

Had the Russians, indeed, persisted in their proposal to
escort the Dalai Lama, if only to the limits of Mongolia, and
had the Lama, in fact, set out for Tibet, Morley might well have
found it hard to prevent the Indian Government from reviving
those proposals for the support of the Panchen Lama which
O’Connor and White had so strongly advocated. The outcome

24 BD 1V, pp. 329-30, Spring-Rice to Grey, 2 May 1g06.
* FO 371/176, Spring-Rice to Grey, 10 April 1906.
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could well have been the despatch of a British armed mission to
Shigatse, with a resultant great increase in Anglo-Russian
tension. The Chinese, however, seem to have saved the situation.
No sooner had news of the Tsar’s telegram to the Dalai Lama
reached Peking than the Chinese Government sent Duke P’u
and another member of the Imperial Family up to Urga to
warn the Lama that if he went on intriguing with the Russians
the Chinese would see to it that he never returned to Lhasa
and never regained his former status and titles. The Lama
appears to have been impressed. He put off for a while his
projected return to his capital, and began thinking instead about
a visit to Peking to clear up his differences with the Manchu
Dynasty. Thus the Buriat guard never set out.26 A crisis was
avoided: but the conclusion derived from these events both in
London and in St. Petersburg was that without some Anglo-
Russian agreement the Tibetan situation remained one full of
dangers. Tibet was thus guaranteed a place on the agenda when
the Nicolson-Isvolski talks opened in June 1906. The Buriat
guard episode, moreover, took place while the final stages of
the negotiations between Satow and T’ang Shao-yi over
Chinese adhesion to the Lhasa Convention were in progress.
There can be no doubt that these signs of Russian interest in
Tibet were an inducement to both the British and Chinese
sides to come to terms as quickly as possible; and it is probable
that one result of the Tsar’s telegram to the Dalai Lama and of
the Tsar’s approval of the Buriat guard was the ease and
rapidity with which the Anglo-Chinese Convention of 1906
was signed and sealed.

26 FO 371/176, Satow to Grey, 3 May 1906.

86



VI
THE NEGOTIATIONS

I. THE SCOPE OF THE TIBETAN NEGOTIATIONS

:][T seemed reasonable to open the Nicolson-Isvolski negotia-
tions with the Tibetan question, both because it was a subject
then much discussed by British and Russian diplomats and be-
cause it seemed to be an issue in which the British could, by their
moderation, demonstrate their good faith and genuine wish for
a settlement over Persia and Afghanistan. Accordingly, Nicol-
son, in his instructions of 23 May 1906,1 was authorised to

propose the following five points as a basis for discussion of
Tibet:

1. Russia to recognize (as Great Britain has done) the
suzerainty of China over Tibet, and to engage to respect the
territorial integrity of Tibet, and to abstain from all inter-
ference in its internal administration.

2. Subject to the above stipulation, Russia to recognize that,
by reason of its geographical position, Great Britain has a
special interest in seeing that the external relations of Tibet
are not disturbed by any other Power.

3. The British and Russian Governments to severally engage
not to send a representative to Lhasa.

4. The British and Russian Governments agree not to seek or
obtain, whether for themselves or their subjects, any con-

cessions for railways, roads, telegraphs, mining or other rights
in Tibet.

5. The British and Russian Governments agree that no
Tibetan revenues, whether in kind or in cash, shall be pledged
or assigned to them, or to any of their subjects.

1BD IV, p. 331.
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Such issues as the Gyantse telegraph, the temporary occupation
of Chumbi and the payment of the Tibetan indemnity were, of
course, understood to be excepted from these provisions; and
the Russians were expected to acknowledge the validity of the
Lhasa Convention and the Anglo-Chinese Convention of 1906
which had just been concluded. Isvolski agreed without much
argument to four of these points, nos. 1, 3, 4, and 5, which were
incorporated with only minor changes in the final Arrangement.
Point no. 2, however, presented a number of difficult problems,
the discussion of which constituted the greater part of the
Tibetan element in the negotiations.?2

Point no. 2 in Nicolson’s draft involved the following
questions:

