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Preface 

T H E  I LI  c R I  S I  s is a subject of considerable significance in 
modern Chinese history. Its settlement in 1881 not only 
marked China's first diplomatic victory in the nineteenth 

century, but also made possible the establishment of a province 
in Sinkiang for the first time in two millennia. The resolution of 
the crisis also influenced the atmosphere in the Ch'ing court 
during its twilight years, and produced far-reaching effects on 
later Sino-Russian relations. 

My interest in the subject was aroused in the fall of I 958 when 
I learnt from Professor Charles Jelavich of the University of 
Califorhia, Berkeley, that he had acquired the papers of Nikolas 
K. Giers, the Russian assistant foreign minister who was in 
charge of the Foreign Office at  the time of the Ili crisis. Among 
the papers was the official correspondence between Giers and 
A. G. Jomini, senior counsellor in the Foreign Office, on the Ili 
negotiations with the Chinese. Professor Jelavich, then arrang- 
ing the publication of these papers with the E. J. Brill Press in 
Leiden, graciously placed a set of galley proofs at my disposal. 
The Giers-Jomini correspondence throws new light on Russia's 
position during the Ili crisis, and it corroborates information 
contained in the Diary (Dnevnik) of the Russian Minister of 
War, D. A. Miliutin, chairman of the special committee that 
was appointed to formulate Russia's China policy. Further re- 
search led me to the record of conversations between Jomini and 
the Chinese negotiator, Marquis Tseng (I-li ting-yiieh Chung-0 
t'an-hua lu), kept by the Chinese interpreter at  the conference, 
the complete works of Marquis Tseng himself, and innumerable 
Chinese memorials, edicts, diaries, and private letters of leading 
statesmen. 

However, not only China and Russia, but several other 
countries were also involved in the Ili crisis. Britain, in parti- 
cular, was active: Hart and Wade counselled the court in 
Peking, Gordon came from India to help with defences, and 
the British embassy in St. Petersburg offered confidential advice 
to Marquis Tseng. The French minister in China pursued a 
policy of dissuading Peking from waging war so that Russian 
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strength could be preserved to checkmate Germany. The 
German minister, on the other hand, did his best to promote 
war in the belief that trouble in Asia afforded Germany oppor- 
tunities to gain concessions. The Japanese, then severing the 
Liu-ch'iu islands from China, posed the possibility of collusion 
with Russia, while the United States exerted an influence in 
the cause of peace. Such an array of international activities 
necessitated multi-archival research in Europe, Asia, and 
America. 

A summer grant from Harvard's East Asian Research Center 
in 1959 enabled me to spend several months at the Center and 
the Harvard-Yenching Institute library. Travel funds from the 
University of California made it possible for me to consult 
materials at the National Archives and the Library of Congress 
in Washington, D.C. A summer teaching appointment at Har- 
vard in 1961 gave me further opportunities to continue work 
at the East Asian Research Center. When my research in this 
country was completed, I was fortunate to receive a John Simon 
Guggenheim fellowship to carry on the project in Europe and 
Asia during my sabbatical year in I 962-3. I visited the archives 
of the French and German Foreign Ministries in Paris and 
Bonn, and spent several months at the Public Record Office 
and the British Museum in London, where I found a wealth of 
materials, including Her Majesty's confidential prints and other 
secret reports on the Ili affair. Visits to thc libraries at Oxford 
and Cambridge were also helpful. In  the spring of 1963 I 
travelled to the Far East, spending three months at the Insti- 
tute of Modern History, Academia Sinica, on Taiwan and two 
months at the Toyo bunko in Tokyo. Only after visits to these 
centres of learning, libraries, and archives was I able to recon- 
struct a more complete picture of the subject-matter. The result 
is the present volume on Sino-Russian diplomacy during the 
Ili crisis of I 87 1-81. It should be evident that this work does 
not purport to cover the details of the Moslem rebellion in 
north-western China and its suppression by Tso Tsung-t'ang 
in the 1860's and 1870's. These subjects have been thoroughly 
examined already,] and I content myself with a summary of 

Wen-djang Chu, 'The Policy of the Manchu Government in the Suppression 
of the Moslem Rebellion in Shensi, Kansu, and Sinkiang from 1862 to 1878'. 
(Ph.D. thesis, University of Washington, 195.5.) 
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these events in Chapter I as a background for the diplomatic 
study that forms the bulk of this work. 

I am grateful to Professor John K. Fairbank of Harvard for 
his invaluable suggestions, corrections, and comments on my 
draft manuscript. I am indebted to the Guggenheim Founda- 
tion for making possible my research in Europe and Asia. To 
Professor Francis W. Cleaves of Harvard I am thankful for his 
assistance in transcribing Mongolian names. Dr. Mark Mancall 
of Harvard, Dr. Albert Dien of Stanford, Drs. Chauncey S. 
Goodrich and Phillip IV. Damon of the University of Cali- 
fornia, Santa Barbara, and Mr. Robert Irick read parts or all 
of the manuscript and made many useful suggestions. Drs. 
Charles and Barbara Jelavich, now at Indiana University, 
were very kind in offering me the galley proofs of the Giers- 
Jomini correspondence, which has since been published under 
the title Russia in the East, 1876-1880 (Leiden, I 959). I am grate- 
ful to Mrs. Mary Ann Youngren of Wellesley College and Mrs. 
Jeanne Sollen for editorial and stylistic improvements. Mrs. 
George Kladnik typed the manuscript with a devotion that is 
rare among typists. But I alone am responsible for all the inade- 
quacies of the manuscript. 

A few words about Chinese and Russian names and dates 
are in order. Chinese names have been romanized according to 
the Wade-Giles system, except those which have always been 
known in other forms, i.e. Confucius, not K'ung-fu-tzu. Russian 
names are spelled according to the Library of Congress system, 
except those who signed their names in French or German 
forms, as was the fashion among many Russians in the nineteenth 
century: thus it is Giers, not Girs, that is used in this volume; 
Jomini, not Zhomini; and Butzow, not Biutsov. Chinese dates 
have been transcribed into corresponding dates in the Julian 
calendar. Russian dates are given together with their Western 
counterparts; thus I 2/24 February indicates I 2 February in 
the old Russian calendar and 24 February according to the Julian 
system. I. C. Y. H. 

Santa Barbara, Calfornia 
15 January 1964 
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Introduction 

F O R  China the year 1880 was one of anxiety, fear, and 
uncertainty. The country had been thrown into a state of 
anger and confusion by an unfortunate treaty regarding Ili 

signed in Russia the year before by the Manchu diplomat, 
Ch'ung-hou. Chinese scholars and officials, openly denouncing 
the treaty as a naked act of aggression and treachery on the part 
of Russia, advocated outright rejection of the treaty and severe 
punishment of the signer. The Empress Dowager was said to 
have burst out in exasperation: 'Ch'ung-hou must die.''Yet be- 
neath the show of anger and protest there was a secret fear of 
war with Russia as a result of the rejection of the treaty. 

To meet this ominous prospect Peking and the provinces 
were propelled into a flurry of activity. The army was mobilized, 
and retired officers reactivated; forts were repaired and guns 
and ships purchased from abroad. Russia retaliated by sending 
a powerful fleet to China. Would there be a Russian march on 
Peking and a repetition of the Anglo-French occupation of the 
Chinese capital in 1860? Indeed, war clouds hung low over 
China, and no one knew what tomorrow would bring. The 
mandarins were confronted with a grave emergency, which 
could develop into a ruinous war for the dynasty. The choice 
before them was a painful one-a disastrous war or a humi- 
liating peace. 

The underlying cause of the crisis was China's dispute with 
Russia over the control of the Ili Valley in northern Sinkiang. 
The Russians had occupied the area in 187 I during a period of 
disorder and Moslem rebellion. They promised to return Ili 
when Chinese imperial authority was re-established there, but 
this magnanimous offer was made in the belief that the effete 
Ch'ing dynasty could never recover Sinkiang. At the time 
China was in a weak position both internally and externally: 
the entire North-west was ablaze with Moslem rebellion, the 
British had refused to ratify the Alcock Convcntion of 1869, and 
thc Tientsin Massacre of 1870 brought about the mission of 

F.O. 418/1/140, Wade to Granville, conjidential, 2 June 1880, reporting a con- 
versation with Li Hung-chang. 

821630 B 



2 Introduction 

apology to France. Peking was utterly powerless to compel 
Russia to evacuate Ili. But in 1878, after nearly ten years of 
hard campaigning, Tso Tsung-t'ang succeeded in suppressing 
the Moslem rebellion in Shensi, Kansu, Ninghsia, and Sinkiang. 
When China asked Russia to honour her promise the Russian 
minister in Peking was evasive and dilatory. A Chinese mission 
was sent to St. Petersburg in 1878 under Ch'ung-hou to nego- 
tiate the return of Ili. He was duped by the Russians into 
signing the Treaty of Livadia which restored Ili to China in 
name only: seven-tenths of the strategic area, including the 
military pass that controlled communication with southern 
Sinkiang, was ceded to Russia. Startled by the cession, Chinese 
scholar-officials vowed to disown the treaty. Ch'ung-hou was 
thrown into prison to await decapitation. Russia reacted by 
accusing Peking of bad faith, and by dispatching a fleet of 
twenty-three ships under Admiral S. S. Lesovskii to China in a 
'naval demonstration'. Peking hurriedly invited Charles Gordon, 
the legendary Victorian hero who had made a name during the 
Taiping campaign some eighteen years earlier, from India to 
help with defence, and Robert Hart, the British inspector- 
general of Chinese Maritime Customs, was authorized to enlist 
British officers to serve in the Chinese forces. 

Thus Russia and China came dangerously close to war over 
the remote area of Ili, several thousand miles from both Peking 
and St. Petersburg. The questions naturally arise: Why was Ili 
of such significance and what prompted the actions of the two 
countries? 

For Russia acquisition of land had always been a cardinal 
principle of her policy toward China. By the Treaty of Ner- 
chinsk in 1689 she gained 93,000 square miles of territory from 
China, and by the Treaty of Kiakhta in 1727 she secured nearly 
40,000 square miles. The Treaty of Aigun of 1858 granted her 
I 85,000 square miles of land on the left bank of the Amur River 
down to the Ussuri River, and the Treaty of Peking in 1860 
awarded her 133,000 square miles of land east of the Ussuri to 
the Pacific.' The occupation of some 1,224 square miles of 

W. A. Douglas Jackson, The Russo-Chinese Borderlands (Princeton, 1962)~  I I 2, 

I 13, I 16. In the Treaty of Peking, 1860, China, in effect, surrendered her claim to 
350,000 square miles of land in Central Asia, in addition to the 133,000 square 
miles already mentioned. 
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4 Introduction 
territory in the Ili Valley in I 87 I I was but another step in the ful- 
filment of Russia's age-old policy of land acquisition from China. 

The occupation may also be viewed as an extension of the 
steady Russian advance in Central Asia. Peter the Great (1682- 
1725) wanted to acquire the gold of Yarkand and to conquer 
India, but his dream was shattered by the complete failure of 
Prince Bekovich-Cherkasskii's expedition to Khiva in I 7 I 7.2 

Nicholas I (1825-54), however, succeeded in incorporating the 
territories of the Kazakh khanates into the Russian empire as 
the Ural, Akmolinsk, and Semipalatinsk provinces. By I 854 the 
Russians had advanced to the land south of the Ili River, and 
the town of Vernyi, now Alma-Ata, was founded.3 I n  1865 the 
new province of Turkestan was established, and in I 867 the 
governor-generalship of Turkestan was created, with juris- 
diction over 'the Turkestan province, the Tashkent district, the 
lands seized beyond the Syr-Daria in 1866, and the part of the 
Semipalatinsk province lying south of the ~ a r b a g a t a i  range'.* 
General K. P. von Kaufman was appointed the first governor- 

- - 

general, with independent power to conduct war and diplomacy 
with Central Asian khanates.5 He vigorously carried out the 
Russian advance, and by 1873 all three large khanates of 
Central Asia-Khokand, Bukhara, and Khiva-came under 
Russian control.6 I t  was in this spirit of continuous expansion 
in Central Asia that Russia occupied Ili in Sinkiang in 1871. I t  
is noteworthy that the Russian advance in Central Asia in the 
mid-nineteenth century was mostly initiated by ambitious 
generals on the frontiers-such as V. A. Perovskii, M. G. 
Cherniaev, and K. P. von Kaufman-without guidance from 
the central government. St. Petersburg accepted their successes 
but disowned their failures. 

For the Chinese, Sinkiang and Ili were places whose very 
names bespoke mystery, adventure, and military grandcur. 
Interest in the area, then known as the Hsi-yii (Western Region),' 

I M. A. Terent'ev, Istoriia zauoe~janiia srednei Az i i  ( A  history of the conquest of 
Central Asia) (St. Petcrshurg, 1906), iii. 266. 

a V. V. Barthold, La Dtkouvertt de 1'A.rie: Histoire de l'orientalisme en Eurobe el en 
Russie (trans. b y  B. Nikitine, Paris, 1 9 4 7 ) ,  235-6. 

1 Richard A .  Pierce, Russian Central Asia, 1867-1917 (Berkeley, I 960). I 9. 
4 Ibid. 48. 5 Ibid.49. Ibid. 3 4 .  
7 For general works on the Ilsi-yii, see Tseng Wen-wu, Chung-kuo rhingying I-lsi-yii 

shih ( A  history of China's management of the Western Region) (Shanghai, 1936) ; 
V. V. Barthold, Four Studies on the History of Central Asia (English translation b y  
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was first manifested under the brilliant emperor Wu-ti (140- 
86 B.c.) of the Han dynasty (206 B.c.-A.D. 220). The legendary 
stories of his emissary Chang Ch'ien's mission to the Wu-sun 
tribe in the Ili Valley in 138 B.c., Chang's long captivity by the 
Hsiung-nu (Huns), his epic escape, and his second mission to 
the Yiieh-chih tribe in I 15 B.c., stirred the Chinese imagination 
for two millennia. In  the later Han period (A.D. 26-220), 
General Pan Ch'ao brought Chinese influence to even greater 
heights. For thirty years between A.D. 73 and 102 he was active 
in Central Asia and subjugated some fifty states. In  A.D. 97 with 
70,000 men he encamped on the shores of the Caspian Sea; his 
envoy Kan Ying reached as far as the Persian Gulf.' 

The exploits of the great T'ang (A.D. 618-906) emperors 
further deepened China's relation with the Western Region. 
T'ai-tsung conquered the EasternTurks in 630 and his son Kao- 
tsung subdued the Western Turks in 658, extending Chinese 
rule all the way to the Tarim Basin. An An-Hsi (Western Paci- 
fication) protectorate was set up to take charge of affairs of 
sixteen states east of Persia. This was a golden era for China in 
Central Asia.2 

When the Mongols rose to power in the thirteenth cen- 
tury Sinkiang became part of a Central Asian empire under 
Chaghadai Khan (Cayadai Qan), second son of Chinggis 
Khan (Cinggis Qan) .3 The Ming dynasty ( I  368-1 643) which 
V. and T. Minorsky, Leiden, I g56), i. 76-81 ; Histoire des Turcs d'Asie Centrule (adapta- 
tion franqaise par Mme M. Donskis, Paris, 1945), 18 ff. ; R. Grousset, L'Empire des 
steppes (Paris, 1948); 0. Franke, Geschichte des chinesischen Reiches, 5 vols. (Berlin u. 
Leipzig, I 930-52). 

C. P. Fitzgrrald in his China: A Short C~iltural Hislory (New York, 1958) claimed 
that it was not the Persian Gulf but the Black Sea that Kan Ying reached (p. 197). 
For general incornlation on Han relations with the Hsi-yu, see H. Bielenstein, 
Emberor Kuang-wti and thr Northern Barbariam (Canberra, 1956) ; W. M. McGovern, 
The Early EmFires of Central Asia (Chapel Hill, 1939); E. Chavannes, 'Les Pays 
d'occident d'aprhs le HPOU Hun chou', T'oung Pao, viii (1907)' 749-234; F. Hirth, 
'Thc Story of Chang K'ien, China's Pioneer in Wcstern Asia', Journal of American 
Oriental Society, xxxvii ( I  g I 7), 89-1 36; F. J. Teggart, Rome and China (Berkeley, 1939). 

For T'ang relations with thr Hsi-yu, see E. Chavannes, Documenls sur les Tou- 
kiue (Turcs) Occidcr~tanx (St. Petersburg, 1903); Liu Mau-ts'ai, llie chinesischen 
Nachrichten zur G'eschichte der Ost-7urken (T'u-kue) (Wiesbaden, 1958) ; F. Hirth, Die 
Lanrler de.r Islam, Strppl. to vol. V, 1st scr., T ' o u n ~  Pao (Lciden, 1894) ; H. A. R. Gibb, 
The Arab Conquests in Central Asia (1923). 

3 For Yiian (Mongol) relations with the Hsi-yii, see R. Grousset, L'Empire 
mongo1 (12repha.re) (Paris, 1941) ; P. Pelliot and L. Hambis, L'histoire des cam@agnes de 
Gengis Khan (Cheng-wou Ts'in-tcheng Lou), vol. i (Leiden, 1951); L. Olschki, Marco 
Polo's Asia (Berkeley, I 960). 
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overthrew Mongol rule in China won tribute from such king- 
doms as Khoten, Samarkand, Bukhara, Andijan, and Persia, b i t  
was unable to establish military control over them. During the 
Ch'ing period ( I  644-1 9 I I )  Emperors K'ang-hsi, yung-cheng, 
and Ch'ien-lung spent the better part of a century conquering 
the Western Region, and in 1759 the objective was attained.; 
Emperor Ch'ien-lung proudly listed the campaigns among his 
'Ten Perfect Achievements'.z I n  I 768 he renamed the Western 
Region 'Sinkiang', meaning 'New Territory'. 

The foregoing survey, brief though it is, clearly indicates 
China's long-standing interest in Sinkiang. For two thousand 
years the area was intermittently under Chinese rule, and nearly 
every ambitious and resourceful emperor cherished the hope of 
conquering it. Failure to exercise such control was tantamount 
to an admission of weakness. Hence Ch'ing rulers in the 1870's - 
were naturally unwilling to lose Ili to Russia by default, thereby 
opening the door to foreign domination of Sinkiang. 

The importance of Sinkiang in the Chinese mind is further 
revealed in several bold historical notions, which suggest that 
the ebb and flow of dynastic fortunes actually mirrored China's 
relationship with her frontier areas. During periods of strength 
and prosperity China could maintain peace and order internally 
and also hold the barbarian hordes of Central Asia in check. 
This ideal state of affairs, described as a 'Grand Unification' 
(Ta i-trung), was realized under the mighty dynasties of the Han, 
T'ang, Yiian, and Ch'ing. A less propitious situation, described 
as a 'Minor Unification' (Hsiao i-t'ung) , prevailed whenever 
China, though not strong enough to pacify the nomadic tribes, 
was able to defend her interior against their incursions-as, for 
example, during the Northern Sung and Ming dynasties. Yet a 
third phase developed whenever China was weak and decadent, 
troubled by internal disorders and foreign invasions. The 
barbarian invaders were able to make powerful thrusts into the 
Yellow River Valley in northern China, driving the Chinese 
dynasty to take refuge in the Yangtze River valley in the south. 
Though under constant threat the exiled dynasty could still 

For an account of the pacification of Djungaria and Kashgaria in Sinkiang, see 
Sung-yiin, I-li tsung-trung shih-liich (A brief account of the administration of Ili), 
I : 3-19. 

a Hsiao I-shan, Ch'ing-tai t'ung-shih (A general history of the Ch'ing period), 
revised edition (Taipei, 1962), ii. 145-6. 
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maintain a shaky existence within a shrunken area. Such a state 
of affairs, typified by the Southern Sung period, was described 
as 'Partial Security' (P'ien-an). According to these concepts, 
Chinese history, exclusive of the periods of barbarian conquest, 
was simply a cyclical alternation of these three dynastic 
phases.' 