(1) the status of the Dalai and Panchen Lamas, and the
nature of permitted future British and Russian relations
with these two Incarnations;

(2) the precise implications of the rights which the British
had gained in Tibet from the Lhasa Convention and
which had been confirmed by the Anglo-Chinese Con-
vention, including the British occupation of Chumbi, the
British status at the trade marts, the Gyantse telegraph
and the nature of British contact with Tibetan officials;

(3) the question whether the British and Russian Govern-
ments should permit their subjects to undertake unofficial
travel in Tibet for scientific, non-political, reasons;

(4) the problem, the consideration of which emerged from
the question of Tibetan travel, of what exactly the term
Tibet meant and of where exactly did Tibet meet China
proper;

(5) the Russian contention that the British, in return for
Russian recognition of British special interests in Tibet,
should acknowledge Russian special interests in Mon-
golia.

A solution of sorts to some of these questions was embodied
in the final Arrangement which Nicolson and Isvolski signed on
31 August 1907, and in the exchange of notes which followcd.
Other questions, such as the geographical definition of leet,
baffled the negotiators and were eventually shelved. The Russian

2BD IV, p. 337.
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effort to mix Tibet and Mongolia was successfully resisted by
Nicolson, who was determined to confine the Anglo-Russian
negotiations to the three regions on the agenda and to avoid
complicating the settlement of the Indian buffer zone by the
discussion of either the Far East (Mongolia and Manchuria) or
the Near East (the Dardanelles).

2. THE DALAI AND PANCHEN LAMAS

When the Nicolson-Isvolski talks began in June 1906 the
question of the Dalai Lama’s future had received considerable
emphasis from the continuance of Russian relations with him. In
his place of exile in Mongolia the Lama had received Russian
diplomats and personal messages from the Tsar. Russian subjects
were proposing to escort the Lama back to Tibet. His agent,
Dorjiev, had recently been in St. Petersburg. It was inevitable,
therefore, that the consideration of the Tibetan problem should
begin with a discussion of this issue.

Isvolski described Russian interest in the Dalai Lama thus.
The Buddhist subjects of the Tsar, he remarked with reference
to the Russian Buriats, occupied a strategic area on the Russian
side of the borders between the Russian and Chinese Empires,
and by their military prowess were of great value to the Russian
armed forces. They looked on the Dalai Lama as their spiritual
Chief. It was clearly in the Russian interest that their relations
with this personage should not be hampered. The Russian
Government, therefore, wished to ensure the right of Buriat
access to the Dalai Lama for the same reason that Russian
Catholics had been allowed to maintain spiritual relations with
the Pope. As far as the Dalai Lama was concerned, all that
would be involved would be occasional religious missions from
Tibet to St. Petersburg and occasional visits to Lhasa by parties
of Buriats. To these purely spiritual relations Isvolski hoped
that the British would not object. Russia, Isvolski went on, was
not interested in any particular Dalai Lama. If the British dis-
approved of the present Incarnation, might not his removal be
obtained and might he not be replaced by someone more
acceptable to the British? In conclusion, Isvolski noted, the
Panchen Lama (whose very existence Isvolski only seems to
have discovered in June 1906) was also venerated as a religious
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leader by the Russian Buriats, and he, too, should not be
isolated from them.3 :

Nicolson felt, and Grey agreed with him, that the return to
Lhasa of the thirteenth Dalai Lama would be undesirable at
present; and he was not prepared to consider the possibility of
attempting to bring about the replacement of the Lama by
someone of a less ambitious temperament, since this would
involve considerable interference in Tibetan affairs and could
only be achieved through Chinese co-operation. In the British
view 1t was best that the Dalai Lama should stay where he was.
The Russian argument for the right of Buriat contact with
Tibetan religious leaders, however, was one that could not be
denied. The British could not prevent all contact between
Tibetan and Russian Buddhists, and they did not wish to do so.
Their aim was to prevent the Russians from using the religious
issues as an excuse for posting a Russian ‘religious’ agent at
Lhasa, an official who could well be as political as the ‘com-
mercial’ agent whom Curzon had hoped to station in the
Tibetan capital. The Indian Government, when consulted on
this point, could find no objection to the continuation of
spiritual relations of some kind between Tibet and the Russian
Buriats. ‘We have no wish’, Lord Minto told Morley, ‘to prevent
the visits of bona-fide Buriat pilgrims to the Holy Places in Tibet
in accordance with established practice’; but, he went on, ‘we
fail to see that the mere fact that these visits take place constitutes
any reason for the establishment of relations between Russia and
Tibet’. If Russian Buriat pilgrims, for example, were to get into
trouble in Tibet, this would not be a reason for the establish-
ment there of a Russian official with consular functions:
‘Russia’s proper course would be to address the Government of
China.’4

Isvolski was quite sympathetic to the British point of view
on this problem. He agreed with Nicolson that the best solution
to the question of the Dalai Lama’s future movements, indeed,
of his future as Dalai Lama, was to leave matters as they were. If
the Chinese were able to secure the Lama’s return to Tibet, then
there was little that the British and Russian Governments could
do to prevent it; but it seemed that the Chinese were by no

3 FO 371/177, Nicolson to Grey, 13 June 1906.
4 FO 371/177, Minto to Morley, 13 July 1906.
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means anxious for the Lama to go home at this time. In any case,
Isvolski and Nicolson decided that their Governments should
agree to take no steps to bring the Lama back to Lhasa. Isvolski
further accepted the British contention that Russia should not
have political relations with Tibet of any kind, even if purely
spiritual matters were all that were concerned. He insisted,
however, and Nicolson concurred, that Russian Buriats should
be permitted to visit Tibet for religious purposes so long as they
did so in a private capacity: but he appreciated that Buddhists
from British India were entitled to the same right. The Budd-
hists, British or Russian, could naturally in their private capacity
discuss spiritual matters with the Dalai and Panchen Lamas
and other leaders of the Tibetan Buddhist Church. The final
agreement on this point was that:

It is clearly understood that Buddhists, subjects of Great
Britain or Russia, may enter into direct relations on strictly

religious matters with the Dalai Lama and other representatives
of Buddhism in Tibet.

Long before this formula was reached, however, Nicolson had
concluded that Russian interest in the Dalai Lama was really
related less to Tibet than to Mongolia, and the Russians were
finding the Lama’s support of some value among the Mongol
tribes.5 Their policy, for this reason, was probably just as well
served by the Lama while he was living outside Tibet, at first
in Mongolia and then at Kumbum monastery near Sining in
Kansu. In any case, the Russians could have all the relations
they required with the Lama through Dorjiev, a point brought
home when Dorjiev again visited Russia in November 1906.6
On this occasion Dorjiev had come straight from Kumbum,
where he had left behind a secretary as his personal representa-
tive with the Lama. It was clear by this time that no formula
which permitted Russian Buddhists, if only for the most spiritual
reasons, to visit the leaders of the Tibetan Buddhist Church
could prevent Dorjiev from going about his business. The
British were never able to prove that Dorjiev was a political
agent. Moreover, even if they managed, which was very
uplikely, to persuade the Russians to agree to a specific pro-
hibition of Dorjiev from Tibet, they could do nothing to prevent

5 Nicolson Papers (Supp. Vol. 1go5-10), Nicolson to Grey, 5 July 1906.
¢ FO 371/177, Nicolson to Grey, 19 November 1g06.
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the Russians from finding a substitute. On this question of the
Buriats and the Tibetan Church the British, in fact, had no
alternative but to accept at its face value Russian denials of
political intent.