Quite apart from the validity of these historical notions, one 
cannot but be impressed with the importance of the Hsi-yii to 
the Chinese. Because North China was vulnerable to attacks by 
barbarian horsemen from the steppes China's destiny was in a 
sense linked with the control of the Hsi-yii. Resourceful emperors 
of the various dynasties took this idea to heart and sent count- 
less expeditions to the Hsi-yii. Their actions were interpreted more 
as necessities for dynastic survival than as attempts at  self- 
glorification. During the Ch'ing dynasty Emperors K'ang-hsi 
and Ch'ien-lung spared no cost in conquering the Hsi-yii in the 
belief that possession of Sinkiang facilitated the protection of 
Mongolia and that defence of Mongolia ultimately safeguarded 
Peking.2 Even after China's opening to the West in the middle 
of the nineteenth century, when a totally different type of 
enemy-not the nomadic horsemen from the steppes, but the 
seafaring 'barbarians' from Europe and America-appeared on 
the scene, this traditional strategic concept, though anachro- 
nistic in an age of sea power, still held sway. In  the 187oYs, 
despite military weakness and financial stringency, the Ch'ing 
court determined to recover Sinkiang from the Moslem rebels 
at any price and to demand the return of Ili from Russia even 
at the risk of a disastrous war. 

Chinese reaction during the Ili crisis was further influenced 
by a keen awareness of Russia's privileged position in China. In  
the early Ch'ing period Emperors K'ang-hsi and Yung-cheng 
granted Russia a number of favours that were denied to other 
powers. For instance, Russian prisoners ofwar, about a hundred 
in all, taken in the several battles of Albazin (Yacsa or Ya-k'e-sa) 
in the 168o's, were pardoned and organized into a unit in the 
Ch'ing army as the Eleventh Company of the Fourth Regiment 

Ch'en Fang-chih, 'Ch'ing-tai pien-chih shu-liieh' (A brief account of the 
frontier governments in the Ch'ing dynasty), Ten-ching hiieh-pao (Yenching Journal 
of Chinese Studies), 34: I 33 (.June 1948). 

a Tso Tsung-t'ang, 'Me~norials', 50: 75-77b. 
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of the Manchu Bordered Yellow Banner.' As bannermen they 
were given the favour of rank and the privilege of living in 
quarters by themselves. They received annual pensions and 
were allowed complete freedom of religion. K'ang-hsi even gave 
them a Buddhist temple, on the site of which they built an 
Orthodox church, known as the Church of St. Nicolas, later 
renamed the Church of the Assumption. The Chinese called it 
Lo-ch'a miao (Russian temple) ; more often it was incorrectly 
referred to as the Northern Russian Hostel.2 

The Russian traders were also well treated. Beginning with 
the Ides mission in 1693 they were allowed to come to Peking 
every three years in groups of two hundred and to bring their 
goods in duty-free. They were lodged in the Southern Russian 
Hostel (the old Hui-t'ung kuan of the Ming dynasty), which had 
been set up for their reception.3 Although they were legally 
required to conclude their business and leave Peking within 
eighty days, the regulations were not strictly enforced.4 The 
caravan under Liangusov and Savatiev in 1698 consisted of 289 
merchants and 189 secretaries, servants, and brokers, totalling 
478 men. Between 1698 and 1718 ten such caravans came to 
Peking, averaging one every two years instead of every three as 
officially stipulated, and they were often permitted to remain 
in the Chinese capital more than eighty days.5 At times the 
Chinese government even advanced loans to distressed Russian 
merchants.6 

After the Treaty of Kiakhta of I 727 groups of Russian priests 
were allowed to come every ten years to minister to the Russians 
in Peking. The Chinese government paid their travelling and 
living expenses.' From 1729 to 1859 thirteen such missions 
came to China.8 The priests lived in the Southern Russian 
Hostel, where they maintained a church called the Convent of 

Yii Cheng-hsi, '0-lo-ssu tso-ling' (On the Russian company), in Ho Ch'iu-t'ao 
(ed.), Shuo-fang pei-sheng (A manual of the northern places), 47: ~b-2 ,  qb. (Here- 
after to be cited as SFPS.) 

a Meng Ssu-ming, 'The E-lo-ssu kuan (Russian Hostel) in Peking', Iyarvard 
Journal of Asiatic Studies (ffJ.4.S), 23 : 29-34 ( I  960-1). 

3 Ibid. 23: 20. 4 SFI'S, 12: 5. 
3 Liu Hsiian-min, 'Chung-0 tsao-ch'i mao-i k'ao' (A study of early RUSSO- 

Chinese commrrcial relations), Yen-ching hsiieh-pao, 25 : I 65-6 ( I  939). 
a Agnes Fang-chih Ch'en, 'Chincse Frontier Diplomacy: Kiakhta Boundary 

Treaties and Agreements', The Yenching Journal of Social Studies, 4: 2 : I 55-6, I 72 

web. 1949). 7 SFPS, 12: 3-4. a Meng Ssu-ming, 23 : 33. 
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Candlemas, later, more formally, the Church of the Purifica- 
tion of the Virgin.' 

The Treaty of Kiakhta also permitted Russia to send students 
to Peking to learn Chinese and Manchu. I n  1728 a language 
school for the Russians was inaugurated within the Southern 
Russian Hostel as a separate institution.= The students, staying 
for a ten-year period under Chinese subsidy for travelling and 
living expenses, were required to wear Chinese clothes supplied 
by the Court of Colonial Affairs. The Board of Rites provided 
them with food, and the Imperial Academy (Kuo-tzu chien) 
assigned them Chinese and Manchu instructors.3 

By virtue of these educational, religious, and commercial 
privileges, Russia, alone among nations, enjoyed a foothold in 
Peking from the end of the seventeenth century until the middle 
of the nineteenth. The Chinese felt that as the recipient of 
these favours Russia should be thankful to China and refrain 
from exploiting her during periods of weakness. The occupation 
of Ili and the imposition of a humiliating treaty were, in Chinese 
eyes, grave acts of ingratitude. Chang Chih-tung took the lead 
in expressing this feeling during the Ili crisis. 

Thus a number of factors preyed upon the Chinese mind 
during the Ili crisis: the historical interest in Sinkiang, the 
dream of Grand Unification, the persistence of the traditional 
strategical concept, and the annoyance with Russian in- 
gratitude. The mandarins found it difficult to temper emotion 
with reason, yet responsible statesmanship demanded realistic 
consideration of the relative power of China and Russia, the 
hazards of modern warfare, and the prospects of international 
support. After exhaustive consideration of all the alternatives 
Peking dispatched a second mission to Russia to revise the 
treaty, thus shifting the burden of decision to St. Petersburg. 
Confronted with the ominous choice of war or peace, Russia 
ultimately realized that peaceful settlement of the dispute was in 
her bcst interest, and the Treaty of St. Petersburg was signed in 
February I 88 I .  

Throughout the Ili crisis Britain played an active role as an 
Ibid. 23: 28. Ibid. 23: 34-39; SFPS, 12:  gb. 

3 SF'PS', I 2 : 3 -5. I t  cost China morc than 1,000 roubles and 9,000 pounds of rice 
annr~ally to support thcse Russian students and the religious mis~ion in Peking. Cf. 
Meng Ssu-rning, 23: 37. 
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interested third party, because of her paramount interest in 
China and considerations for the security of India and its 
North-West Frontier. British fear of Russian invasion of India 
was of long standing. Ever since Peter the Great, she had been 
haunted by an imaginary Russian advance to her prize 

- 

possession. Peter's war with Persia in 1722 was considered a 
step toward capturing Indian trade.' I n  early 1801 Paul I 
joined Napoleon's 'Grand Project' and ordered 22,000 Don 
Cossacks to advance into India via Orenburg, Khiva, and 
Bukhara. The expedition was halted when the Tsar was assas- 
sinated in a palace revolution in March 1801.~ These Russian 
attempts to reach India, though abortive, left indelible marks 
on British memories. 

The intensification of the Russian advance in Central Asia 
during the mid-nineteenth century was a source of great 
anxiety to the British. Those in India who were charged with 
safeguarding the frontiers in Central Asia decided to meet the 
Russian thrust themselves with a northward movement from 
India. Sind was annexed in 1843, and Punjab in 1849. In  the 
years to come, further acquisitions were made, including the 
khanate of Kalat, along the North-West Frontier of India. 
Russian generals in Central Asia expressed concern over the 
British advance, and spoke of Pamirs and Kashmir as natural 
gateways to India.3 O n  the other hand, the British described 
the Russians as 'within striking distance of the passes leading 
southward through the Hindu Kush'.4 Ambitious politidians 
and expansionists in Britain urged the adoption of strong and 
preventive measures against Russia. Palmerston stated in 1847 
that Persia and ~ f ~ h a n i s t a n  must be looked upon as advanced 
posts of Russia and suggested that such military measures be 
taken on the frontier as to 'make it plain to everybody that we 
could not be taken by surprise, that the decisive position could 

Harold T .  Cheshire, 'The Expansion of Imperial Russia to the Indian Border', 
The Slaconic nnd East European Reuiera, I 3 : 37 : 89. 

a M. Pavlovsky, 'La Chine et la Rusaie en Asie Centrale', Bulletin de 1'Universitd 
L'Aurwa, 36: 325 (Oct. 1948) ; George N. Curzon, Russia in Central Asia in 1889 and 
the Ai!plo-Rr~ssian Qucstion (London, I 889), 323 ff. 

3 M. A. Terentyef (Terent'ev), Russia and En~land in Central Asia, translation by 
F. C. Daukes (Calcutta, 1876), i .  274, i i .  I 14. (Hereafter to be cited as Russia and 
England.) 

4 Louis E. Frechtling, 'Anglo-Russian Rivalry in Eastern Turkistan, I 863-1 88 I ', 
Royal Central Asian Journal, 26 : 47 I (July I 939). 
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neither be snatched from us by a rapid movement nor be 
wrested from us by a forcible assault'.' 

After the Crimean War, the British were troubled by the new 
Russian advance in Central Asia. General Cherniaev reduced 
Khokand to vassalage in 1865 and General Kaufman detached 
Samarkand from Bukhara in 1868. Although an agreement was 
reached between the British and Russian governments in 1869 
that Afghanistan be excluded from the Russian sphere of influ- 
ence, the advance of Russian generals in other parts of Central 
Asia did not stop.= By 1873 all three large Central Asian khan- 
ates-Bukhara, Khiva, and Ichokand-had come under Russian 
control. James MacGahan, a British observer of Russian affairs, 
wrote from the Oxus region in 1876: 'The Russians are steadily 
advancing toward India, and they will sooner or later acquire a 
position in Central Asia which will enable them to threaten 
it. Should England be engaged in a European war, and not 
show herself sufficiently accomn~odating on the Bosphorus, 
then indeed Russia would probably strike a blow at England's 
Indian power.':, 

This prediction nearly came true under slightly different 
circumstances. Stung by British interference in the Russo- 
Turkish War (1876-8), and by her unfriendliness at  the 
Congress of Berlin, Russia retaliated with an elaborate scheme 
for invading India in 1878, as a diversionary measure. O n  orders 
from St. Petersburg, General Kaufman mobilized 20,000 troops 
in four columns to carry out the design. Russia thus pressed 
dangerously close to war with Britain, but a timely settlement 
at the Congress of Berlin in 1878 saved the peace.4 

In this heightened atmosphere of Anglo-Russian rivalry in 
Near East and Central Asia, there was talk in Britain of co- 
operating with Moslem states to oust Russia from Central Asia, 
so that Britain would be considered the 'pacificator of Central 
Asia, the great conservative power bent upon maintaining the 
status quo for the special benefit o f .  . . (those) Mohammedan 
powers'.~ Clearly, it was in the interest of Britain and the 
Central Asian Moslem kingdoms alike to form an alliance, since 

Alexis Krausse, Russia in Asia: '4 Record andaStu&, 1558-1899 (New York, 18gg), 
248. Cheshire, 13 :  37: 91 .  3 Krausse, I 65. 4 Pierce, 39. 

s Owen Lattimore, Piuot of Asia: Sinkiang and the Inner Asian Frontiers of China and 
Russia (Boston, 1g50), 27. (Hereafter to be cited as Pivot.) 
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they were both threatened by Russian expansion. The British 
therefore encouraged the formation of a Moslem league, and 
their activity stimulated the development of Pan-Islamism.1 

Yet Britain at this time was by no means a fixed entity with a 
single approach to foreign policy. The mid-Victorian politicians 
may be roughly divided into two schools of thought: the 
'Forward School', which maintained that British imperial 
interests abroad could be effectively defended only by extension 
of frontiers, and the 'Consolidation School', which held that the 
same objectives could be achieved by international agreement 
and informal influence. Although this division of opinion cut 
across party lines, the Conservatives, because of close connexions 
with the court and the imperial service, leaned to the 'Forward 
School', while the Liberals, with its 'Little Englander' wing, 
leaned more toward the 'Consolidation School'. During the 
1870's and the early 188o's, Disraeli and Salisbury were ex- 
ponents of the 'Forward Policy', while Gladstone and Granville 
adhered to the anti-expansionist policy of 'Consolidation'. But 
anti-expansion in the mid-Victorian era did not mean anti-com- 
mercial expansion or informal political expansion, but rather 
opposition to the expansion of imperial frontiers in Asia and 
Africa beyond the 'protective reach of the British sea-power'.= 
The different outlooks of the two schools made for different 
emphases in foreign affairs generally, and they were reflected in 
British policies during the Ili crisis. 

The catalyst of the Russian occupation of Ili was a Khokan- 
dian adventurer, Yakub Beg, who had entered Sinkiang in 1865 
during a Moslem rebellion and established a kingdom there by 
1870. The British saw him as a welcome buffer between India 
and Russia; his rise not only enhanced the prospect of an 
alliance between Britain and the Moslem league, but also 
raised the prospects for trade between India and Eastern Turke- 
stan. The London Times reported that Indian trade with 
Turkestan rose from &,ooo sterling in 1867 to &12g,ooo in 
I 8692 Viceroys Mayo ( I  868-72) and Northbrook ( I  872-5) of 

Dwight E. Lee, 'The Origins of Pan-Islamism', American Historical Review, 
xlvii: 2: 284-5. 

E. A. Benians, Sir James Butler, and C. E. Carrington (ed.), The Cambridge 
History of the British Empire (Cambridge, 1g5g), iii. 128. 

Quoted in Yuan Tsing, 'Yakub Beg (1820-1877) and the Moslem Rebellion in 
Chinese Turkestan', Central Asiatic Journal, vi : 2 : I 54 (June I 96 I ) .  
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India, though cautious men in regard to foreign involvement and 
followers of the traditional policy of 'masterly inactivity', were 
nevertheless encouraged b; the commercial possibilities and 
political usefulness ofthe new Kashgarian kingdom. They dis- 
patched two missions to Yakub Beg under T. Douglas Forsyth, 
and the result was the conclusion of a treaty in 1873, by which 
Britain granted official recognition to Yakub Beg in return for 
the right of legation and consulate as well as preferential com- 
mercial treatment. The British also urged the Chinese to recognize 
him. Thomas Wade, British minister in Peking, suggested that it 
might be safer for China to have a weak Moslem state in Sinkiang 
than to have some powerful Western states established there.' - 
Certainly it was the view of the Conservatives who took over the 
government in I 874 that Yakub Beg should be maintained. Dis- 
raeli, aspiring to revive the 'spacious days of Elizabeth', stressed 
that Britain, not Russia, should be the mistress of the East.2 The 
'Forward Policy' was now in full swing, and his supporters- 
Foreign Secretary Derby, Indian Secretary Salisbury, and Indian 
Viceroy Lytton-did their best to discourage Chinese military 
operations against Yakub Beg and to mediate China's trouble 
with him. But in spite of these efforts, Yakub Beg succumbed to 
the merciless attack of the Chinese general, Tso Tsung-trang. 

Chinese authorities were now re-established in ~ i n k i a n ~ ,  
between Russia and India. They posed no threat to India; in 
fact they stood in the way of Russia's southward thrust. The 
conservatives in Britain therefore supported China's claim to 
Ili and approved the enlistment of ~ r i t i s h  officers to serve in the 
Chinese army, before war broke out. However, the 'Mid- 
lothian elections' of I 880 deposed the 'Jingo King' and returned 
Gladstone to government in April 1880. The new Liberal 
administration followed a policy of 'non-intervention and 
minimum responsibility abroadY.3 I t  disfavoured war between 
China and ~ u s s i a  because of possible adverse consequences to 
the British position in china.-Russia would doubtless occupy - - 
Peking, dealing a severe blow to the British leadership position 
in China. The Manchu dynasty, with which Britain had 

F.O. I 7/825/136, Wade to Forsyth, 6 Apr. 1876. 
Sir A .  W. Ward and G.  P. Gooch, The Cambridge his tor)^ of British Foreign Policy, 

1787-1.91.9 (Nrw York, I 923), i i i .  77-78. 
3 Renians, B~itler, and C:arrington, iii. 128. 
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signed several favourable treaties, might fall, and with it all the 
British privileges. Moreover, the economically minded Glad- 
stone administrationwas keenly aware of the fact that such a war 
would badly affect British trade with China, which was esti- 
mated at L70 million annually, about 77-5 per cent. of China's 
total foreign trade.' I t  was therefore in the British interest 
that China should not drift into war with Russia, but should 
strive to solve the Ili problem through peaceful negotiations. To 
this end, Britain supported China in her diplomatic encounter 
with Russia, but discouraged the impression that an alliance 
with Britain or large-scale British military aid would come in 
the eventuality of war. 

For Russia, the whole Ili issue was a Chinese riddle that could 
not be tackled in a rational, clear-cut manner. The turmoil in 
Sinkiang had hurt Russian trade, destroyed Russian consulates, 
increased border raids by Moslem renegades, and caused a large 
influx of refugees to Russia. Yakub Beg, who had resisted the 
Russians at Ak Musjid and Tashkent, had now built an empire 
in Sinkiang. His Moslem kingdom might become a rallying- 
place for his co-religionists in the Central Asian khanates which 
had lately come under Russian rule. His friendship with India 
suggested the possibility of an invasion of the rich Ili Valley 
under British sponsorship. Yet Yakub Beg's empire was on Chi- 
nese soil, and St. Petersburg did not wish to disturb its good rela- 
tionship with China. Russian generals in Central Asia, however, 
were impatient with Yakub Beg's potential threat. Kaufman, 
governor-general of Russian Turkestan, seized the initiative by 
occupying Ili in 1871, and his general, G. A. Kolpakovskii, on 
his own authority, declared the area annexed 'in perpetuity'. St. 
Petersburg had little prior knowledge of the action and had 
difficulty in defending it. It could not decide either what should 
be done about Yakub Beg. This indecision may be seen in the 
fact that on the one hand Russia strengthened his position by 
signing a treaty with him in 1872, recognizing him as leader of 
Moslem Sinkiang, and on the other, weakened his position by 
supplying grain in 1875 to the Chinese army that was sent to 
fight him.2 

F.O. I 7185718, Wade to Granville, 18 Feb. 1881. 
a D. A. Miliutin, Dnevnik (Diary) (Moscow, 1g47-50), ii. 23; Tso Teung-t'ang, 

'Memorials', 47: 5b-6b, 'Letters', I 7: 5. 
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Although Britain and Russia were rivals in Central Asia, they 
seemed to agree, at least in 1872-3, that Yakub Beg should be 
maintained. Britain anticipated greater trade with Kashgaria 
and the possibility of using Yakub Beg as a buffer between India 
and Russia. Russia needed him to justify the continuous 
occupation of Ili. Both Britain and Russia, on the basis of 
informationavailable to them at the time, had misgivings about 
China's ability to recover Sinkiang. Tso Tsung-t'ang's victory 
over Yakub Beg in 1877 came as a total surprise, not only to 
Britain and Russia, but to many Chinese themselves, including 
Li Hung-chang. 

The fall of Yakub Beg led to the Chinese demand for the 
return of Ili. Russia was in a dilemma. The generals in Central 
Asia and the Ministry of War in St. Petersburg were reluctant 
to relinquish the area, but the Foreign Office and the Ministry 
of Finance, feeling honour bound and suffering from the ill 
effects of the Turkish War and the Congress of Berlin, saw the 
need for conciliation. High officials in the Foreign Office, such 
as N. K. Giers and A. G. Jomini, were anxious to settle the 
China affair, but the question was how to do it gracefully and 
profitably. 

Not only in Russia but also in other countries opposing forces 
could be found at work. In  China there was the struggle between 
Li Hung-chang's preoccupation with the problems of the 
maritime nations and Tso Tsung-t'ang's insistence on the need 
for inland frontier defence. Peking was confronted with a 
difficult choice. In  Britain there was opposition between the 
'Forward School' and the 'Consolidation School'. Whichever 
party was in powcr, the inescapable responsibility remained of 
balancing the British interest in China with considerations of 
the security of India, and the questions of policy toward Russia 
arising from Central Asian, Near Eastern, and European issues. 
Cross-currents at the national level complicated the already 
intricate international situation resulting from the changing 
pattcrns of behaviour among the powers. But all this makes the 
Ili crisis a highly interesting chapter in diplomacy. 



CHAPTER I 

The Origins ofthe ili Crisis 

S I N  K I A N  G ,  a vast area of some 550,000 square miles about 
two and a half times the size of France, lies between 75 and 
95 degrees longitude and 36 and 50 degrees latitude. I t  is 

bounded on the north by Russia and Mongolia, on the east by 
Mongolia and Kansu, on the south by Tibet and Kashmir, and 
on the west by Russian Central Asia. The Tien-shan or Celestial 
Mountains, soaring over 23,000 feet, divide Sinkiang into two 
unequal halves, the smaller Djungaria in the north and the 
larger Tarim Basin in the south.' The oasis area in the Tarim 
Basin has often been called Kashgaria. 

The seat of the Ch'ing administration in Sinkiang, after 
Emperor Ch'ien-lung's conquest in 1759, was Ili, situated on 
the Ili River in the north-western sector of the territory. 
Western and Russian literature frequently described Ili as a 
'province', but it was actually a Chinese prefecture (fu) con- 
sisting of nine cities, one of which, Ning-yiian (I-ning), was 
known to the Russians as Kuldja. The population of Ili 
represented an ethnographic mixture of many groups: the 
Taranchi (Uighur Moslem agriculturists), the Tungan (Chinese 
Moslems), the Sibo, the Kirghiz, the Mongols, the Chinese, and 
the Manchus. Accurate census figures during the 1860's and 
1870's are lacking; estimates range from ~oo,ooo to 350,000.~ 

'The Ili Valley was the richest region in Sinkiang, with an 
annual rainfall of ten inches.3 Grain and cotton were produced 
in abundance and deposits of oil, coal, iron, copper, and gold 
were known to exist. Trade with Russia developed toward the 
end of the eighteenth century, and a Russian mission came in 
181 I to investigate the commercial potential of the area. The 
volume of trade, however, was not significant until the mid- 
nineteenth century. In  1852 Ili's exports to Russia amounted 
to &52,000 sterling, and in 1856 the figure rose to & I  ,016,692.~ 

Owen Lattimore, Imer Asian Frontiers of China (New York, 1951), 151. 
See Note A, p. 197. 3 Lattimore, Pivot, 274. 
Liu Hsiian-min, 198-loo. 
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The Origins of the Ili Crisis 
Strategically, the Muzart Pass in the southern section of Ili con- 
trolled communication with Kashgaria. Possession of Ili there- 
fore facilitated domination of southern Sinkiang, and Western 
military experts of the nineteenth century reputedly considered 
Ili a 'fortress of Sinkiang'.' 

An area of such commercial and military significance 
naturally attracted the attention of Russian generals in Central 
Asia, who often referred to the advantages of occupying Ili.2 
The first step in this direction was taken in 1845, when a new 
road was constructed from Orenburg to Ili. Another signi- 
ficant step followed in I 85 I ,  when Russia, by the Treaty of Ili, 
secured the right to trade duty-free and maintain consulates 
in Ili and Chuguchak (Tarbagatai) ; Russian traders were 
allowed to build homes, warehouses, and churches in these two 
places. With the founding of Vernyi (Alma-Ata) in I 854, the 
Russians in Central Asia penetrated the lower Ili Valley and 
gained access to one of the main routes to Sinkiang. A further 
important advance was made in 1860, when Russia, by the 
Treaty of Peking, gained the right to trade and to establish a 
consulate in Kashgar, as well as a Chinese agreement to de- 
marcate the boundary between Sinkiang and Russian Turke- 
stan along the mountains, great rivers, and existing line of 
permanent pickets. The resultant boundary Treaty of Tarba- 
gatai of 1864, concluded hastily by the Chinese because of a 
Moslem revolt in Sinkiang, gave Russia the land south-east of 
Lake Zaisan and the Tien-shan region north of Lake Issyk-Kul. 
Ili and Chuguchak, now contiguous to Russian territory, came 
within easy striking distance of the Russians in Central Asia.' 
Thus, step by step the Russians pressed forward toward Ili until 
they appropriated it altogether in I 87 I .  The occupation took 
place during a period of Moslem rebellion, which was caused, in 
part, by the nature of the Ch'ing administration in Sinkiang. 

After the Ch'ing conquest of Sinkiang in 1759, a strict 
military rkgime was established to govern the area. In  1760 

Tseng Chi-tse, 'Memorials', 3 : 2. 

A. Kuropatkin, The Rurian Army and tlu Japancse War (New York, rgog), i. 70. 
Nishida Tamotsu, Sa S6d6 to Shinkyo' mondai (TsoTsung-t'ang and the Sinkiang 

question) (Tokyo, 1942), 79-80; Jackson, 37-38. 
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Emperor Ch'ien-lung dispatched Brigade-General A-kuei to 
Ili as imperial agent, with 500 Manchu cavalry, loo Chinese 
and 300 Moslem troops. They developed military colonies and 
constructed nine fortified cities in Ili and sixteen around 
Urumchi.1 In  I 762 a military-governor of Ili, with jurisdiction 
over both the northern and southern routes of the Tien-shan 
Mountains, was appointed as the highest authority in Sinkiang. 
He was stationed in Hui-yiian, one of the nine cities of Ili, with 
a civilian staff of 468 men and a military staff consisting of an 
assistant military-governor and six commandants of the forces. 
Five of these commandants were stationed in Hui-yiian with 
4,000 Manchu troops, and one in Hui-ning, another of the nine 
cities, with 2,140 Manchu soldiers. A variety of troops of 
different ethnic origins were deployed along the southern shore 
of the Ili River : I ,000 Sibos, I ,000 Solons and Dahurs-all from 
Manchuria-I ,800 Chakhar and Mongol soldiers from Kalgan, 
2,800 d l ~ d  soldiers, and 600 others. In addition, 3,000 Chinese 
soldiers and their families were settled in the Ili area to cultivate 
the land.2 Altogether about 16,000 soldiers were stationed on 
the northern route of the Tien-shan Mountains.3 

Eight big cities and ten smaller ones were built on the 
southern route of the Tien-shan Mountains. A councillor, in 
charge of all southern regional affairs, was assigned to the key 
city of Kashgar. He was assisted by an imperial agent in each 
of the bigger cities, a commandant of the forces in each of the 
smaller ones, and some 5,760 soldiers.4 

The key city of Urumchi in the eastern part was administered 
by a lieutenant-governor, in command of 3,460 Manchu sol- 
diers. His jurisdiction included Barkul and Ku-ch'eng, each 
under an assistant commander and 1,000 troops. The frontier 
city of Chuguchak (Tarbagatai), second in importance to Ili as 
a military outpost, was placed under the control of an assistant 
military-governor and two commandants in charge of more than 
2,000 soldiers and 540 military co1onists.s 

Ch'i Yiin-shih, 'Hsin-chiang yao-liich' (An rsscntial outline of Sinkiang), in 
Ifuong-ch'ao fan-shujlii-ti tsriing-shu ( A  collection of geographical works on our im- 
perial dynasty's frontier tribes and tributary states), 24: 2: 9; Sung-yun, I : 22-24b. 

a Ch'i Yiin-shih, 24: 2 : I 3 ; Sung-yun, I : 22-24. 
a Wei Yuan, S l ~ n g - w u  chi (A record of imperial military exploits) (1836), 4: 15b- 

16b. 4 Ibid. 4: 15b-16b. 
Ch'in-ling IJuang-yii Hsi-yii t'u-chih (An imperial edition of the royal atlas 
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All high officials and officers in Sinkiang were Manchus, or at 

least bannermen. A study of the key posts before 1874 reveals 
that of a total of 234 appointees, 229 were bannermen and only 
five were possibly Chinese.' 

Leading o$cials in Sinkiang before 1874 

These high Manchu officials did not directly rule the non- 
Chinese native Moslem population-mostly Turki-speaking, 
turban-wearing Uighurs (Ch'an-t'ou hui)-but functioned through 
the local Moslem chieftains known as the begs (beks), who 
handled such matters as taxes, trade, and justice. The beg 
system had existed in Kashgaria before the Ch'ing conquest. 
Under the Ch'ing administration, there were thirty-five kinds 
of begs totalling about 270 persons, among whom the following 
six kinds were the most important: the hakim beg, or the chief, 
who served as a sort of local Moslem governor; the ishikagha 
beg, the assistant governor; the khazanachi beg and the shang beg, 

Post 

Military-governor of Ili . 
Assistant Military-governor of Ili . 
Assistant Military-governor a t  Tarba- 

gatai (Chuguchak) . 
Lieutenant-governor of Urumchi . 
Imperial Agent at  Hami . 
Intendant of Circuit of Barkul and 

Urumchi . 
Councillor at  Kashgar . 
Assistant Military-governor a t  

Yarkand . 
Imperial Agent at  Ush. . 
Imperial Agent a t  Aksu . 
Imperial Agent at  Kucht  . 
Imperial Agent at  Kharashar . 
Imperial Agent a t  Khoten . - 

Totals . 

of the Western Region) (1762)~  31 : 8b-g; Agncs Fang-chih Ch'en, 'China's 
Northern Frontiers: Historical Background', The Tenching Journal of Social Studies, 
4 :  I : 83 (Aug. I 948). 

Wen-djang Chu, The Policy of the Manchu Government in t h  Suppression of th 
hfoslem Rebellion in Shcnsi, Kansu, and Sinkiang from 18& to 1878, Ph.D. thesis, 
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two kinds of collectors of revenue; the haz beg, the judge; and 
the mirab beg, the superintendent of irrigation and agriculture.' 
They were given the third to the seventh civil service ranks.2 

The Ch'ing administration in Sinkiang was thus a 'dyarchy' 
and an indirect rule, stemming from the arrogant notion that 
the natives were an uncivilized, subject people, beneath the 
dignity of the Manchu conquerors. The actual task of governing 
them was left to their own chieftains. High Manchu officials 
concerned themselves only with policy matters and the ultimate 
control of Sinkiang. I t  is thus apparent that Sinkiang was 
nothing more than a colony of the Manchu overlords. The 
Ch'ing administration there was maintained by force, not by 
the consent of those it sought to govern. 

When Emperor Ch'ien-lung first conquered Sinkiang, he 
was careful with the appointment of officials there; only men of 
ability and integrity were selected. But by degrees the practice 
became lax, and those chosen for duties in Sinkiang were mostly 
men who had connexions with the inner court. They went as con- 
querors, filled with the desire of profiting from the wealth of the 
land. Each time an army was transferred to Sinkiang, its officers 
and soldiers cheered at the prospect of gain. The military-gover- 
norship of Ili, which normally would have been considered a 
hardship post on the frontier, was in fact much coveted because 
it was a lucrative position.3 Far removed from the watchful eyes 
of the censors, the officials in Sinkiang led extravagant lives, ex- 
acting contributions and forcing irregular levies on the Moslem 
peasants through their collaborators, the begs, who were often 
all too anxious to exploit their own people in the name of the 
Manchu overlords. These Manchu officials had absolutely no 
interest in the local population, whom they treated 'like dogs and 
sheep'. No effort was made to alleviate the lot of the Moslem 
people or to understand their language, customs, and problems.4 

For a study of the beg system, see Saguchi Tfiru, Jkhachi-jkkyk seiki Higashi 
Torukitutan shakaishi kenkyC (The social history of Eastern Ttirkestan in the I 8th-I 9th 
century) (Tokyo, 1963), Chapter 3, 103-92; also H .  S. Brunnert and W. V. 
Hagelstroni, Present Day Political Organization of China (Shanghai, 191 2), 439-40. 

Saguchi, I no, 1 24. 
3 Chcin Han-ts'ai, 730-wen-hsiang-kung tsai Hsi-pei (Tso Tsung-t'ang in the 

North-West) (Shanghai, I 946), 25-26. 
4 Yao Hsin-an, 'Ch'ing-mo Hsin-chiang cheng-ts'e ti shih-tr fa-chan' (The 

historical development of the Sinkiang policy at the end of the Ch'ing dynasty), 
Hsi-pei yen-chiu, 3 : 23-24 (Jan. I 932). 
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Such political apathy and corruption, coupled with the 

military occupation, provided the Moslems with a strong 
incentive to rebellion. Their discontent was quickly capitalized 
upon by the khojas (khwijas), the religious potentates who had 
ruled Kashgaria before the Ch'ing conquest.' The khojas had 
been banished by the Ch'ing authorities to Khokand, but they 
were determined to re-establish themselves in Kashgaria. From 
time to time they organized invasions of Kashgaria in what they 
termed a 'Holy War' against China. Their co-religionistsin 
Sinkiang were only too ready to conspire with them.2 As a re- 
sult, a number of khoja invasions and Moslem revolts took place 
after the Ch'ing conquest of Sinkiang in 1759: the Kashgar 
rebellion in I 760, the Ush rebellion in I 765, Ziya ud-Din's up- 
rising in I 8 I 5, Khoja Jihangir's invasions in I 820, I 826, and I 827, 
Khoja Yusuf's attacks in I 830 and I 83 I ,  seven khojas' invasion in 
1847, the Uighur rebellion in KuchC in 1857, and Khoja Wiili's 
invasion of Kashgaria in the same year.3 In  1864 Sinkiang 
was ripe for still another major uprising, precipitated by the 
Tungan rebellion in Shensi and Kansu. 

2. T H E  M O S L E M  R E B E L L I O N  

The Tungans were Chinese-assimilated Moslems who lived 
largely in Shensi and Kansu; there were six and a half million 
of them in the former province, and eight million in the latter.' 
Although they had adopted Chinese customs, language, and 
attire, they retained conspicuous Central Asian physical cha- 
racteristics and habits. Many of them had high nasal bridges 

I For information on the khoja, see Muhammad Sadiq (Kashghari), Tozkira-i- 
khwrijagin (Memoirs of Khoja Muhammad Sadiq or Kashgaria), summarized by 
Robert B. Shaw under the title The History ofthe Khojas ofEastern Turke.rtan, edited 
by N. Elias, supplement to the Journnl of the Asiatic Socieb of Bengal, Ixvi, part I 

(1897). 
Gaimush6 Jdh6 Chdsajo (.Japanese Forpian Office, Bureau of Investigation 

Report), 'Shimmatsu no tai kaikyb seisaku' (The Moslem policy during the late 
Ch'ing period), Kaikyb jijo', 3: r : 52 (Mar. 1940); Hung Yiian, 'A-ku-po cheng- 
ch'iian te pen-chih ho Ch'ing-ping hsi-cheng te i-i' (The very nature of Yakub 
Beg's regime and the meaning of the westcrn expedition of the Ch'ing army), 
Hsin-hua yiieh-pm, 65 : 206 (Mar. I 955). 

Saguchi Tdru, 'Shinky6 Uiguru jin no hanran' (The rebellion of the Uighur 
in Sinkiang) , Hokuri shigaku, 8 : 2 (Nov. I 959). 

P. Dabry de Thiersant, Lc MahomGtisme en Chinu et dam le Turkestan Oriental 
(Paris, 1878), i. 38, 40-46. 
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and wore beards. They eschewed wine, pork, and opium. They 
married Chinese women but seldom married their daughters to 
Chinese men. They were fierce fighters but lacked discipline.' 

The Moslems in China were a minority group despised by the 
Chinese and Manchus for their religion and their way of life. 
They suffered from semi-exclusion from high political offices in 
spite of the announced government policy of equality. Through- 
out the 268 years of the Ch'ing dynasty ( I 644- I g I 1 ), only forty- 
five Moslems reached positions of distinction, of whom the 
majority were in military service and only a handful of civilians 
rose to be governors and governor-generals.' Social and political 
discrimination generated in the Moslems a strong sense of resent- 
ment and provided the seed of revolt. 

Among the Moslems, the adherents of the New Sect or New 
Teaching (Hsin-chiao) were particularly intransigent and 
militant. The origin of the New Sect was not conclusively 
established until recently. The Japanese scholar, Saguchi TGru, 
traced the source to one Ma Ming-hsin in I 761-2. Ma, a native 
of An-ting, Kansu, started to spread the New Teaching in the 
Salar areas in Hsi-ning after his return in I 761 from a period of 
religious study in Yarkand and Kashgar. With the help of Su- 
ssu-shih-san and Hu-ma-liu-hu, he founded the New Sect in 
I 762, which propagated a mystical ritualism characterized by : 
( I )  loud chanting of the scripture, as opposed to the soft 
chanting of the Old Sect; (2) prayers with head-shaking and 
body movement in a dance-like manner-foot-stamping, hand- 
waving, and face turning up toward heaven; ( j )  belief in 
miracles, visions, apparition of spirits, and prediction of good or 
bad omens; and (4) the worship of saints and their tombs. In  
ritual the New Sect was definitely related to Sufism.3 An 
anonymous work by a Chinese official in Lanchow, Kansu, who 
took part in the pacification of the Moslem revolt in I 78 I ,  sheds 
further light on the New Sect. Its members were said to: ( I )  

worship with bare feet, (2) believe that death under the 'golden 
light' would result in better reincarnation, (3) coerce unbelievers 
into accepting the faith by force, (4) regard faith as more 

I G .  Findlay Andrew, The  Cre.trent in North-west China (London, 1g21), 27-40. 
Nakada Yoahinobu, 'Shindai kaikycto no ichisokumen' (An aspect of Moslem 

life in the C h ' i n ~  period), T@6 gakuhb, 36 : I : 68-74 (June 1953). 
3 Saguchi, Jtihachijrikyti seiki, 56 I -2, 565. 
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important than family ties, and (5) revere Ma Ming-hsin as the 
saintly Founder of the Sect.' 

~ h k  adherents of the New Sect were zealous 'reformers' who 
detested members of the Old Sect for wearing white attire for 
funeral services and for following the Buddhist and Taoist 
practice of chanting scriptures for a fee. The reformers would 
- 

not read the Koran for money or for any other unworthy 
p u r p o ~ e . ~  They were a group ofreligious zealots, who maintained 
two major centres in Chin-chi-pao, Ninghsia, and in Chang- 
chia-ch'uan, Kansu, in rival existence with the Old Sect 
stronghold of Hochow.3 The Old and New Sects quarrelled with 
each other incessantly in the 1760's and I ~ ~ o ' s ,  and in 1781, 
Ma Ming-hsin and Su-ssu-shih-san led an attack on the Old 
Sect. Government investigation of the sectarian warfare led the 
New Sect to open rebellion in that year, and though it was 
suppressed, a second revolt broke out in 1783. This revolt too 
was suppressed and the New Sect proscribed.4 However, its 
members were restless and continually sought opportunities to 
strike. A new revolt broke out in 1862, and one of its most fana- 
tical leaders was Ma Hua-lung, who came from the direct 
'apostolic' line of Ma Ming-hsin and who maintained his head- 
quarters in Chin-chi-pao.5 

The immediate cause of the 1862 rebellion has ilsually been 
attributed to the unauthorized cutting of bamboo by a group of 
Moslems in a Chinese village near Huachow, Shensi.6 But recent 
research has cast doubt on the accuracy of this account, because 
bamboo does not grow in the cold northern province of Shensi. 
The supposition that the Moslems cut bamboo to make lances is 
also  tenable, because bamboo is too weak for that purpo~e .~  
The rebellion, apparently, broke out in the following manner. 