3. PROBLEMS ARISING FROM THE LHASA CONVENTION

During the course of the talks with Nicolson, Isvolski on a
number of occasions sought clarification of those rights in Tibet
which the British had won by the Lhasa Convention and which
had been confirmed in the Anglo-Chinese Convention of 1906.
Isvolski was unhappy about the British right to direct relations
with the Tibetans through the British Trade Agents, if the
Russians were denied similar rights. The Russians were
apparently just as unconvinced by the ‘commercial’ nature of
these Anglo-Tibetan contacts as the British were by the ‘spiri-
tual’ nature of the missions of Dorjiev. In the event, Russian
acceptance of the provisions of the Lhasa Convention respecting
Anglo-Tibetan commercial relations was given in exchange for
the British recognition of the Russian Buriats’ spiritual interest
in Tibet. Thus the same section of the final Arrangement which
referred to Buddhist pilgrims (Article IT) contained the follow-
ing paragraph:
In conformity with the admitted principle of the suzerainty
of China over Tibet, Great Britain and Russia engage not to
enter into negotiations with Tibet except through the inter-
mediary of the Chinese Government. This engagement does
not exclude the direct relations between the British Commercial
Agents and the Tibetan authorities provided for in Article V
of the Convention between Great Britain and China of the
27th April 1906.
These words, it should be noted, introduced formally into the
language of the Tibetan question the expression ‘Chinese
suzerainty’. The expression had been used by the British during
the Calcutta and Pekmg negotlatlons of 19g05-6; but the Chinese
had refused to accept ‘suzerainty’ as a valid dcﬁmtlon of their
status in Tibet, and the term does not appear in the Anglo-
Chinese Convention of 1go6. Its use in the Anglo-Russian
Convention, and for the first time in a British treaty relating to
Tibet, was at the request, it would seem, of the Government of
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India, which feared lest the Nicolson-Isvolski negotiations
should result, if only by implication, in the definition of Tibet
as a Chinese province. Lord Minto had a very different idea
of the international position of Tibet. ‘In our view’, he tele-
graphed Morley on 13 July 1906, ‘Tibet is a feudatory state
under suzerainty to China, possessing wide autonomous powers,
together with power to make treaties in respect of frontiers,
mutual trade and similar matters with coterminous states.’?
This description of the status of Tibet agreed very well with the
Russian picture of what the status of Outer Mongolia should be;
and no doubt Isvolski accepted the term ‘suzerainty’ in con-
nection with Tibet in the hope that the British might agree to
apply it to Mongolia as well.

Isvolski at the outset of the talks made it clear that he did not
think that a permanent British occupation of the Chumbi
Valley could be reconciled with China’s position in Tibet, be it
suzerain or sovereign. He was surprised when Nicolson told him
that the occupation of Chumbi had been limited to three years
only, and appeared to be unaware of the modifications which
Lord Ampthill had made in the Lhasa Convention. He thought,
for example, that the Lhasa Convention gave the British the
right to have a representative at Lhasa (though Ampthill had
cancelled the Separate Article which implied this).8 The Chumbi
occupation, even though now limited to a short duration, con-
tinued to worry him throughout the negotiations. He wanted
Nicolson to agree to append to the final agreement some con-
firmatory statement that the British would not, provided the
Tibetans respected the Lhasa Convention, remain in Chumbi
beyond 1908. This declaration, which implied a somewhat
humiliating (to the British) lack of Russian faith in the word of
the Government of India, became implicitly a condition upon
which Isvolski would make some formal acknowledgment of
British ‘special interests’ in Tibet as specified in no. 2 of
Nicolson’s draft proposals. The outcome was that as an annexe
to the final Arrangement Great Britain declared that ‘the occupa-
tion of the Chumbi Valley by British forces shall cease after the
payment of three annual instalments of the indemnity’, provided
that the Tibetans had in the meantime complied with the Lhasa

7 FO 371/177, Minto to Morley, 13 July 1906.
8 FO 371/177, Nicolson to Grey, 13 June 1906.
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Convention and that the trade marts had ‘been effectively
opened for three years’. This declaration ended thus:

It is clearly understood that if the occupation of the Chumbi
Valley by British forces has, for any reason, not been termi-
nated at the time anticipated in the above Declaration, the
British and Russian Governments will enter upon a friendly
exchange of views on this subject.

In return for this statement, which gave the Russians the right
to an interest in one aspect at least of the British administration
of the Indo-Tibetan border, Isvolski agreed to insert in the
preamble of the Arrangement a declaration that ‘Great Britain,
by reason of her geographical position, has a special interest in
the maintenance of the status quo in the external relations of Tibet’.