The Chinese and the Moslems did not mingle socially. But in 
1858 a Chinese lad wandered into a Moslem festival at Lin- 
trung, Shensi, without being molested. O n  the other hand, 
when a Moslem pedlar went to a Chinese festival, he was badly 

See Note R, p. 197. Wen-djang Chu, Policy, 243, 361. 
Saguchi, Jtihachi-jtikyti .reiki, 743. 
Pai Shou-i, Hui-hui min-tsu ti h.rin-sheq (The new birth of the Moslem people) 

(Shanghai, 1g51),  46-47. Saguchi, 252, 744. 6 See Note C, pp. 197-8. 
Wen-d.jang Chu, Policy, 330. See also his published article, 'The Immediate 

Cause of the Moslem Rebellion in Northwest China in I 862', Central Asiatic Journal, 
3: 4: 309-16 (1958). 
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beaten. The Chinese magistrate failed to adjudicate the case 
justly and the Moslems retaliated by raiding the Chinese village 
and killing thirteen people.' More killing and robbing followed 
until, in April 1862, the situation reached a crisis in the face of 
an imminent Taiping invasion of Shensi under Lan Ta-shun. 
The Taipings did not remain in Shensi long; they attacked Sian 
and several other cities and moved eastward. After their 
departure, the Chinese accused the Moslems of harbouring 
secret sympathy for the Taipings, and tension between the two 
groups grew to a breaking-point. In May 1862 several Moslems 
attempted to buy bamboo poles from some Chinese merchants 
in Huachow. The Chinese raised the price and the Moslems 
refused to pay. A brawl, resulting in several casualties among 
the Moslems, flared up but was brought to a ha1.t through the 
efforts of a few peacemakers. The matter might have rested 
there had it not been for the fact that the Chinese set fire to the 
Moslem village at night. In revenge the Moslems plunged into a 
massacre of the Chinese in Huachow, and their fellow believers 
in other cities responded by killing Chinese and Manchus 
indiscriminately. A major uprising was thus born.2 

The Ch'ing government was preoccupied with the campaign 
against the Taipings. Only an ineffective general, Sheng-pao, 
was sent to fight the Moslems, and quite expectedly he achieved 
no results. In 1863 an able general, To-lung-a, replaced him, 
and the campaign was carried out much more vigorously. 
However, To-lung-a's military success was cut short by his 
death in 1864. Thereafter the rebellion spread like fire until the 
entire north-west was ablaze.3 

News of the rebellion in Shensi reached Ili by the end of 
1862. The Moslcms in Sinkiang were encouraged by the Ch'ing 
weakness to rise up in sympathetic response. In  March 1863 an 
uprising started near Sui-ting (Suidun), one of the nine cities 
of Ili, but it was quickly suppressed by government forces. The 
rcbel leaders were executed and more than a hundred Moslems 

Chang (:hi-hsin, 'Lin-t'ung rhi-shih' (Events in 1,in-t'ung), in Hui-min ch'i-i, 
i i i .  I 7 ;  also Pai Shou-i, Hni-hui min-tsu t i  hsiti-sheng (The new birth of the Moslem 
peoplc) (Shanghai, I 951) ,  64-67. 

Govrrnor Ying-ch'i's rcport to the throne, 22 .June 1862, in I-hsin (ed.), 
Ch'in-ling ch'i-.rheng fang-likh (An imperial edition of the strategy in seven provinces) 
(Prefacr, 1896), I 3 : 7-7b. 

Wen-djang Chu, Poliry, 50-5 I .  
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arrested. Although order was restored, considerable disquietude 
prevailed in various parts of Sinkiang. O n  the night of 4 June 
1864 a revolt broke out in KuchC, where Moslem rebels and 
Chinese bandits killed the imperial agent Sa-ling-a and seized 
control of the city. A government reinforcement column of 500 
men under Wen-yung, acting commandant at  Wu-su, was 
quickly dispatched to KuchC, but it was completely annihilated 
by the rebels in the desert near Kharashar on 10 July. On 13  
July I 864 the Moslems in Urumchi rebelled, taking the Chinese 
'city' and besieging the Tartar 'city'. Communication with Ili 
was cut off.1 

The Ch'ing administration in Sinkiang was totally un- 
prepared for the rebellion. In  rapid succession the Moslems 
seized the southern city of Manas on I 7 July and the northern 
city on 16 September. The Tartar city of Urumchi fell on 3 Octo- 
ber, and Ku-ch'eng was lost on 15 December. In  southern 
Sinkiang the rebels took Yarkand on 26 July, Yangihissa on 
29 July, and Kashgar on 30 July.2 Thus nearly all southern 
Sinkiang and a large portion of northern Sinkiang were lost. 

Ili, headquarters of the Ch'ing administration in Sinkiang, 
was completely isolated from China proper. Ch'ang-ch'ing, the 
military-governor whose duty it was to guard Sinkiang for the 
court, urgently asked for 2,000 troops each from Ming-hsii, 
assistant military-governor at Chuguchak, and Kuang-feng, 
assistant military-governor at Kobdo. Ming-hsii came with only 
a thousand poorly equipped soldiers, while Kuang-feng could 
not spare any of his 224 men. Ch'ang-ch'ing then requested 
Peking to dispatch 40,000 men from China proper. What he 
received was not reinforcement but a notice of dismissal from 
office and of Ming-hsii's appointment as his successor, effective 
I November 1864. The Moslems in Ili, taking advantage of 
the unpreparedness of the Ch'ing administration, rebelled on 
I o November, electing Mazam Khan (Mai-tzu-tsa-t'e) , a hakim 
beg or local governor, their leader. They occupied the outlying 
areas of Ili, defeating the imperial forces, and then divided their 
men to besiege the fortresses of Ili and Hui-ning (Bayandai). 
Ming-hsii raised 1,200 men in an unsuccessful attempt to break 
the blockade of Hui-ning; on 5 February 1865 Hui-ning fell. 
The rebels succeeded in persuading the Chahar Mongol military 

Wen-djang Chu, Policy, 250-2. Ibid. 256. 
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colonists to join them, and the Sibo and Solon Manchus to stay 
neutral.' 

The siege of Ili went on for a year and a half, causing starva- 
tion and pestilence. People lived on horses, dogs, and cats; 
typhus raged, killing 50 to IOO daily.2 In  desperation, Ming-hsii 
requested aid from the Russian governor of West Siberia, but to 
no avail. He also urged Peking to negotiate with the Russian 
legation for military assistance. Repeated efforts by the Tsungli 
Yamen (Foreign Office) in late I 865 and early I 866 yielded no- 
thing more than a vague promise from the Russian minister 
that the Chinese might send relief funds and official dispatches 
to Ili via Russian territory.3 Under extreme deprivation, Ili fell 
on 6 March I 866. Ming-hsu, Ch'ang-ch'ing and their families 
were all killed. Chuguchak was also lost on I I April. With the 
exception of the area near Barkul and Hami in the eastern part, 
all Sinkiang was taken over by the rebels.4 

The Moslem rebels, however, were not united. Five leaders 
vied for power in Sinkiang: ( I )  Khoja Rasheddin proclaimed 
himself Khan of all Chinese Turkestan, with a capital in Aksu ; 
( 2 )  T'o-ming established himself in Urumchi with the title of 
Moslem King; (3) Sadiq Beg made Kashgar his headquarters; 
(4) Mufti Habitulla set up his government in Khoten; and 
(5) Abderrahman established his rkgime in Yarkand. Of the 
five, Khq'a Rasheddin was the strongest, but he was not of the 
preferred Afiiq lineage. Sadiq Beg considered him unacceptable 
and requested Alim Kul, khan of Khokand, to send Khoja Bii- 
ziirg, son of Jihangir and a descendant of the Af5q family in 
exile in Khokand.5 The request was granted, and KhYa Biizurg 
came to Kashgaria in the company of a general, Yakub Beg, in 
early 1865.6 

Yakub Beg was born about 1820 in Piskent, fifty miles south 

Ibid. 257-63. Eugene Schuyler, ii. 181. 
3 CSL, Mu-tsung period, 162 : gb-6b, edict dated I 7 Jan. 1866; also 169: 14b- 

15. 4 Wen-djang Chu, Policy, 264. 
5 WII Ch'i-yii, 'Ch'ing-chi Hui-Chiang tu-li chih shih-mo chi ch'i wai-chiao' 

(The Moslem independence in Sinkiang and its diplomacy during the late Ch'ing 
prriod) , A-uo-wen chou-pao, I r : I I : 2 ( I 9 Mar. I 934) ; A. N. Kuropatkin, Kushgaria: 
Ea.ct~rn or Chinese Trlrkistnn, tr. by Walter E. Gowan (Calcutta, 1882), 156-78. 

For details of Yakub Beg's adventure, see Yuan Tsing, 'Yakub Brg (1820- 
1877) and the Moslem Rebellion in Chinese Turkestan', Central Asiatic Journal, vi: 
2 : I 54 (June 1961) ; also T. D. Forsyth, Hebort of a Mission to Yarkund in 1873 
(Calcutta, I 875)' 98, 204-13. 
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of Tashkent. Rather than follow the religious profession of his 
father he went to Tashkent to seek his fortune. His sister was 
married to the governor of Tashkent and his uncle, Sheik 
Nizamuddin, was very influential. At twenty-five, Yakub Beg 
became a court chamberlain. Through the influence of his 
brother-in-law he was appointed to the governorship of 
Akmasjid, where he remained for five or six years until its 
seizure by the Russians in 1853. By 1857, when Khoja Wiili 
invaded Kashgaria, he was already in command of the forces 
at Tashkent and soon afterwards rose to be commander-in- 
chief of the Khokandian army. He resisted the Russians at 
Tashkent in 1864, and though defeated his career did not 
suffer. He was selected by the khan of Khokand to accompany 
Khoja Biizurg to Kashgaria. With sixty-eight men, he set out 
early in 1865. 

Sadiq Beg soon regretted the invitation because of Khoja Bii- 
zurg's family reputation, but it was too late to turn him back. 
In  a lightning display of military skill and political manipula- 
tion, Yakub Beg deposed Sadiq Beg in Kashgar and Abderrah- 
man in Yarkand, and installed Khq'a Buzurg upon the throne. 
Once he was king, Khq.a Biiziirg indulged in debauchery. 
Yakub Beg quickly deposed him and proclaimed himself king 
of Kashgaria. The coveted title of Atalik Ghazi, 'Champion 
Father', came to him from the Amir of Bukhara in 1866.' 
During the following year, with the help of his two sons, Yakub 
Beg subdued Mufti Habitulla and Rasheddin. Now known as 
the Badaulet, the 'Favourite of Fortune', he turned on T'o- 
ming, whom he defeated and stripped of the title of Moslem 
King. When T'o-ming died in 1870, Yakub Beg dominated all 
southern Sinkiang and part of northern Sinkiang, with a capital 
in Aksu, and a population of I ,OI  5,0oo.~ 

Yakub Beg's empire-building met with the approval of 
Britain, which welcomed a 'common front between Britain and 
Islam against Russia'.3 The British tea-planter in India, Robert 
Shaw, visited Kashgaria in I 868 and returned with a glowing, 
if exaggerated, report of the commercial potentiality of Yakub 
Beg's kingdom.' Mirza Shadi, Yakub Reg's emissary, then 

D. Boulgrr, Central Asian P0rtmit.r (London, I 880), r 00-9. 
Forsyth, 62. "attimore, Pivot, 34. 
For the activities of Robert Shaw, see his Visits to High rnrlary, Tarkand and 

Kmhghar (London, 187 I ) ,  especially chapter 3. 
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visited Lord Mayo, viceroy of India, who in return dispatched 
Sir T. Douglas Forsyth (1827-86) to Kashgaria.1 The British 
in India also urged Peking to recognize Yakub Beg, but the 
Chinese were in no mood to comply.2Prince Kung, head of the 
Tsungli Yamen, informed British minister Thomas Wade that 
Sinkiang differed basically from such tributary states as Korea 
and Annam in that it was a part of China, and stated that after 
the pacification of the rebels in Shensi and Kansu, the Chinese 
government would go on suppressing the rebellion in Sinkiang.3 
Wade, on the basis of available intelligence, doubted China's 
ability to recover Sinkiang.4 

3. T H E  R U S S I A N  O C C U P A T I O N  O F  I L I  

The rise of Yakub Beg posed a difficult problem for the Rus- 
sian government. Here was a man who was anti-Russian- 
having resisted the Russian conquest of Khokand a few years 
earlier-and who now had established himself in Sinkiang. His 
new Moslem state on Chinese soil might become a rallying- 
point for the discontented elements in the Central Asian 
khanates that had lately come under Russian rule. I t  was even 
possible that with British blessing his kingdom might ultimately 
develop into a large Central Asian Moslem empire aspiring to 
include Russian Turkestan. Thus considered, Yakub Reg was 
a threat to Russia and an instrument of Britain. Yet he was 
established on Chinese territory; any official intervention would 
not only jeopardize Russian relations with Peking but would 
also arouse British opposition. The situation was distasteful but 
St. Petersburg could not arrive at a definite policy. A temporary 
device was adopted : Russia would neither recognize Yakub Beg 
nor intervenc in the affairs of Sinkiang. However, Russian 
generals in Central Asia, who had charge of border security, 
became increasingly impatient with the situation. 

The turmoil in Sinkiang had caused no small trouble for thc 
Russians. Trade was interrupted and Russian consulates and 
warehouses in Ili and Chuguchak were destroyed. Moslem 

F.O. I 718251 I 36, enclosure, C. A4. Ai~chison to Thomas Wade, dated 7.6.1870, 
written at the direction of Viceroy Mayo of India. 

F.O. I 71545, Sir Rlrthcrford Alcock to F.O., 4 Feb. 1870. 
F.O. I 71548157, Wadc to F.O., 12 Apr. 1870. 
F.0.  I 711825/1 36, enclosure, Wade to Forsyth, G Apr. 1876. 
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renegades frequently raided the Russian border and Kirghiz 
migration to Russia increased sharply in 1869. Many of the 
migrants engaged in stealing horses and cattle. Two Russian 
detachments were sent to chastise them, recapturing 15,000 
head of cattle during their first attack and 5,000 during the 
second. Refugees from Sinkiang continued to pour into Russia 
in large numbers; in 1871 some 1,095 of them accepted the 
Orthodox faith, while 15,000 migrated to the Valley of Black 
Irtysh. These occurrences clearly posed new problems for the 
Russians.' In  an effort to improve relations with Russia, Abul 
Oghlan, the new sultan of Ili, dispatched two envoys to Vernyi 
in 1868, but they achieved no concrete results. Frontier raids 
continued, and there were mutual complaints and demands for 
indemnity. In  1870 Baron Kaulbars of the Russian General 
Staff was sent to Ili to settle the charges and counter-charges, 
but again the mission was a failure.2 

~ d d e d  to these annoyances was the Russian fear of Yakub 
Beg's invasion of Ili under British sponsorship, which seemed 
the more possible after the visits of Robert Shaw and Douglas 
Forsyth to Kashgaria in 1868 and 1869. General K. P. von 
Kaufman, governor-general of Russian Turkestan, who had 
independent powers- to conduct war and diplomacy with 
central ~ s i a n  khanates, decided to strike fir;. A carefully 
prepared report was sent to St. Petersburg to justify the need for 
the occupation of Ili.3 In  August I 870 he dispatched an army 
to occupy the descent of the strategic Muzart Pass and make Ili 
indefensible. In  May 1871 he sent a task force under Major 
Balitskii to Ili on the pretext of punishing the Moslems for their 
raids on the Russian border. Meanwhile, the armed forces at 
Borokhudzir on the border were strengthened under the com- 
mand of General G. A. Kolpakovskii, governor of Semirechie. 
On  24 June Kolpakovskii swept across the border with a 
striking force of 65 officers and 1,785 soldiers. O n  28 June they 
defeated 4,000 Moslem troops at Alim-tu, and on I July they 
occupied Sui-ting. Abul Oghlan surrendered on 3 July 1871.' 
He came to Kolpakovskii's camp and declared: 'If it is the will 

Terentyef (Terent'ev), Rwsia and England, i .  232, nqr ,242, 246, 2 72-3. 
a Schuyler, i i .  183,186. 
3 Ibid. ii. 186. 
* bl. A. Tcrent'ev, Istoriia zaz~ocvaniia . . ., i i .  50-51. 
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of Heaven that the Russians, not I, should possess Kuldja, I 
will offer my sultandom to the Russians. . . . Only I am guilty 
of fighting you; my people are not. Punish me but spare my 
people.'I Kolpakovskii accepted the surrender and ordered him 
to hand over all weapons. O n  the following day the Russians 

S I N K I A N G  

Russian Occupation of Ili 

triumphantly entered Ili in the company of the deposed 
chieftain, and Kolpakovskii on his own authority declared Ili 
annexed 'in perpetuity'. The Russians occupied a total of 
I ,224 square miles of territory in Ilin2 Although St. Petersburg 
did not direct the activities of Kaufman and Kolpalrovskii, it 
accepted the fruits of their conquest. 

The occupation went unnoticed by the outside world for 
some time. More than three weeks passed before Sir Andrew 
Buchanan, British ambassador in St. Petenburg, could give 

Ibid. 51. 
a Ibid. iii. 266. For details of the occupation, cf. ibid. ii. 23-58, 
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London any inkling of Russian activities in Ili.1 I t  was not until 
23 August that he was able to inform London officially of the 
Russian occupation.2 Thomas Wade was unaware of the event 
until he was notified by the Foreign Office in December 1871.3 

The Chinese themselves, having been cut off from Sinkiang 
for years, did not know of the Russian occupation until they 
were notified by the Russian minister, General G. Vlangaly, on 
I September I 8 7  1. The laconic Russian diplomatic communica- 
tion made no reference to Ili's being occupied 'in perpetuity'; 
it merely stated that General Kolpakovskii had 'recovered' Ili 
from the Moslem rebels and had captured their chieftain.4 
Peking quickly ordered Yung-ch'iian, acting military-governor 
of Ili in exile at Kobdo, Mongolia, to proceed to Ili to negotiate 
the return of Ili; a fund of 200,000 taels was provided for the 
mission.5 Yung-ch'iian, however, was fearful of the assignment; 
after much procrastination and a stern warning from the court, 
he reluctantly undertook the journey.6 He had hoped to raise 
a force of one thousand soldiers to accompany him, but was 
able to gather only a little more than a hundred.7 Troop move- 
ment in winter was extremely difficult; the soldiers had to dig 
their way out of heavy snow in order to proceed, and half the 
camels and horses died on the way. After many trials and 
tribulations, Yung-chtiian and his men finally reached Chugu- 
chak, on 20 January 1872;  the road to Ili was completely 
blocked by snow.8 

The Russian government appointed Colonel Boguslavskii of 
the Ministry of Home Affairs to negotiate with Yung-ch'iian, 
with the following instructions : 

I .  Explain the conditions in Ili and the measures Russia had 
taken to protect it for the benefit of China; 

2. Declare that Russia could not return Ili before the arrival 
of sufficient Chinese troops; 

3. Ascertain the measures the Chinese government proposed 
to adopt for the administration of Ili; 

F.O. 65/822/162, Buchanan to Granville, 26 July 1871. 
F.O. 65/822/193, same to same, 23 Aug. 1871. 
F.O. 17/590/279, Wade to Granville, contdential, 29 Dec. 1871. 

+ IWSM, T'ung-chih period, 82: 7. 
5 IWSM, 83: 27. IWSM, 83: 31b-32; 82: 38b, 41- 

IWSI11,83: 53. 8 ZWSM, 85: 34b. 
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4. Refrain from discussing reparation of military expenses; 
5. Refrain from discussing the demarcation line between 

Russia and China.' 

Boguslavskii and Yung-ch'iian met on 15 May 1872 in a 
called Se-erh-ho-o-lu-le (Zharbolak?), near Chuguchak. 

The Chinese were anxious to effect Russian withdrawal from 
Ili, but Boguslavskii evaded the issue by incessantly questioning 
the strength of the Chinese force. Upon learning that Yung- 
ch'iian had come with only a hundred soldiers, he dismissed 
the question of evacuation with the brisk comment that the 
Chinese had too little strength to hold Ili. He intimated that 
settlement of the issue would best be left in the hands of the 
Russian minister in Peking and the Chinese court. Boguslavskii 
was obviously playing a delaying game, and Yung-ch'iian, 
with his thin force, could not press the issue. He returned to 
Chuguchak without achieving any results.= 

When informed of the state of negotiations, Prince Kung, 
head of the Tsungli Yamen, questioned the Russian minister 
in Peking repeatedly about Boguslavskii's attitude. Vlangal~ 
explained that the occupation of Ili was undertaken in order to 
safeguard the Russian border from Moslem raids. Yung-ch'iian's 
small force could not be expected to hold Ili. Any premature 
return would only tempt the Moslem rebels to retake it and 
once again threaten the security of the Russian border. In  that 
case, Russia would be forced to occupy Ili a second time. Why 
return Ili when China was not prepared to hold it? He insisted 
that no discussion of Ili could take place until China recovered 
Kashgar and Manas, thus freeing the Russian border from 
further disturbances.3 In September 1872 Boguslavskii himself 
came to Peking and repeated the same argument to Prince 
Kung. After having blocked settlement of the issue, he returned 
home.4 

l'cking became convinced that argument was useless, and it 
dccided to recover Manas and Urumchi by force, so that China 
could negotiate from a position of strength.5 Yung-ch'iian was 
ordcrcd to prepare his troops for the task, but he requested 

Tcrentyef (Tcrent'ev), Russia and England, i. 252-3. 
I WSM, 06 : 36-40. 3 IWSM, 87: 7b-gb. 

4 IWSAl,88: 12. IWSM, 89: 25 .  
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permission to resign on grounds of kidney trouble. The court 
asked him to nurse his ailment in the camp at  Chuguchak, and 
allowed him a month of rest but no resignation.' 

Russia proudly announced to the world that her stewardship 
of Ili was an act of kindness to China during a period of internal 
disorder, and that she would return the territory as soon as 
Chinese imperial authority was re-established in Sinkiang.2 
Vlangaly assured foreign diplomats in China that the Russian 
government had no intention 'to annex or occupy territory in 
Turkestad.3 Such magnanimous declarations were of course 
made in the belief that the effete Ch'ing government could not 
reconquer Sinkiang. The Russians now discovered that activi- 
ties which tended to prolong disorder in Sinkiang would ensure 
their retention of Ili. Yakub Beg, formerly a thorn in Russia's 
side, suddenly took on new significance, and Captain Baron 
Kaulbars was sent to him. They negotiated a commercial treaty 
of five articles on g April 1872, by which Russia recognized 
Yakub Beg as leader of Moslem Sinkiang, and Yakub Beg 
allowed Russian traders a low import duty of 2-5 per cent. ad 
valorem and freedom of trade in his domain. Sa'id Yakub, a 
nephew of Yakub Beg and envoy to Tashkent and St. Peters- 
burg, was courteously received by the Russians.4 

The British in India were worried about Russian activities. 
Viceroy Northbrook, who succeeded Mayo after his assassina- 
tion in 1872, for once abandoned his usual cautious attitude 
of 'masterly inactivity' and received Sa'id Yakub warmly in 
March 1873. He dispatched Sir Douglas Forsyth on a second 
mission to the Kashgarian state in October 1873. The mission, 
consisting of three hundred men, brought Yakub Beg a letter 
from the Queen, and several thousand old-style muskets from the 
viceroy of India. The result was the conclusion of a commercial 
treaty of twelve articles, by which the British granted Yakub Beg 
official recognition in return for the right of legation and consu- 
late, as well aspreferential commercial treatment in his kingdomas 

IWSM, 89: 11b-rgb. 
a F. Martens, Le ConJlit entre la R u s k  el la Chine (Brusscls, 1880), 69, 71. 
3 F.O. I 7162612, Wade to Granville, conjdential, 6 Jan. 1872. 
4 Wu Ch'i-yii, I I : r I : 6. 
5 For Forsyth's mission and the treaty, see T. D. Forsyth, Report of a Mission 

and H. W. Bellew, Kushmir and Kashghar: A Narrative of thc Journey ofthe Embmsy 
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To strengthen his international position further, Yakub Beg 
established diplomatic relations with Turkey, which he 
honoured as a superior state. The Sultan of Turkey sent him 
three thousand rifles, thirty cannon, and three officers-one 
each from the infantry, the artillery, and the cavalry-to help 
train his troops.' A private British organization called the 
Central Asian Trading Company also supplied him with 
 weapon^.^ 

With all this diplomatic and military support, Yakub Beg, 
the soldier of fortune, seemed firmly established in Kashgaria. 
The Chinese found the situation distasteful but were unable to 
cope with it, for they could not reach him before suppressing 
the Moslem rebels in Shensi and Kansu. Yakub Beg was there- 
fore free from Chinese attack until General Tso Tsung-t'ang 
swept into Sinkiang in 1876. 

4. S U P P R E S S I O N  O F  T H E  R E B E L L I O N  

Tso Tsung-t'ang ( I  8 I 2-85), scholar, soldier, statesman, and 
hero of the Taiping campaign, was appointed governor-general 
of Shensi and Kansu in 1866, with the specific assignment of 
suppressing the Moslem rcbellion in these provinces.3 But 
before assuming the position he was ordered by the court to fight 
the Nien rebels ;4 so it was not until after the pacification of the 
Nien rebellion in summer 1868 that he was able to carry out 
the earlier assignment. 

The government campaign against the Moslem rebels had 
made no progress; there was no definite policy towards the 
rebels, and officers in charge of the campaign-such as Sheng- 
pao, To-lung-a, En-lin, and Hsi-lin-wavered between the 
extremes of militant extermination and cowardly appeasement. 
Tso's arrival in Sian, Shensi, on 26 November 1868 marked 
a turning-point. Ry efficient leadership and good strategy Tso, 

1 F.O. 171826, India Office to Foreign Office, 25 Jan. 1879, forwarding a nar- 
rative of events in Kashgaria by onc of the thrce Turkish officers sent to Yakub Bcg 
by the Sultan of Turkey. 
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despite initial reverses, cleared Shensi of the rebels in autumn 
1869. He then moved his forces to Kansu and Ninghsia, and in 
early 1870 his general, Liu Sung-shan, launched a powerful 
attack on the rebel centre Chin-chi-pao in Ninghsia, the base of 
Ma Hua-lung. The rebels resisted stubbornly; Liu was killed in 
action, and his nephew Liu Chin-t'ang, then twenty-six, was 
given command of the army. Seventy-one battalions were lost 
before Chin-chi-pao was taken in 187 I .  The next major victory 
came when the-rebel Ma Chan-ao surrendered ~ o c h o w  on 
6 March 1872, and half a year later Tso entered Lanchow 
victoriously. The crowning success of Tso's five-year campaign 
came in November 1873 when Ma Wen-lu, the rebel in the last 
stronghold of Suchow, capitulated. However, the wily Shensi 
rebel Pai Yen-hu escaped to Sinkiang to join forces with Yakub 
Beg.' The government had spent forty million taels on the 
campaign thus far, and intended to pursue it to its logical 
conclusion in Sinkiang.2 

At this juncture China found herself involved with Japan in 
the Formosa crisis; a settlement was reached only after paying 
the aggressor half a million taels.3 Shocked by China's un- 
preparedness to meet the Japanese threat, the court at Peking 
realized the urgent need for creating a naval force to guard 
China's coasts. The question then arise : Could China support 
a naval programme while conducting a costly campaign in 
Sinkiang? A great debate ensued on the relative urgency and 
importance of coastal defence and frontier defence. 

1n general, high officials in the coastal provinces supported the 
naval programme. They felt that the threat of Japan was more 
immediate than that of Russia in Central Asia. Li Hung-chang, 
the grand secretary and governor-general of Chihli, pointed 
out to the court: 'Japan is right on  our threshold, capable of 
spying out our weakness or preparedness. She is China's most 
important permanent problem.'4 As for Sinkiang, Li spoke 
disparagingly: 'The various cities in Sinkiang first came under 
our control in the Ch'ien-lung period. Quite apart from the 
great difficulty of winning these cities, we spent more than three 

For details of his Shensi and Kansu campaign, see Ch'in Han-ts'ai, 68-72; also 
Bales, 2 I 2-93. Tso Tsung-t'ang, 'Memorials', 45: 38-39b. 

For details of the Formosa incident, see my China's Entrance itrto the Familv of 
Nations: The Diplomatic Phase, 1858-1880 (Cambridge, Mass., I 960), I 72-4. 

4 IWSM, 99: 32b. 
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million taels annually on military expenses in peace (just to 
keep them). We have taken several thousand li of open space 
at the price of a (pecuniary) drain that will continue hundreds 
and thousands of years. I t  is not worth it." He boldly asked the 
court to stop the Sinkiang campaign and shift its funds to the 
naval programme, which called for the purchase of foreign ships 
and guns, the training of officers and sailors, the recruitment of 
talented personnel by a new 'foreign affairs' examination, the 
opening of mines, the manufacture of munitions, and an 
increase in customs duties on opium imports to help pay for 
naval expenses. The total cost was estimated at ten million taels 
annually.2 Other high officials in coastal areas such as Ting Jih- 
ch'ang, ex-governor of Kiangsu, Wang K'ai-t'ai, governor of 
Fukien, and Wen-pin, acting governor of Shantung, echoed 
Li's view and urged the creation of a navy of forty-eight ships, 
which were to be divided into three equal squadrons and sta- 
tioned in the north, central, and south China coasts respec- 
tively.3 In sum, the advocates of maritime defence made five 
arguments: ( I )  frontier defence was not as important and 
urgent as maritime defence, in view of Peking's proximity to 
the coast and Sinkiang's great distance from the capital; (2) 

financial exigency and the uncertainty of victory on the difficult 
terrain of Sinkiang compelled re-examination of the advisa- 
bility of the Western campaign; (3) Sinkiang, a vast piece of 
barren land, was of little practical value to China and was not 
worth the cost of recovering it; (4) Sinkiang was surrounded by 
strong neighbours and could not be effectively defended for 
long; and (5) to postpone the recovery of Sinkiang was not 
unfilial-the withdrawal of troops for the time being was not 
renunciation of territory conquered by Emperor Ch'ien-lung, 
but simply a sensible way of preserving China's strength for 
the futurc.4 

Nevertheless, there were many officials who, while not dis- 
puting the importance of naval defence, argued that it should 
not bc made at the expense of defending the frontier, and that 
the rebels in Sinkiang had to be suppressed and the lost land 
rccovcred, rcgardless of the naval programme. Wang Wen-shao, 

I Zlfl/S,lf, 99: 23b-24b. IIYSAf, gg : 15, 24b. 
IWSiLI, 98: 24-27, 3 I-34b, 44b-45. 
IWSAf, 99: 14-32b; Tseng Wen-wu, 33 1-2. 
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governor of Hunan, argued that the peace of China really 
hinged on a successful campaign in Sinkiang, because coastal 
trouble was likely to flare up if China failed in the north-west : 

If our troops fall behind a step, the Russians advance a step. If 
our troops lose a day, the Russians gain a day. There is nothing 
more urgent than this affair. The several nations of Britain, France, 
and the United States also may exploit the situation to their advan- 
tage and take action. Any progressive worsening of the Russian 
affair will inevitably bring on the maritime problem, and our defence 
will be hard put to the double challenge. As a result the general 
state of Chinese foreign relations in the future will be unthinkable. 

I t  was therefore necessary, he said, to bring all Chinese power to 
bear on the Sinkiang campaign, in order to check the Russians 
and to prevent Western nations from making troubles on the 
coast.' 

A somewhat similar view was expressed by Ting Pao-chen, 
governor of Shantung, who argued that Russia was a much 
greater threat than Japan or any Western nation, since Russia 
and China had common frontiers and therefore Russia could 
reach China by land as well as by water. Japan, though near, 
could only reach China by water, and the Western nations, 
though capable of reaching China by sea, were far away. 
Therefore neither of these powers was so menacing as Russia. 
Besides, the Russians repeatedly used the trick of playing both 
ends against the middle-posing as a mediator between China 
and the Western states and profiting from both. 'In your mini- 
ster's view', Ting contended, 'the trouble of the various (mari- 
time) nations is like the sickness of the limbs which is distant 
and light, whereas the trouble of Russia is like the sickness of 
the heart and stomach, which is near and serious.' He feared a 
Russian back-door thrust to Peking from Manchuria, in which 
case Japan and the Western states might also take advantage of 
the situation to stir up trouble on the coast. For this reason, 
defence of the inland frontier against Russia was a matter of the 
greatest urgencye2 

Having received all these memorials, the court solicited Tso 
Tsung-t'ang's opinion on the issue. Tso responded on 12 April 
1875 with a powerful and persuasive state paper, stating that 

I WSM, gg : 6ob7ob. IWSM, roo: 41-41b. 
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the Sinkiang campaign had to be carried to total victory regard- 
less of what became of the naval programme. Western nations, 
he asserted, driven primarily by the desire for trade profits, 
fought for harbours and ports, not for territory. Russia, on the 
other hand, had territorial as well as commercial designs. I t  was 
therefore essential that China block the Russian advance and 
recover Sinkiang. He impressed upon the court the following 
points: ( I )  Sinkiang was the first line of defence in the north- 
west. I t  protected Mongolia, which in turn protected Peking. 
If Sinkiang were lost, Mongolia would be indefensible and 
Peking itself threatened; (2) there was no immediate danger of 
invasion from Western nations, but there was the danger of 
Russian advance in Sinkiang; (3) the funds for frontier defence 
should not be shifted to coastal defence, which already had its 
own standing fund; the tight budget for frontier defence allowed 
no borrowing; (4) the land conquered by the founders of the 
dynasty should not lightly be given up; and (5) such strategic 
spots as Urumchi and Aksu should be recovered first.' He con- 
cluded his argument with a warning that to stop the Sinkiang 
campaign now was to lose by default and pave the way for 
foreign domination of the area.a 

Although the arguments of Li and Tso were both cogent and 
well reasoned, it was nevertheless apparent that there was no 
immediate maritime trouble along the coast, but there was 
a rebellion in Sinkiang which required suppression. China's 
historical interest in Sinkiang and the concept of Grand 
Unification undoubtedly exercised an additional influence on 
the court, which finally came to the conclusion that interruption 
of the Sinkiang campaign at this point would hamper frontier 
defence without helping coastal defencc. On  23 April 1875, on 
the recommendation of the Grand Secretary Wen-hsiang, the 
court appointed Tso imperial commissioner in charge of military 
affairs in Sinkiang. The old practice of using only Manchus in 
that military 'colony' was broken; for the first time since the 
Ch'ing conquest in I 759, a Chinese was installed as the leading 
official in Sinkiang.3 The stage was thus set for the Sinkiang 
campaign. 

Tso Tgung-t'ang, 'Memorials', 46: 32-35h; Tseng Wen-wu, 332-3. 
Tso Tsung-t'ang, 'Memorials', 46: 36b-37. 

a Ibid., 46: 53. 
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Tso established his headquarters in Lanchow, Kansu, and 
- 

began reorganizing the army, raising funds, and meeting the 
of logistics. By early 1876 his preparations were nearly 

complete. In  March of the same year he moved his headquarters 
to Suchow, with a plan to attack Pai Yen-hu on the northern 
route of the Tien-shan Mountains first and then turn to Yakub 
Beg on the southern route.' Tso's troop movement was ex- 
tremely rapid by existing standards. By 15 July Liu Chin- 
t'ang and his army had penetrated several hundred miles of 
extremely rough country to capture the important city of 
Ku-ch'eng, whence they advanced to Fukang, north-west 
of Urumchi, on 28 July. They took Urumchi on 18 August, after 
long-drawn-out siege operations against the rebel Ma Jen-te. 
Pai Yen-hu, however, escaped south. Liu continued his attack 
and, although he met strong opposition at Manas, the city fell 
to the Chinese army on 6 November 1876. With this victory 
the whole of Djuilgaria was pacified.2 The first part of the 
Sinkiang campaign had come to a quick and successful end. Tso 
rested his troops on the northern route, waiting to attack the 
south in the following spring. 

Yakub Beg, apprehensive of the imminent Chinese attack, 
sent Sa'id Yakub to London to seek British mediation. The 
Kashgarian envoy indicated through Sir Douglas Forsyth that 
Yakub Beg's state would accept the status of tributary to China, 
like Burma.3 Disraeli's government, which had come into 
power in 1874, was receptive of the idea. The 'Jingo King' had 
alavays believed that Britain, not Russia, should be the mistress 
of the East. In the spirit of the 'Forward Policy', Salisbury of the 
India Office dccided that it was 'desirable' for Britain to offer 
mediation, and on 13 June 1877 Wade was authorized by the 
Foreign Office to bring the Chinese minister and the Kashgarian 
envoy togethcr.4 News of Chinese advances in Kashgaria arrived 
in London; Sa'id Yakub intimated secretly that the Amir would 
'arcrpt any position that China may assign him, anything short 
of expropriation'.s On 7 July Lord Derby of the Foreign Office 

I For a succinct study of Tso's Sinkiang campaign, see Wen-djang Chu, 'Re- 
covrry of Sinkiang', op. cit. 136-65; also Bales, 325 ff. 
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formally sent the Chinese minister, Kuo Sung-tao, a proposal of 
mediation, recommending the following three conditions as the 
basis for an 'honourable and lasting settlement' : 

I .  A recognition by Amir Yakub Khan of the suzerainty of 
China. The Amir to be left in complete control over the country 
he now holds, but would, periodically, send embassies bearing 
presents or tribute to Peking and would address his Imperial 
Majesty the Emperor of China as his superior. 

2. A definite demarcation of boundaries between the kingdom 
of Kashgar and China. 

3. An agreement to be entered into as to the assistance to be 
rendered by either power to the other in case of need.' 

Kuo, who had never been sympathetic with Tso's Sinkiang 
campaign, was in favour of the British mediation, but to suggest 
it to Peking at a time when the Chinese forces in Kashgaria 
were winning was impolitic. Nevertheless, he confided to the 
British Foreign Office that he would risk his reputation to give 
the British proposal 'his strong supportY.2 To Li Hung-chang, 
the arch-advocate of maritime defence, he wrote that China 
should not lose this opportunity of British mediation to end the 
Sinkiang campaign.3 To the court, he advised that China 
should not endlessly continue to spend money conquering 
remote territories but should instead act humanely toward 
outer tribes; that if Yakub Beg agreed to disband his Moslem 
rebels, surrender a few cities, and ward off the Russian advance, 
he should be spared. Kuo intimated that Tso was senile and 
should be kept from the hardships of the frontier.4 Li Hung- 
chang, with the rest of the maritime-defence party, were of 
course encouraged by the British offer of mediation. But TSO 
Tsung-t'ang energetically argued against it, pointing out that 
the British offer was designed less to benefit China than to keep 
Russian influence out of India. Britain, he contended, was 
motivated by the fear that Yakub Beg's extinction would draw 
Russia and China closer together, at the expense of the British 

F.O. 171825, Foreign Office memorandum, 7 July 187;. 
a Ibid. Foreign Office memorandum on Kuo's visit to Lord Tenterden, 14 July 
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position in Central Asia. China must not fall into the trap. If 
Britain wanted to favour Yakub Beg, she could find a place for 
him on British or Indian soil, but not in Sinkiang. The problem 
of Ili could be solved only when Yakub Beg was destroyed.' 
The court accepted his reasoning, which was strengthened by 
his continued victories in Sinkiang. Prince Kung therefore 
informed Hugh Fraser, British charge d'affaires in Peking, that 
Kuo had no authority to negotiate the Kashgarian question in 
London; only General Tso couldsettle the problem in Sinkiang.2 

While all this diplomatic manczuvring was in process, Tso's 
army was striking with amazing speed into the heart of Kash- 
garia. Three columns under Generals Liu Chin-t'ang, Chang 
Yao, and Hsii Chan-piao advanced from Urumchi, Hami, and 
Barkul respectively. ~ a k u b  Beg's army made a poor showing. 
The Chinese forces took Toksun on 24 April 1877 and Turfan on 
16 May. Defeated in war and despairing of his future, Yakub 
Beg remained in Korla in a state of despondency. On 29 May 
blood suddenly poured from his nose, and although there was 
no evidence of sickness he became entirely prostrated and died. 
The Turkish officer who served with him believed that he was 
poisoned.3 Tso also attributed his death to suicide by poisoning,4 
while the Russians believed that he was killed in a fight with 
his treasurer, Sabir Akhun.5 The news of his death reached 
London on 16 July 1877, at the very time Wade was bringing 
the Chinese minister and the Kashgarian envoy together in his 
house. The British still hoped to save what was left of the Amir's 
kingdom, but the internecine and fratricidal strife within 
Kashgaria itself doomed the project.6 Hak Kuli Beg, the Amir's 
second son, was killed by his elder brother, Beg Kuli Beg, in 
a struggle over the succession.7 The Kashgarian kingdom was 
disintegrating from within; only a minor blow from without 
was needed to consign it to the oblivion of history. 