At a fairly late stage in the negotiations Isvolski appears to
have decided that the creation of the Tibetan trade marts had
conferred a commercial advantage on the British which Russia
was entitled to share. He hinted in private and informal con-
versation with Nicolson that the Arrangement on Tibet might
well contain some reference to Russian right of access to these
centres of Tibetan trade. The prospect of Russian Trade Agents
at Gyantse and Gartok, however, which was clearly implied
here, was not welcomed by Nicolson, who managed to avoid the
issue by pointing out that Russian trade with Tibet was,
inevitably, an overland trade carried on through Chinese
territory, and, therefore, no useful discussion of the problem
could take place without prior reference to the Chinese. Nicolson
was determined, in any case, that the Arrangement should con-
tain no reference to the future of Russian trade in Tibet. Isvolski
appears to have sensed that it was pointless to labour this
particular point, and the subject was dropped.® It is hard to see
how the British could, in fact, have agreed to consider Russian
trade in Tibet without also discussing British trade in Sinkiang
and Mongolia and thus widening the scope of the entire
negotiations.

4. TRAVELLERS IN TIBET AND SCIENTIFIC MISSIONS

During the course of discussions about the shape of Russian rela-
tions with the Dalai Lama, Nicolson stated that the British Gov-

® FO 371/382, Nicolson to Grey, 2 February 1907.
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ernment hoped to see in the future the total exclusion from Tibet
of Russian officials and would like some treaty provision to this
effect. Isvolski said he was rather surprised at the implications
of this. Did Nicolson mean that the British Government was
seeking the total isolation of Tibet from the rest of the world and
the total prohibition of travel there by explorers with purely
scientific objectives. A prohibition against Russian officials
entering Tibet, whatever the purpose, meant, in fact, that the
Russian Geographical Society, for example, could never send
an exploring expedition there, since in Russia everyone of note,
including explorers, was an official of some sort.1® Nicolson, of
course, had explorers very much in mind; and it seems that the
subject of prohibiting Russian officials from Tibet arose because
of reports in the press that the Russian traveller Kozlov was at
this very moment in Mongolia preparing an ambitious venture
of Tibetan exploration.!! Morley, who had just decided to stop
British officers from crossing the Indo-Tibetan border and who
had turned down Sven Hedin’s request to be allowed to enter
Tibet from British India, was reluctant to see the Russians do
what he had denied to the British. The India Office, throughout
the negotiations, continued to press for some reference to the
ban on Tibetan travel in the final agreement;12 and Nicolson
was obliged to raise this issue from time to time despite the
obvious distaste with which Isvolski regarded it.

The question was indeed a tricky one. A treaty provision
categorically banning all Russian officials from Tibet would
never be accepted by Isvolski, who could point to the fact that
the British had the right to send their officials into Tibet through
their access to the trade marts. Moreover, a treaty prohibition
of British and Russian exploring ventures in Tibet was unlikely
to be very effective. British subjects could be prevented from
entering Tibet from India. The Russians could inform their
officials that they must not try to enter Tibet.13 But neither

10FO 371/177, Nicolson to Grey, 13 June 1906.

11 PEF 1910/20, Dane to Ritchie, 7 June 1906, ref. Times of India,
12 May 1906.

12FO 371/177, IO to FO, 29 November 1go6, for example.

13 Thus Isvolski announced in July 1907 that he had warned the Russian
Geographical Society that Colonel Kozlov, an Army officer and therefore
an official, must not cross the Tibetan frontier. FO 371/382, O’Beirne to
Grey, 29 July 1907.