Tso Tsung-t'ang, 'Letters', I 7: 30b. 
F.O. 171825, Hugh Fraser's telegrams to F.O., 23 and 24 Sept. 1877. 
F.O. 171826, India Office to F.O., 25 Jan. 1879, enclosing letter No. 247 from 
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death. 4 Tso Tsung-t'ang, 'Memorials', 50 : 7 I b-72. 
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Liu Chin-t'ang, the brilliant young general, began to move 

again in mid-September. He defeated Pai Yen-hu and entered 
Aksu on 25 October. Kashgar was taker1 on 25 December 1877, 
only ninety-five days after he left Turfan.' Beg Kuli Beg fled to 
Russia, as did the elusive Shensi rebel Pai Yen-hu. The Chinese 
troops pursued Pai all the way to the Russian border, just in 
time to see him cross the frontier on 28 December and be dis- 
armed by the Russian guards. Tso's disappointment can be 
imagined; the escape left a loophole in what would otherwise 
have been a perfect s ~ c c e s s . ~  The pacification of Sinlciang was 
nevertheless the crown of Tso's arduous ten-year campaign 
which had begun in Shensi-Kansu. In  grateful appreciation 
of his victory, the emperor made him a marquis and Liu Chin- 
t'ang a baron.3 Prouder than ever, Tso called his accomplish- 
ment 'a truly great feat seldom seen since the Ch'in and Han 
dynasties'.4 The imperial authority of China was thus once 
again established in all Sinkiang except for a small pocket in Ili, 
which was still under Russian occupation, and Peking was now 
ready to demand its return.5 

The Russians were caught unprepared by the rapid turn of 
events in Chinese Turkestan. When they had promised in 1871 
to return Ili to China as soon as law and order were restored 
there, they had not for a moment believed that the Ch'ing 
government could re-establish its rule in Sinkiang. On later oc- 
casions they had declared that they would consider the restitu- 
tion of Ili after China had reconquered Urumchi and M a n a ~ . ~  
Yet when Tso satisfied that condition in 1876, Eugene K. 
Butzow (Biutsov), Russian minister in Peking, stated that Ili 
was not to be returned until a satisfactory adjustment of the 
regulations governing overland trade between China and RUS- 
sia had been made.7 There was little doubt that the Russians 
were stalling, and Peking became increasingly impatient. On 
20 June 1877 the court asked Tso to 'make a general plan and 
express his frank opinions quickly and confidentially in a 
memorial'.8 Tso responded on 28 July I 877, stating that when 
they pacified the distant territory of Sinkiang, the founders of 

Ch'in Han-ts'ai, I 04-5; also Balm, 374-5. 
Tso Tsung-t'ang, 'Memorials', 52 : 3ob. 
Ibid. 52 : 49-4gb. 4 Tso Tsung-t'ang, 'Letters', 20: 30. 

3 See Note E, p. 199. 6 IWShf, 87: 7b--gb. 
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the dynasty had been guided by a desire to strengthen the 
position of Mongolia, and the belief that to protect Mongolia 
was indirectly to protect Peking. Therefore China's position in 
Sinkiang had to be strengthened, especially in view of the 
Russian expansion eastward. Russia, he said, was at war with 
Turkey and a bitter rival of Britain ; she could not afford not to 
return Ili. China had a just cause in demanding its restitution 
and should insist on it firmly. He summarized by saying: 'The 
land should not be given up, and the army movements should 
not be stopped.' To  give China a truly strong hold on Sinkiang, 
he suggested making it a province and an integral part of the 
empire. I 

Peking's irritation over Butzow's dilatory tactics was filrther 
aggravated by his refusal to extradite the rebel chief, Pai Yen- 
hu, who had fled to Russia. Repeated communication and con- 
ference with him in May 1878 elicited only a non-committal 
suggestion that Tso get in touch with the governor-general of 
Russian Turkestan, General I<. P. Kaufman, about the matter.2 
Continuously baffled by the evasive attitude of the Russian 
rninistcr, the Tsungli Yamen decided to send a diplomatic 
mission to Russia to negotiate directly with the government in 
St. Petersburg. 

The swiftness of this decision may seem a little puzzling, but 
actually the principle of sending permanent diplomatic missions 
abroad was approved by the court in May 1875. Chinese 
missions were sent to England in I 876, to Germany in I 877, and 
to France, the United States, and Japan in I 878.3 A mission 
would have been sent to Russia to establish the Chinese 
legation, with or without the Ili issue. The intransigence of the 
Russian minister in China prompted the Chring court to give 
such a mission the additional task of negotiating the return of 
Ili. Doubtless precedents of past diplomatic missions to Russia 
under Tulisen in I 7 I 4 and T'o-shih in I 73 1 and I 732 facilitated 
this decision.4 The expcricnces of tllc inore recent ad lloc missions 
to the Wcst also lent cncouragemmt. Burlingame's resounding 
succcss and thc spccdy scttlemcnt of thc issues at stake by the 
nlissions of apology to France and England in 1870 and 1876 
contributcd to the feeling that foreign governments seemed 

Illid. gn: 75-7713. P W L ,  13: 12-13. 
3 Hsii, China's Entmnce, I 76.  4 See Note F, pp. 199-200. 



The Origins of the Ili Crisis 
more amenable than their servants in China. The transfer of 
negotiations from Peking to St. Petersburg was therefore a test 
of the validity of this impression. Successful management of 
the case would vindicate the Yamen's wisdom in establishing 
legations abroad. In  this sense, the mission to Russia was sent 
with the hope that it would establish a precedent for future 
Chinese diplomacy. 



CHAPTER I1  

Chcung-hou and the Treaty of livadia, 1879 

F OR the mission to Russia, the court at Peking seems to have 
first considered Marquis Tseng Chi-tse, son of the great 
statesman Tseng Kuo-fan, but on the recommendation of 

the grand councillor Shen Kuei-fen the appointment, to Tseng's 
chagrin, went to Ch'ung-hou, military governor of Mukden.1 
Ch'ung-hou (1825-g3), a Manchu of the Wanyen clan and a 
member of the Bordered Yellow Banner, took his chu-jen degree 
in 1849. After a number of minor posts, he made his dkbut in 
foreign affairs in 1858 when assigned to the staff of the famous 
Mongolian general Seng-ko-lin-chtin, who was charged with 
coastal defence in Tientsin against the invading Anglo-French 
armies under Lord Elgin and Baron Gros. When peace returned 
in late 1860, he was recommended by Prince Kung to fill the 
new post of Superintendent of Trade for the Three Northern 
Ports, in which capacity he directed negotiations of treaties and 
trade regulations with Denmark, Holland, and Spain in 1863, 
with Belgium in 1865, with Italy in 1866, and with Austria in 
1869. His career in foreign affairs was enhanced by his appoint- 
ment as chief of the Mission of Apology to France in 1870 as a 
result of the Tientsin Massacre. After many months of delay due 
to the siege of Paris during the Franco-Prussian War, he was 
able to present, on 23 November 1871, the Emperor's letter of 
regret to the French President Thiers at Bordeaux, the provi- 
sional seat of the government, thus officially concluding the case 
of the Tientsin Massacre.2 Upon his return to China in early I 872 
he was rewarded with the posts of senior vice-president of the 
Board of War and minister of the Tsungli Yamen. In  this latter 
capacity he participated in the first audience granted to foreign 
diplomats by Emperor T'ung-chih on 29 June 1873. Thus, 
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with his wide experience in foreign affairs, it was quite under- 
standable that Peking should choose him for the Russian 
mission.' Foreigners generally liked him; they considered him 
'an accomplished gentleman of an agreeable personality' and 
politer than most mandarins.= Sir Thomas Wade, British 
minister to China, described him as a 'pleasant man' but 'never 
remarkable for abilityY.3 

At the time of his appointment, Ch'ung-hou was in Manchu- 
ria as military governor of Mukden, a post he had inherited 
from his deceased brother in I 876. I n  announcing the appoint- 
ment the court took special notice of his past performances in 
an edict dated 22 June 1878: 

Sinkiang has now been pacified, but Ili is still occupied by Russian 
soldiers and has not been returned. The rebel leader Pai Yen-hu and 
accomplices, having fled to Russia, have not been handed over 
either, and questions of treaty revision with the state in question 
[Russia] have remained unsettled for a long time. Ch'ung-hou, who 
has always ably discharged his duties and is well acquainted with 
Chinese foreign affairs, is hereby specially appointed to proceed to 
[Russia] and stay there to manage affairs according to the circum- 
stances. Let the general in question turn over clearly all the tasks of 
his present incumbency and come to the capital for an audience in 
accordance with this edict.4 

At the audience he was admonished by the Empress Dowager 
Tz'u-hsi to be doubly cautious with the Russians.5 Because of 
the 'delicate' nature of his assignment,6 he was appointed first- 
class imperial commissioner, i.e. ambassador, with 'full powers 
to act as he sees fit'.' This special authority, though also given 
to Ch'i-ying in 1842 when he negotiated the Treaty of Nanking 
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with Sir Henry Pottinger and to Kuei-liang in 1858 when he 
negotiated the Treaty of Tientsin with Lord Elgin and Baron 
Gros, was not given to other Chinese diplomats abroad, who 
were all second-class imperial commissioners, i.e. ministers. 
Thus Ch'ung-hou was the only Chinese diplomat abroad who 
enjoyed such a high rank and such authority. Tso Tsung-t'ang, 
when apprised of the appointment, was well pleased with the 
choice and the wide discretionary powers allowed Ch'ung-hou, 
hoping that such liberality would facilitate his negotiations. 
Tso suggested, however, that while the negotiations might be 
carried on in Russia, the treaty be signed in Ili by Ch'ung-hou 
and a specially deputed Russian official.' Should the diplomatic 
mission fail to bring about a desirable outcome, Tso con- 
fidentially and confidently told the Tsungli Yamen, he could 
settle the issue on the battlefield.2 'At present our military might 
is at its peak. We can fight if we want to fight. What do we 
fear? But we border on Russia in the north-east and north- 
west, and once war breaks out, there will be no end to it.'3 
Tso therefore sternly warned his generals not to provoke a 
war, in order to deny the Russians excuse for complaint or 
hostility.3 

Ch'ung-hou planned to take the easy sea route to Russia 
rather than the difficult land route via Ili. Chang P'ei-lun, a 
reader in thc Hanlin Academy, was quick to warn the court 
that a negotiator for the return of Ili must be familiar with its 
topography to avoid the errors of ignorance in a settlement. To 
go to Russia by sea without personal knowledge of the subject- 
matter of the negotiations, Chang said, would be like pre- 
scribing mcdicine to a patient without first taking his pulse. He 
urged thc court to make Ch'ung-hou go by land and consult 
with Tso Tsung-t'ang in Sinkiang before proceeding to Russia. 
He also protested vigorously against the vast discretionary 
powers vcsted in Ch'ung-hou : 

I have heard that Ch'ung-hou is an imperial conlmissioner with 
full powcrs to act as he sees fit. I have examined Western customs 
and practices (and found that if an envoy) is given full powers and 
special authority to act as he sees fit, his powers (in practice) are not 
limited to a sinrle issue. I n  case there should be some very important 
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matters whose merits and demerits have not been investigated by 
our envoy, and in case the Russians force him to an immediate 
answer of 'yes' or 'no', what would happen to the general situation, 
even if the envoy were to take the blame [for the bad decision]? The 
British and French ministers represent big nations, but neither has 
the power to act as he sees fit. Ch'ung-hou's newly added title of 
Senior Assistant Chamberlain of the Imperial Bodyguard is honour- 
able enough to be in accord with the general rule of international 
law that envoys who are exchanged be of comparable rank. I humbly 
submit that an  envoy to a distant land be given full powers in 
substance but not in name. I sincerely pray that your Imperial 
Highness will review the case with the greatest care and withhold 
from Ch'ung-hou the authority [lit. name] of full powers to act as he 
sees fit. When confronted with vital and unprecedented issues, he 
should memorialize at once for imperial guidance; in this way his 
position may be somewhat eased. [Otherwise] any matter, no matter 
how rashly handled by him, will be binding once an agreement is 
reached. Remorse after an initial recklessness would be of no avail!' 

But the court was not troubled by this warning. I t  reassured 
Ch'ung-hou of his authority to act as he saw fit and allowed 
him to take the sea route to Russia.2 H e  was accompanied by 
about thirty persons, including two Russians: M. Hagan, 
professor of Russian a t  Tungwen College, and M. de  Poggio, a 
member of the Russian legation in China.3 They left Peking on 
23 October 1878 and sailed from Shanghai on 8 November 
1878, reaching Marseilles on 17 December. After a courtesy 
call at  the French Foreign Office on 21 December he left for 
Berlin by train and reached St. Petersburg on 31 December 
1878.4 

Ch'ung-hou had come to Russia with the special mission of 
recovering Ili for China, but he had made virtually no pre- 
parations for the task. I n  Paris, when asked by Minister Kuo 
Sung-tao about his tactics for the negotiations, he demonstrated 
complete ignorance of the issues at  stake and of the topography 
of Ili. Apart from declaring that Ili must be returned to China, 
he could say nothing and was rather displeased with Kuo's 
questioning. Kuo secretly predicted his failure.5 

Chang P'ei-lun, Chien-yii chi (Works of Chang P'ei-lun), I : 63--64. 
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2. T H E  T R E A T Y  O F  L I V A D I A  

Long before the arrival of Chtung-hou, the Russians had been 
preparing themselves for the Ili issue. By their own admission, 
it is clear that, when they promised in 1871 to return Ili, they 
never for a moment believed China could defeat Yakub Beg 
and regain control of Kashgaria.' But as Tso Tsung-t'ang's 
army advanced within striking distance of Ili in the spring of 
1878, the Russians were forced to second thoughts. General 
G. A. Kolpakovskii, commander in Ili, alerted General K. P. 
von Kaufman, governor-general of Russian Turkestan, in 
regard to China's intention of invading Ili from four directions. 
Though confident that he could defeat the Chinese Kaufman 
wanted to avoid war, because of the extreme dearth of China 
experts in his headquarters and because many of his experienced 
officers and soldiers had been transferred to the Turkish 
He was therefore inclined to advise that Ili be returned to China 
for a high price. Colonel A. N. Kuropatkin, head of the Asiatic 
Section of the General Staff in 1878 and a protCg6 of Kaufman, 
submitted with his patron's blessing a memorandum to the 
Chief of the General Staff, Count F. L. Heyden (Geiden), in 
which he made clear the strategic value of Ili and the desirabi- 
lity of asking LIO million as the price for returning it to China. 
This vast sum could then be used for the construction of the 
Siberian railway.3 

To be sure, the Russian military party headed by Count D. A. 
Miliutin, minister of War, was opposed to the restitution of Ili 
on the ground that 'the Asiatics will attribute generosity, or 
even justice, solely and simply to incapacity to retain what had 
been takenY.4 But the Tsar and the Foreign Office considered 
the return of Ili a debt of honour, and feared that any conflict 
between Russia and China could only serve Britain.5 The Tsar 
ordered the creation of a special committee to study the prob- 
lem, with Miliutin as chairman, and the following members: 
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N. K. Giers (Girs), assistant minister in the Foreign Office; 
Admiral S. A. Greig, minister of Finance; Generals Kaufman 
and Obruchev, and Colonel Kuropatkin.1 

Kaufman formally recommended to the committee that Ili 
be returned to China for 120 million roubles, which would be 
used to construct the Siberian railway. Although stror. ;ly sup- 
ported by Kuropatkin, the plan met opposition from &ers and 
Greig. Both felt that Russia was bound by her pledge to return 
Ili. Admiral Greig maintained also that Russia was in no 
particular need of money.' On  411 6 March I 878 the committee 
decided that Russian dignity demanded the restitution of Ili 
to China, but not before settlement of commercial and border 
problems between the two countries, including China's pardon 
of Tungan rebels in Ili.2 

When Ch'ung-hou arrived in St. Petersburg, the ,Russians 
were at first uncertain whether he should be treated as an 
ambassador or a minister, because his official title, First-class 
Imperial Commissioner, was not a diplomatic rank. But they 
soon decided to accord him a flattering welcome. An ostenta- 
tious reception considered appropriate for the Orientals was 
staged for him. 'He was fetched from his hotel in an imperial 
carriage drawn by six horses, his suite following likewise in an 
imperial carriage drawn by four horses, and attended by the 
customary officers of the court.'3 After the audience with the 
Tsar on 20 January 1879 a luncheon was served, and then they 
were conducted back to the hotel in the same manner as they 
had been conveyed to the palace. Russian high circles continued 
to give Ch'ung-hou receptions of a 'caressing nature'.4 There 
could be little doubt that the Russians were trying to dupe him. 
Ch'ung-hou, a polite man of pliable disposition rather than a 
shrewd diplomat, readily fell into their trap. Overwhelmed by 
Russian cordiality, he expressed himself to F. R. Plunkett, 
first secretary in the British embassy, as having been much 
pleased with his reception.5 He told Peking that he could only 
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repay Russian courtesy with 'sincerity' in negotiations and 
assured them repeatedly that 'whatever is beneficial to both 
countries can certainly be agreed to and put into practice'.' 

The negotiations on the Russian side were conducted by 
A. G. Jomini (Zhomini), senior counsellor in the Foreign Office, 
and E. K. Butzow (Biutsov), minister to China, who had been 
recalled from Peking to assist in the negotiations. Prince A. M. 
Gorchakov, officially chancellor and foreign minister, had 
suffered a political eclipse since the Russian defeat in the Con- 
gress of Berlin, and N. K. Giers, the assistant foreign minister, 
was, for all practical purposes, head of the Foreign Office. 
Since Giers was accompanying the Tsar on his annual trip to 
Livadia, the actual burden of negotiations fell on Jomini and 
Butzow. 

In his first telegraphic messages to the Tsungli Yamen on 
I 4  and I 6 April I 879 Ch'ung-hou reported hopefully that the 
Russians did not dispute China's right to repossess Ili but 
they wanted new trade regulations, border adjustments, and 
settlement of damages to Russian traders. He also reported his 
agreement to expand trade and compensate Russia for military 
expenses in Ili, although the exact sum had not yet been set. 
The Tsungli Yamen was quite pleased with the early progress 
of the negotiations, readily admitting that the Russian demand 
for repayment of occupation expenses was to be expected. I t  
cautioned Ch'ung-hou, however, that the Russians might not 
easily give up Ili because of its several hundred thousand taels 
of annual tax income.2 

On 14 May another message from Ch'ung-hou reached the 
court, cxplaininq that Moslem rebel leaders like Pai Yen-hu, 
who had fled to Russia, werc not bring rncouraged by the 
Russian government; on the contrary, it had agreed to tighten 
border controls to prevent their return to China to make trouble. 
If they did cross the border, the Chinese were free to send 
punitive expeditions against them without incurring Russian 
ill-feeling. Ch'ung-hou, however, relayed the Russian request 
for Chinese amnesty to Moslem rebels, so as to make unneces- 
sary thcir flight into Russia. He stressed the importance of 
pardoning thcm if China did not want to receive an Ili empty 
ofpeople. He also suggested that a high official be appointed to 
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confer with a high Russian official about the details of taking 
over Ili and the settlement of its borders.' 

The Tsungli Yamen, having long been frustrated by Russian 
dilatory tactics, was excited by the rapid progress of the 
negotiations and the good prospect of recovering Ili, although 
it suspected a Russian ruse. To prepare for taking over Ili and 
settling its borders, it recommended to the court that a high 
official known to the Russians be appointed.2 For this position, 
Hsi-lun, councillor at Chuguchak, was selected. He was ordered 
to consult, before meeting with the Russian representatives, 
with Tso Tsung-t'ang and Chin-shun, the military governor of 
Ili, about the repossession of Ili. O n  27 May 1879 Tso was 
ordered by the court to be merciful toward the Moslem popula- 
tion of the cities he would take over, and not to kill anyone 
except the leaders of the rebels.3 

The Russians too were quite satisfied with the early progress 
of the negotiations. Jomini reported to Giers on 17/29 May: 
'The Chinese negotiation is going on slowly but well. Butzow is 
not losing sight of the amnesty.'4 

The Russian special committee on Ili met again on 18/30 
June to discuss the terms for the restitution of Ili. Kaufman, 
Obruchev, and Kuropatkin, having just returned from a trip 
to Ili, now recommended Ili's return at the price of sixty 
million roubles on condition that the Sino-Russian frontiers be 
left as they were.5 Giers and Admiral Greig found the sugges- 
tion of such a huge sum damaging to Russian dignity, and the 
latter furiously stated that Russia should not imitate British 
commercialism. Kaufman sarcastically drew an analogy be- 
tween the admiral's prideful poverty and the vanity of the 
proverbial Spanish lord who wore an empty money-bag, full of 
holes, underneath an embroidered coat.6 After some heated 
debate, most of the committee members concluded that China 
was not in a position to pay so large a sum, and decided to set 
five million roubles instead as the price for the return of Ili.' 
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The committee decided further that Russia should keep part of 
Ili for strategic reasons, and seek new commercial privileges 
and border readjustments.' All in all, the Russians were deter- 
mined to secure an impressive spoil in China to compensate for 
their loss at the Congress of Berlin.2 

Ch'ung-hou telegraphed to Peking on I I and I 3 July trans- 
mitting the Russian request for an immediate relaxation of 
the trade ban. The Yamen would not comply with it before the 
settlement of the Kashgaria border and the Russian occupation 
expenses, apprehensive as it was that once the Russians were 
given the trade privilege they might delay the restitution of Ili. 
The Yamen was willing to lift the trade ban simultaneously 
with the return of Ili, but not before.3 Tso Tsung-t'ang was 
instructed by the court to refuse admission of Russian traders 
before the actual recovery of Ili. 

In St. Petersburg Butzow continued to play his 'caressing' 
game with Ch'ung-hou, intimating constantly that Russian 
occupation expenses, though unfixed, would not be large. In  
hearty appreciation of what he took to be generosity, Ch'ung- 
hou again urged Peking to lift the trade ban immediately. The 
Yamen was somewhat nettled; it cautioned him against rash 
action, saying bluntly that the suggestion was 'tantamount to 
not getting Ili back or even worse'. The Yamen took pains to 
point out that 'foreigners are wholly unfathomable by nature. 
Often we have carried out our commitment on what is bene- 
ficial to them, but they refuse to carry out what is beneficial to 
us'. It called for prudence and stressed the advisability of simul- 
taneous settlemcnt of all issues: trade, boundaries, occupation 
expenses, and the return of Ili. The court instructed Chtung-hou 
to hold firm and not to give in on the first three items before 
the restitution of 11i.4 

At this point a message came from Chtung-hou which 
shocked Peking immeasurably. The Russians now demanded 
revision of the boundaries in Kashgaria, Ili, and Tarbagatai 
set by Gcneral Ming-i and the Russians in 1864. A Russian 
map showing the proposed frontiers was attached to Ch'ung- 
boll's message, and the Yamen was astonished to discover that 
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hundreds of square li of territory in the southern and western 
part of Ili were to be ceded, leaving the main part of Ili entirely 
isolated from the other eight cities in the south. Ili would thus 
be bounded by Russian territory on three sides and become 
indefensible. The Yamen considered this Russian demand 
'utterly inadmissible', advising the court that this kind of 
restitution was no better, and possibly even worse, than no 
restitution at all.' Tso Tsung-t'ang, when apprised of the 
situation, urged that China should insist not only on the return 
of all Ili but also its spacious outskirts for defensive purposes. 
He suggested that Ch'ung-hou concern himself only with the 
general principles of the boundaries without making any 
detailed arrangements, which should be decided by special 
Chinese and Russian officials on the spot. In  a sarcastic vein he 
remarked : 'Our envoy has stated that he wanted to move them 
[the Russians] by sincerity, but I am afraid that Butzow's greedy 
and crafty heart cannot be moved by sincerity.'z 

From all sources, it seems that Ch'ung-hou was in a great 
hurry to conclude his assignment. On  27 August the Yamen 
learned from him that reimbursement for occupation expenses 
had been fixed at five million roubles and that the Russian 
government had ordered General Kaufman to hand over Ili to 
China. When Ch'ung-hou once again urged the court to lift 
the trade ban, the Yamen reluctantly assented to his plea, to 
forestall any Russian excuse for delaying the restitution of Ili. 
The court thereupon approved the resumption of trade with 
Russia.3 

Ch'ung-hou's anxiety to leave Russia may be seenin his accept- 
ance of the Russian claim to the five million roubles compensa- 
tion without a fight. He also accepted, after some perfunctory 
debate, the Russian request for navigation rights in the Sungari 
River up to 600 versts at Potuna.4 When a draft treaty was pre- 
pared, he asked for a telegraphic reply from Giers in Livadia 
on whether the Tsar would sanction it. Jomini reported to 
Giers on 3 I August/ I I September : 'The Chinese ambassador 
is in a great hurry to be finished with it ! ' 5  On g/z I September 

WCSL, I 6:  2-3b, hilemorial of 27 Aog. I 879. 
Ibid. 16: 4-8. 3 Ibid. 16: 10--I lb. 
Jelavich, ga, Jomini to Giers, 2 I Aug.12 Sept. A oer.rta is nearly two-thirds of a 
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Jomini again reported to Giers about Ch'ung-hou's haste to 
be off: 'The Chinese keeps hoping to leave by Saturday." 
Giers could not have secured a better treaty, for it gave Russia 
practically everything she wanted. Upon learning of the Tsar's 
approval of the draft treaty, Ch'ung-hou set out for Livadia 
to sign the treaty. Giers, perhaps with the guilty conscience 
of one who has deceived a gullible foreigner, conceded: 'The 
arrival of the Chinese frightens me a bit.'Z 

On 2 2  and 30 September and 2 October Ch'ung-hou repeat- 
edly telegraphed to Peking of the completion of his mission 
and his imminent return to China. The general contents of the 
treaty were reported by him as follows: 

I .  Russia consents to return Ili. 
2. China consents to pardon the inhabitants of Ili. 
3. The transfer of Ili is to be conducted by General Kaufman and 

Tso Tsung-t'ang. 
4. The Tekes Valley and the passes in Tien-shan leading to Kash- 

gar and Khokand are to be ceded to Russia. 
5. China agrees to pay an occupation fee of five million roubles. 
6. China grants Russia permission to establish consulates at Hami, 

Turfan, Urumchi, Kobdo, Uliasutai, Ku-ch'eng, and Chia-yii- 
kuan. 

7. Russian merchandise is to be free of duties in Mongolia and the 
north and south sides of the Tien-shan ranges. 

8. Russian traders may transport their goods to and from Chia- 
yii-kuan, Kalgan, Tientsin, and Hankow by way of Sian, Han- 
cl-l~lng, and Tungchow. 

9. Ratifications of the treaty are to be exchanged in St. Petersburg 
within one year.3 

The ministers of the Tsungli Yamen were dumbfounded and 
appalled to find that their experienc,ed man Ch'ung-hou had 
made such excessive concessions without the express consent of 
his government. The Yainen hurriedly cabled to Ch'ung-hou 
that the terms could by no means be accepted, whereupon he 
replied by telegraph: 'The treaty having been clearly settled, 
it is absolutely impossible to re-negotiate." 

Ibid. 95, ,Jonlini to Giers, 9/21 Sept. 
Ibid. 149, Gictrs to Jomini, I 1/23 Sept. 
iI1CL!L, 16: 25-28, English text in USFR (1879-80), 266. 
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On 2 October 1879 Ch'ung-hou, on his own authority, 

without the prior approval of his government, signed the Treaty 
of Livadia and three other documents: ( I )  a code of trade 
regulations, (2) an agreement regarding the payment of the 
five million roubles through Messrs. Baring Brothers, and (3) 
an agreement with respect to the Russian right of navigation on 
the Sungari River up to Potuna.1 Even before all this information 
had reached Peking, Wade was able to surmise from the 
ministers of the Yamen that 'they did not seem to be satisfied 
with it'.2 Ch'ung-hou himself, however, was so confident of 
Peking's acceptance of the treaty that he assumed the ratifica- 
tions would be exchanged within four months.3 He apparently 
did not realize what he had done. As he left Russia he thanked 
the Tsar and the Russian Foreign Office for their 'high consi- 
deration', their 'confidence' and 'goodwill'.4 The London Mail, 
in an article entitled 'The Kuldja Question', was quick to 
comment caustically: 'Kuldja has been regained, and that in 
the eyes of the Chinese is worth a great price; but when it is 
perceived that Russia will still hold the province practically 
under her authority, it is much to be doubted if either the 
generals in Central Asia or the Ministers in Pekin will deem 
that there is much cause to feel grateful to the Czar.'s The 
author cast doubts on the acceptability of the treaty to Peking, 
stressing the cession of the Tekes Valley and the indemnity of 
five million roubles. Ch'ung-hou left St. Petersburg by train on 
I I October 1879 for Germany and France, and then returned 
by boat to China.6 

The Russians were of course overwhelmed by the favourable 
terms of the Treaty of Livadia, but after the initial elation had 
subsided they began to have doubts about the Chinese ratifica- 
tion. Jomini confided to Giers that 'after all, a treaty is definitive 
only after the ratification'.' I t  was indeed a question whether 
Peking would accept the treaty ! 

F.O. 418111265, Plunkett to Granville, secret, 2 1  Sept. 1880. 
F.O. I 71826188, Wade to Salisbury, telegram, 2 Oct. 1879. 
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3. C H I N E S E  R E S P O N S E  T O  T H E  T R E A T Y  

The Tsungli Yamen, upon learning the general contents of 
the treaty from Ch'ung-hods telegrams of 22 and 30 September 
and 2 October, was greatly alarmed by the cession of the Tekes 
Valley and the Muzart and Talki Passes. Such territorial loss 
would isolate Ili and cut away the two main lines of com- 
munication with the eight southern cities. From the military 
standpoint it meant in effect the end of China's control of Ili, 
hence of Sinkiang. Other items, such as Russian retention of 
business and properties in Ili after its restitution, and establish- 
ment of Russian consulates and storehouses in seven key places, 
were certain to create untold troubles and complications in the 
future. Apart from the occupation expense of five million roubles 
or 2.80 million taels, which the Yamen was resigned to accepting 
without quibbling, the treaty was found totally unacceptable 
and impracticable. But the Yamen feared that an outright 
rejection of the treaty would bring forth a Russian accusation of 
Chinese bad faith.' China was in a dilemma, and the Yamen 
described it at great length to the court on 8 October 1879: 

Your ministers have stated in their previous memorials that 
restitution of Ili (in this way) was like non-restitution or even worse. 
Our anxieties proved to be not unwarranted. Ch'ung-hou has been 
engaged in foreign affairs for years and is well informed on border 
and commercial affairs. There is no reason to suppose that he has 
not struggled hard to keep whatever is beneficial and harmless to 
China. His agreement to the treaty, it can be imagined without 
saying, must have been caused by insatiable Russian demands. 
When your ministers received his letters on border arrangements, 
they immediately telegraphed him: '(Arrangements) in your letters 
will hurt the whole situation in Moslem Sinkiang', and 'Too many 
concessions have been made in your outlined report; they definitely 
cannot be permitted', whereupon Chrung-hou sent a telegraphic 
reply, saying: 'The treaty having been clearly settled, it is absolutely 
impossible to re-negotiate.' 

Your ministers humbly submit that others may make demands but 
it is up to us to consent or not. Although it is important that Ch'ung- 
hou recover Ili, when there are so many damaging points in the 
border and commercial settlements he should have deliberated and 
arranged them prudently. I t  is utterly beyond comprehension how 

WCSL, I 6 :  25-28, Memorial of 8 Oct. 1879. 
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he could have concluded negotiations with [the Russians] so care- 
lessly. 

Although Ch'ung-hou's telegrams and letters that have been sent 
to us contain such phrases as 'all arrangements must be approved 
(by the Emperor) before they can be put into practice,'-a condition 
which we may fall back on-yet in view of the vast differences 
between Chinese and foreign conditions, we have no assurance at all 
(that we can do so). We know that the revised British treaty of 1869 
[the Alcock Convention], which has not been ratified by them [the 
British government], has not been put into practice even today. 
Since the present Russian treaty has the stipulation that it is operative 
only after the ratification, it seems that we may also brush it aside 
and make it inactive. Nevertheless, if we agree first and reject later, 
we are a t  fault. Assuming (the Russians) as an enemy, (we may 
expect them) to use this occasion as an excuse not only for not 
returning Ili at  all, but also for making a lavish number of (extra- 
neous) demands and threats, on the pretext of treaty revision and 
border settlement. Foreigners see only profit. They incessantly fight 
for profit even when China has not agreed to give. How will they 
give up something that China has already agreed to give?' 

The Yamen submitted to the court for comparison a Chinese 
map of Ili and a Russian map that Ch'ung-hou had sent back. 
I t  stressed the fact that the long frontier between China and 
Russia made effective defence extremely difficult. Rejection of 
the treaty might result in Russian invasion, but acceptance 
would create untold future complications. There was no way out 
of this dilemma, and the Yamen requested the court to ask for 
suggestions from Tso Tsung-t'ang, Li Hung-chang, Chin-shun, 
and Hsi-lun. The court accordingly ordered them to find out 
whether the important strategic passes had been ceded away; 
if they had been, China would definitely reject the treaty. TSO 
was further instructed to be prepared to defend the b ~ r d e r . ~  

(a) Tso Tsung-t'ang's Attitude 

When the contents of the treaty were made generally known, 
there was an uproar in Chinese officialdom. Tso Tsung-t'ang 
feared that the fruit of his labour was about to be snatched 
away. In fact, even before he learned of the general contents of 
the treaty, he had grown dissatisfied with Ch'ung-hou's work. 

WCSL, 16: 25-28. Ibid. 16: 28b-29. 
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The Tsungli Yamen had sent him records of conversations be- 
tween Ch'ung-hou and Butzow, and Tso was struck with the 
former's pliability. In  a letter to his leading general, Liu Chin- 
t'ang, he wrote: 'Our envoy takes no firm stand and grants 
(concessions) too readily. Little did he know that when these 
people [the Russians] are given an inch they want a foot. I t  is 
hardly proper to take a conciliatory stand, for it can only invite 
arguments. When our envoy was first sent, I told the Tsungli 
Yamen in a letter that the mission could not be accomplished 
by too hard or too soft (a method). But what has happened is 
exactly what I feared." He offered to tell the Russians: 'We 
have a just cause; you cannot deceive us." 

When apprised of Ch'ung-hou's cession of the Tekes Valley 
in violation of his instructions, and his refusal to reopen the 
negotiations for the simple reason that the treaty had already 
been copied out, Tso burst out. To his friend and confidential 
assistant, Yang Shih-chriian, he wrote: 

Our emissary Chrung-hou has absurdly and ridiculously concluded 
the negotiations and talks about a quick return home. This is just his 
way of getting out of the assignment. Although he may sign a treaty 
with their [the Russian] government, it is effective only after our 
Imperial Highness's approval. Much can still be done during the 
interval and (the case) is completely different from 'agreement first, 
rejection later'. Speaking practically, the whole thing hinges on how 
strong or how weak we are. If we are strong we can make justice out 
of injustice; if we are not strong our justice will be taken as injustice. 
I t  has been so in ancient as well as in modern times. The life and 
death, ebb and flow of a state depend on force and not totally on 
justice. Now that our emissary has signed a treaty in violation of his 
instructions, the imperial edicts have already disputed (his authority) 
and disowned (his act). (The treaty) naturally will not be ratified. 
This is not a case of bad faith.2 

To strengthen China's military position, Tso offered to 
move his headquarters to the advanced Hami outpost. On  
26 September 1879 he recommcndcd to the court that it com- 
pensate liberally for Russian occupation expenses and con- 
structions in Ili in the old tradition of benevolent treatment 
of alien tribes, but that it reject outright the border and 

I Tso Tsui~g-t'ang, 'Lrltcrs', 23 : 9, ~ o b -  I I. 
Ibid. 23: 3zb; 23: 40-4ob. 
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commercial arrangements. He urged that the Sino-Russian 
frontiers be maintained as stipulated in the Ming-i treaty of 
I 864, that no Russian consulate be permitted in Chia-yii-kuan, 
and that no Russian trade be allowed to extend beyond it.= 

When the full text of the treaty, as opposed to the outline of 
its contents which he had received so far, was sent to him by the 
Tsungli Yamen on 19 November 1879, Tso was further out- 
raged. He furiously condemned the Russian annexation of the 
southern and western portions of Ili as an intolerable act of 
naked aggression. The loss of the southern area would isolate Ili, 
he contended, and the loss of the western area would deprive ILi 
of its two major reinforcement routes. Militarily, Ili's position 
would become indefensible, lying helplessly at the mercy of the 
Russian forces.2 

Tso launched another vehement attack on the treaty on 
4 December 1879, when he responded to the 8 October edict 
asking for comments from several leading officials. To recover 
Ili in the manner prescribed by the Ch'ung-hou treaty, he 
pointedly remarked, was to obtain an empty city with some 
barren suburbs, which were liable to be lost to Russia at any time. 
'When a state is devoid of military strength, cession of territory 
and begging for peace may be in order. But without firing a shot 
(Ch'ung-hou) has abruptly decided to give away important 
territory to satisfy their [Russian] greed. I t  is like throwing a 
bone to a dog; when the bone is finished with, it [the dog] will 
bark again. The immediate dangers being so obvious, how much 
more so would be the future ones! This is a matter of bitter 
regret and profound disappointment.' He warned of Russia's 
territorial designs and insisted on the disavowal of the border 
arrangements at all costs.3 

As a way out of the dilemma, Tso suggested the combined use 
of diplomacy and force. 'We shall first confront them with 
arguments, in a specious and contriving way, and then settle it 
on the battlefield, with resolute fortitude to gain the final 
victory.'4 He offered once again to advance his headquarters to 
Hami and deploy his troops on the two sides of the Tien-shan 
Mountains. 'With one mind in the whole state, standing firm 

Tso Tsung-t'ang, 'Memorials', 55 : 3-9. Idem, 'I,etters', 23 : 46h. 
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and steadfast, we can keep the general situation under control.' 
To sustain his military arrangements, he asked Peking to re- 
mind the treasury and the provinces of their allotted contri- 
butions to his army, totalling five million taels annually. As to 
the restitution of Ili, he said it should not be effected under the 
miserable conditions of the treaty. China had better postpone 
its return until the territorial arrangements had been satis- 
factorily settled.' 

Thus, we see, the old soldier Tso was not single-mindedly 
advocating war as the only way to lift ~hina . f rom its predica- 
ment. He wanted diplomacy first; only when diplomacy had 
failed would China resort to war. In  this sense he was not a 
war-monger, as many foreigners liked to depict him. The court 
found his dual policy of diplomacy and war highly acceptable, 
and his catchwords, 'First confront them with arguments . . . 
then settle it on the battlefield', became the guiding principle 
in state planning.2 Appreciatively, the court approved Tso's 
military arrangements on the two sides of the Tien-shan. 