95



THE ANGLO-RUSSIAN AGREEMENT 1906 TO 1907

Power could, in fact, stop private individuals from crossing into
Tibet from Chinese territory; nor could they prevent the
nationals of other Powers from doing so, unless the Chinese
agreed to close Tibet in this way. The Government of India,
with whom on this occasion Nicolson was inclined to agree,
thought this particular issue rather pointless.14 It would not
stop the Russians from sending agents into Tibet, since Buriat
pilgrims could always be employed in this capacity. A total ban
on all Tibetan exploration, as Lord Minto had pointed out in
May 1906, would tie British hands while in no serious manner
affecting the activities of people like Sven Hedin. If territory
along the Indian borders was to be explored, it was preferable
that the British should play a part. As Nicolson summed up this
point of view:

If Russia contemplates entering at any time into secret
relations with the Tibetan authorities, it would, I imagine,
be rather through agents of the standing of Dorjieff than
through Russian officials, who would probably be hardly
fitted for the purpose. I fear it would not be possible to devise
formulae which would prevent and forestall any possible
future desire to get behind the Convention, should the Russian
Government wish to deviate from a loyal observance of their
engagements.13 '

Morley at the India Office, however, was determined that
something should be written in to the Anglo-Russian Arrange-
ment on this subject. His attitude to British travel in Tibet has
already been noted; and there can be no doubt that he looked
on a prohibition of Tibetan exploration as a valuable metho_d of
keeping British travellers, official and private, from getting into
trouble with the Tibetans and thereby creating conditions in
which another British armed venture across the Himalz.lyas
might seem to be called for.1¢ The proposal that the Russians
be asked to ban their officials from Tibet was dropped, but
Morley’s insistence meant that Nicolson had to try to secure
some mention of the exploration issue. This he proposed to do
by means of an exchange of notes attached to the final Arrange-

14 FO 371/177, Minto to Morley, 24 July 1906.
16 FO 371/382, Nicolson to Grey, 30 January 1907.
168 FO 371/382, 10 to FO, 7 March 1907.

96



THE NEGOTIATIONS

ment rather than by a clause within the body of the Arrange-
ment. The exact formula posed a number of difficulties, some of
which Benckendorff resolved in London when he suggested that
the British and Russian Governments should agree by notes not
to permit scientific missions into Tibet for a period of five years
after the signature of the Agreement.1?” The moratorium, after
discussion, was reduced to three years, and the notes to be
exchanged were worded with great care.

Both Governments declared that they considered it of value,
‘pour autant qu’il dépendra de lui’, not to permit, unless other-
wise mutually agreed, the entry into Tibet of a mission of any
scientific nature whatsoever for the next three years. Both
Governments proposed to approach the Chinese Government
with the request that for this period China would undertake a
similar prohibition on Tibetan ventures. At the end of the
three-year period Russia and Britain would reconsider the
question of scientific missions in Tibet and decide if any further
measures were necessary. This was really nothing more than a
decision to postpone, in deference to the wishes of the India
Office—and despite the protests of the Indian Government—
the whole question for three years. It was no permanent solu-
tion; and, as Sir Edward Grey observed, ‘in the long run
scientific missions will have to go to Tibet. No country can in
these modern days be kept in “purdah’.’18 The Chinese, when
they were asked to join in the closing of Tibet to scientific
explorers, stated that:

China had no intention of rescinding the prohibition which
she had always maintained against the entry of foreigners into
Tibet. They [the Wai-wu-pu] were perplexed by the proposal,
and especially by the suggested time of three years.1?

Jordan, the British Minister at Peking, and his Russian colleague
Pokotilov had by October 1907 decided that this was all that
the Chinese were going to say, and there was no point pressing
for anything more explicit.20

17 BD 1V, p. 340.

18 FO 371/382, Grey’s minute on Nicolson to Grey, 28 March 1907.
1* FO 371/382, Jordan to Grey, 22 August 1go?7.
20 FO 371/382, Jordan to Grey, 12 October 1907.
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5. THE LIMITS OF TIBET

There were obvious advantages, when attempting to negotiate
the exclusion of British and Russian influences from Tibet, in
agreeing to a definition of the geographical term ‘Tibet’. The
previous treaties and agreements of 1876, 1886, 1890, 1904 and
1906, which had emerged during the course of British relations
with and concerning Tibet, contained no statement of the physi-
cal limits of that country beyond the article in the Anglo-
Chinese Convention of 1890 which defined the alignment of the
very short Tibetan border with Sikkim. Duri