(b)  Li Hung-chang's Reaction 

Li, the grand secretary and governor-general of Chihli, was 
the leading spirit of maritime defence against Japan and a 
strong advocate of peace and friendship with Russia. From the 
start he was not sympathetic with Tso's campaign in the north- 
west; nor did he favour the policy of pressing Russia for the 
return of Ili. In  response to the court's request for comment on 
the treaty, Li expressed his views in a long memorial which 
reached the court on 15 November 1879. To safeguard his 
position he started out with an accusation of Russian duplicity 
and intrigue, but all along he indicated or implied that what 
had transpired was exactly what he had expected. 'Chinese 
scholar-officials are accustomed to viewing foreign missions 
with misgivings. In time of peace few ever study Russian 
affairs. . . . Making plans for the Western Region in the past, 
your minister feared most that the recovery of the lost land 
might be only in name and not in reality.'3 Thus he implied 
that China's lack of international experience and sufficient 
knowledge of Russia presaged Ch'ung-hou's failure. I t  was also 

Ibid. a Ibid. 55: 3gb-40. a WCSL, 17: 16-19. 
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a polite way of vindicating his policy of not insisting on the 
return of Ili. But since Chtung-hou had performed badly, Li 
felt compelled to pass judgement on him: 'Probably Chtung- 
hou considered his chief duty to be the restitution of Ili. When 
he fulfilled his mission of recovering the territory, he did not 
bother to examine carefully the advantages and disadvantages 
of the other issues. He was indeed too reckless!' With this mild 
and politic reprimand to Ch'ung-hou, Li felt more secure in 
defending the treaty in an artful way. The monetary com- 
pensation of five million roubles was not found excessive, and 
he surmised that Ch'ung-hou must have been so overwhelmed 
by the modesty of the sum demanded that he relaxed his watch- 
fulness on the other issues. Although Li conceded that loss of 
the southern area would isolate Ili from the other eight cities 
on the southern side of the Tien-shan Mountains, he did not 
feel that the cession of western Ili was too harmful. While he 
agreed with the Tsungli Yamen that restitution of Ili in this 
way was tantamount to non-restitution, and predicted that 
Tso Tsung-ttang would never agree to it, Li did not favour 
outright rejection of the treaty: 

The  present mission of Ch'ung-hou had its origin in an  imperial 
edict which endowed him with full powers to act as he saw fit. We 
cannot say that he had no power to negotiate a treaty settlement. 
If we agree first and reject later, we are a t  fault. I n  international 
relations since time immemorial, the first essential is to decide 
whether a cause is just. If our cause is unjust, we only ask for insult. 
The  way of the militarist also considers the just or unjust nature 
(of war). If  our cause is unjust, our army cannot be strong. In 
Sino-Western relations today, it is especially important that we 
place ourselves in a completely just position without even (a shred) 
of injustice. If after losing Ili we further incur the opprobrium of 
being unjust, we shall be ridiculed by foreign nations, and sufTer even 
more. Furthermore, (the Russians) inevitably will put us under 
pressure from time to time on pretexts of border demarcation 
and treaty revision. Continual pressure will lead unavoidably to 
war. 

Once war broke out, he believed, defence of the long frontiers of 
China was impossible. Japan, with her designs on the Liu-ch'iu 
islands, might take advantage of the situation, and Britain and 
France might also fish in the troubled waters ofChina to demand 
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treaty revision. Li thus warned that rejection of the treaty might 
produce even greater evils than would acceptance. 

Li thereupon suggested two remedies for these difficulties. 
First, he recommended arguing for revision of the treaty's 
border and commercial stipulations just before exchange of 
ratifications took place, and if this proved futile, to ask Tso 
Tsung-t'ang to take charge of the situation in view of his 
geographical proximity to the scene of dispute. Second, he 
suggested a pool of talents in the Tsungli Yamen and the pro- 
vinces to draw up safe trade regulations and appoint able men 
as trade superintendents at Kalgan and on the frontiers. In  
short, Li's twofold approach was to 'establish (good) regulations 
and appoint (able) men'. The long state paper was concluded 
with a careful reservation that Ch'ung-hou's telegrams were too 
simple to permit full comments, which could be made only 
when the complete text of the treaty and Ch'ung-hou's personal 
explanations were available. 

By this time Ch'ung-hou had returned to China. Hearing 
about the uproar against him, he went to Paoting to see Li 
before going to Peking to report his mission. He took pains to 
point out that the treaty, though imperfect, was the result of 
half a year's bargaining with the Russians. He maximized the 
strong opposition of the Russian officers and civilians to the 
return of Ili because of its strategic value. He indicated that it 
was entirely the result of his hard work and the kind considera- 
tion of the Tsar, mindful of the two-hundred-year-old Russo- 
Chinese friendship, that all Russian opposition to its restitution 
was finally overruled. Li listened with a sympathetic ear and 
warned the Tsungli Yamen of the inadvisability of rejecting 
the treaty: 'We have now fortunately settled (the dispute) once 
and for all. If we propose changes in a treaty that has already 
been settled, certainly they will not agree to it. If the exchange 
of ratifications does not take place at the appointed time, we 
shall fall right into the original trap of the Russians; there will be 
untold future troubles.' Li relayed Chrung-hou's defence of the 
territorial loss in the treaty: the land north of Chuguchak had 
virtually been lost to Russia long ago and could not be con- 
sidered newly ceded by Ch'ung-hou, while the old boundaries 
of Kasllgaria were still as thry had been. The only territory, 

IVCSL, 17: 16-19. 
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therefore, that China lost under the treaty was the barren land 
between the two mountains south of Ili. Li attempted to 
strengthen his plea for peace by quoting letters from Generals 
Liu Chin-t'ang and Chang Yao, leading lieutenants of Tso, to 
show that they also favoured an early peace and retirement 
from the frontiers. With these as support Li was encouraged to 
state in direct language : 'Our military (morale) is not vigorous. 
I t  may be outwardly strong but inwardly [it is] dried up. Any 
break with Russia will create great trouble. I sincerely hope that 
your Yamen will take charge of important policy and not be 
swayed by irresponsible public opinion. If this can be done, it 
will indeed be fortunate for all concerned." 

The comments by Tso and Li on the treaty reflected their old 
feud over the relative importance of inland defence and mari- 
time defence. Their views on war and peace also revealed 
their personal conflict. Knowing full well that Tso advocated 
rejecting the treaty, Li sarcastically wrote to the Yamen: 'His 
Excellency Tso insisted on rejecting the border arrangement 
and wanted to move his headquarters to Hami to threaten the 
Russians, hoping to make them reduce or change some of the 
treaty stipulations. This will never work." Tso, always arrogant 
and ready to launch a counter-attack, had no kind words for 
Li either. He impressed upon the court that the more China 
retreated the more Russia would advance, and that the inevi- 
table future troubles would not be limited to north-western 
China. Li's advocacy of peace and acceptance of the treaty he 
likened to the prescription of a quack doctor: 'A man who is 
sick with abdominal swelling from constipation cannot be cured 
by a mild and sweet-tasting medicine. A quack doctor sees only 
what is before his eyes and dares not prescribe a powerful drug. 
The swelling disease and the patient will end together, and 
there will be no day when the disease will go and the man 
recover. Is the Sino-Russian relation today any different from 
this case?'2 

Shen Pao-chen, governor-general of Liang-Kiang, also spoke 
strongly against the treaty. Thc cession of new territory to 
compensate for the return of Ili was described as 'cutting away 
a sound part of the body to cure an inflamed ulcer'. Rejection 

Li Hung-chang, 'Lrtters to Tsungli Yarnen', lo: 17-17b. 
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of the treaty was not bad faith, since ratification of the treaty by 
the sovereign was recognized by the general rules of inter- 
national law as well as by the treaty itself. He argued: 

If the worst comes to the worst, it would still be better for us to make 
an honourable declaration that we will not demand Ili, so as to block 
the multitudinous (Russian) demands and intrigues. I am thoroughly 
aware that we should not give up a foot or even an inch of our 
ancestors' (land) ; how do I dare to risk the bad reputation of asking 
for an abandonment of territory? But since our gain is compromised 
by our loss, it [my proposal] is nothing more than exchanging one 
plan for another. When the gain does not compensate for the loss, 
the gain is only nominal without reality, not to mention the un- 
predictable future troubles. There is the saying, 'Between the two 
evils, choose the lesser one,' and also, 'When a poisonous snake bites 
the hand, the courageous man cuts off the wrist.' A good chess- 
player will never spoil the whole game by favouring one piece.' 

Sh.en recommended that, failing an outright rejection of the 
treaty, it would be advisable to sacrifice Ili to recoup the other 
losses. Kuo Sung-tao, ex-minister in London and Paris, recom- 
mended rejection of the treaty and a delay in repossessing Ili so 
that the Russian attempt to make China cede new territory 
would be blocked.2 

(c) Ch'ung-hou's Defence 
After his meeting with Li, Ch'ung-hou fearfully went to 

Peking. To the court he magnified the difficulties he encountered 
in Russia, exaggerating the intransigence of Giers and Butzow. 
He contended, as he had earlier to Li, that he had been able to 
secure the treaty only after half a year of hard bargaining at 
several dozen meetings with the Russians. 'Your minister 
argued exhaustively on those issues that he knew they would not 
agree to, and compromised a little on those issues that were not 
objectionable.' He reminded the court of the old promise of the 
late Grand Secretary Wen-hsiang to the Russian ex-minister in 
Peking, Genrral Vlangaly, that China would give a 'handsome 
reward' for the return of Ili. I t  was in this spirit, Ch'ung-hou 
stated, that he had agreed to pay Russia five million roubles 
for its occupation expenses. As to Russian navigation in the 

I WCSL, I 7 : 6b-7b. 
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Sungari River, the stipulation permitting it first appeared in 
the Treaty of Aigun in 1858; it was not he who had made the 
promise. On  the contrary, he had succeeded in limiting Russian 
shipping in the Sungari to Potuna. He implied that he should 
not be held responsible for the two stipulations on monetary 
compensation and navigation in the Sungari. 

The sensitive issue of territorial cession was defended very 
cleverly by Ch'ung-hou. He maximized, as he had with Li, 
the opposition of the Russian military personnel and public 
opinion to the restitution of Ili because of its high strategic 
value, and emphasized that only his persistent pleading and the 
age-old friendship between China and Russia finally had moved 
the Tsar to overrule all opposition and agree to return it. 
However, the Russians felt that their position after the restitu- 
tion would be drastically weakened; hence the need to acquire 
some Chinese territory to consolidate their boundaries. Ch' ung- 
hou piously hoped that his treaty, whatever its merits or de- 
merits, might have the beneficent effect of restoring Ili to the 
dynasty, improving the livelihood of the border peoples, and 
maintaining friendly relations with a neighbouring state.' 

The court instructed the Tsungli Yamen and Li Hung-chang 
to examine Ch'ung-hou's defence. The Yamen reported first: 
'The original purpose of Ch'ung-hou's mission to the West 
[Russia] this time was to negotiate for the return of (Ili). When 
the Russians promised to return Ili, Ch'ung-hou thought that 
he had recovered our old territory and had not wasted his jour- 
ney. Consequently in the trade issue he settled with them too 
rashly and hastily, and in the boundary issue he compromised 
too much.'= 

Li Hung-chang's review of Ch'ung-hou's defence reached the 
court on 2 I January 1880. Having now examined the complete 
text of the treaty, he also concluded that Ch'ung-hou had been 
duped. No longer so conciliatory as before, he recommended 
that four items in the treaty be definitely rejected: ( I )  the 
territorial arrangements in Ili, Kashgaria, and Chuguchak, 
( 2 )  the trade arrangements in Sinkiang, Inner and Outer 
Mongolia, (3) the transportation of Russian merchandise 
directly to Hankow, and (4) navigation of Russian ships to 

WCSL, 17: 20-24b. 
a Ibid. 17: 27-27b. 



Chinese Response to the Treaty 69 

Potuna. He advised that the Tsungli Yamen resolutely take up 
these issues with the Russians before the exchange of ratifica- 
tions. The objective would be to solve the long-range problem 
of Russian-Chinese hostility and war rather than to limit 
attention to a piecemeal and temporary solution of the present 
problems. Li explained that his suggestions, though they might 
sound vague and high-flown, should not be regarded as a device 
to shift the burden of solution to the Yamen. Rather they had 
been made solely to benefit the general p1anning.I 

The Empress Dowager Tz'u-hsi was exasperated with the 
terms of the treaty. She was said to have cried out in a fit of 
anger: 'Ch'ung-hou must die.'= I t  was only after some very 
tactful remonstrance by her brother-in-law Prince Ch'un and 
the Grand Secretary Pao-yun-in view of the danger ofshocking 
foreign sympathies-that she did not kill Ch'ung-hou at once.3 
On 2 I January 1880 she called a grand conference of forty-five 
high officials to study the treaty,4 and announced: 

We have unjustly suffered from this case for a lonu time but never ? 
did we expect that (the Russians) would force the Issue in such an  
utterly unbearable way. If we accept it (the treaty), we cannot face 
our ancestors above, nor can we face our people below. . . . (The 
issue of) border demarcation must be definitely rejected, and the 
existing trade conditions need not be changed. . . . Before Ch'ung- 
hou took leave I repeatedly instructed him that he should only 
accept what could be granted and reject what could not. I had not 
expected that he would turn out to be so ridiculously absurd. Let 
his crime be carefully examined along with (the treaty).~ 

In response to this call, a barrage of memorials poured into 
the court from all quarters of the empire. Ting Pao-chen, 
governor-general of Szechwan, memorialized that if war was 

' Ibid. 18:  23-25b. 
F.O. 418/1/140, Wade to Granville, corlJidentia1, 2 .June 1880, reporting a con- 

versation with Li Hung-chang. 
"bid. Li told Wade: 'You know a woman's temper.' 

These officials included ( I )  princes of the first and second order, (2) three 
ministrrs of the Presencr, (3)  five nlrmbers ofthe Grand Council, (4) nine members 
of the Tsungli Yamen, (5) six ~nen~bers  of the Grand Srcretariat, (6) presidents of 
the Six Boards: Civil Office, Revenue, Ceremonies, War, Punishments, and Public 
Works, (7 )  six membrrs of the Cknsorate, and (8) Prince Chun, father of the boy 
Elnprror. (F.O. 418/I/g3, Wade to Salisbury, 8 Feb. 1880, Inclosure 2 . )  

Weng T'ung-ho, 18: g2b--g3b. 
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unavoidable, he would volunteer as a special emissary to Russia, 
to argue with the Russians in order to gain time for Chinese 
military preparations. H e  also offered 300,000 taels annually 
from the Szechwan treasury to finance military action.' Chin- 
shun, military-governor of Ili who assisted Tso in his cam- 
paign, was exasperated by the cession of the Tekes Valley and 
the Muzart Pass. He vigorously warned that China should not 
allow Russia 'to choke her throat and climb on her back'. O n  
the one hand, he urged that the Tsungli Yamen and Tso Tsung- 
t'ang continue to argue with the Russians without a halt. O n  
the other, he offered to station strong forces in Urumchi and 
Kashgar, and train soldiers and local populations in farming 
and military colonization to prepare for a long war of attrition.2 
His colleague, Hsi-lun, councillor at Chuguchak (Tarbagatai), 
recommended postponing the restitution of Ili, urging the need 
for strengthening border defences first.' 

(d) Chang Chih-tung's Advocac~y of War 
The most outspoken and eloquent critic of the treaty was a 

rising young scholar, whose incisive arguments and fine prose 
style projected him into the centre of the political arena over- 
night. Chang Chih-tung ( I  837-1 gog), a humble librarian of 
the Supervisorate of Imperial Instruction, in an eloquent 
memorial using all the literary skills at his command, recited 
a number of compelling reasons for rejecting the treaty: per- 
mission for Russians to trade and transport goods in inland 
China would enable them to penetrate deep into the recesses of 
China; allowing Russian navigation in the Sungari River in 
the homeland of the Manchu dynasty would encourage other 
foreign nations to demand the same; exemption of Russian 
traders from taxes in Sinkiang and Mongolia would extend the 
same right to other foreign traders through the most-favoured- 
nation clause in the several treaties; establishment of Russian 
consulates in Hami, Urumchi, and elsewhere would place the 
whole of Sinkiang under their influence, and if other foreign 
powers invoked the most-favoured-nation treatment, then all 

Ting Pao-chen, Ting-wen-ch'eng-kung t.rou-kao (Memorials of Ting Pao-chen), 
18: 34-38. 

WCSL, 18: 3~b-35,  CJ Feb. 1880. "bid. 19:  17-19, 24 Mar. 1880. 
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China would be filled with foreign officials; and payment of 
five million roubles for a useless, empty Ili was ridiculous. 

In  beautifully balanced and parallel sentences, he argued 
against the ratification of the treaty : 

The Russians must be considered extremely covetous and truculent 
in making the demands, and Ch'ung-hou extremely stupid and 
absurd in accepting them. The Empresses Dowager and the Emperor 
have been extremely perspicacious and resolute in their righteous 
anger, in their reprimand of the envoy, and in their calling for a 
collective deliberation (of the case) by court officials. From the 
councillors of state, the Tsungli Yamen, the princes and great 
ministers down to the hundreds of petty officials, everybody knows 
that (the treaty) should not be ratified, yet no one dares openly 
suggest changing it. Indeed, they fear that rejection of the treaty will 
bring about war at  once, but your minister thinks this is nothing to 
be feared. If we insist on changing the treaty, there may not be 
trouble; if we do not, we are unworthy to be considered a state.' 

In this humiliating crisis, Chang suggested four steps to be 
taken. First of all, China should take the decisive step of 
immediately beheading Ch'ung-hou to demonstrate to Russia 
her resoluteness. Secondly, high morale and a swing of world 
public opinion against Russia could be achieved by exposing 
Russian duplicity and treachery in foreign newspapers. Ex- 
hausted after the Turkish war, Russia was in no position to fight 
China. In fact, Russian internal disorder could lead to an assas- 
sination of the Tsar at any moment. Thirdly, he advocated 
superior reasoning in diplomacy: postponing the restitution of 
Ili would bc a reasonable way out of the predicament. Russia 
would be in no position to be critical of China's non-ratification 
of the treaty, since this was recognized practice in international 
law and diplomacy. Fourthly, he unfolded a grand strategy: 
China was to guard the three important areas of Sinkiang, 
Manchuria, and Tientsin. Tso Tsung-ttang was to defend 
Sinkiang and Western China, while assigning his troops of 
Manchurian origin to defend Manchuria, the home base of the 
ruling dynasty. Since St. Petersburg was some twenty thousand li 
from Manchuria, the Russians could not possibly penetrate it for 
any sustained period. To defend Tientsin was the inescapable 

' Ibitl. 18: 18-z2h, 16 Jan. 1880. 
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duty of Li Hung-chang, who had been given millions of' taels 
each year for building up the fleet and the army. Now was 
the time for him to prove himself. China also might use the five 
million roubles indemnity to employ foreign officers to fight 
Russia. If there had to be a war, he said, let it be now rather 
than later, for in a few years able men like Tso Tsung-t'ang 
and Li Hung-chang would be too old and useless. If China did 
not fight on the frontiers today, she would have to fight in her 
heartland in the future. 

T o  conclude his long memorial, Chang stated pointedly: 'In 
sum, military preparations must be made, whether the treaty 
can be re-negotiated or not. Restitution of Ili must be delayed, 
whether the treaty can be changed or not. Ch'ung-hou must be 
killed, whether the treaty can be changed or not. This is the 
impartial consensus of opinion of all the officials in the country, 
not the private view of your minister alone!" Chang was thus 
the first official to demand Ch'ung-hou's death. 

This bombastic state paper won its author fame overnight. 
People admired his literary style-his beautiful diction, his 
balanced prose-and his incisive judgement of the critical situa- 
tion. His memorial became the one most widely read and he 
became the hero of the hour. The court was impressed with his 
work. 

Encouraged by his initial success, Chang submitted a sup- 
plementary memorial on 6 February I 880. Chinese diplomacy, 
he argued, should be based on military preparedness: army 
training, fund-raising, and full use of available talents. Military 
training should begin with the recruitment of Mongolian, 
Moslem, and Manchurian armies, simultaneously with the en- 
listment of sailors in the Fukien-Canton area. Fund-raising 
should include the levying of an opium tax to support military 
expenditures and thc appointment of good economists and 
financiers to key positions in the government. Wise employment 
of talents meant proper use of able men: Tso Tsung-t'ang 
should be transferred to the central government, leaving his 

LYCSL, I 8:  I 8-22b. An English translation of this mrmorial was first made by 
Mr. Parker, as assistant in the British Consulate in Canton, before I 5 May r 880; 
he paid $50 to procure the document. (F.O. 41811187, Consul A. R.  Hewlett or 
Canton to Salisbury, secret, 1 5  May 1880.) Ironically, on the very day this transla- 
tion was forwarded to 1,ondon as a secret paper, the Shan~hai  Courier printed a full 
translation of this memorial. 
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present assignment on the frontiers to his deputies. Mongolian 
forces should be commanded by Mongol princes, and Man- 
churian defence entrusted to high-ranking officers from the 
provinces. Tseng Chi-tse, minister in London, should be in- 
structed to seek British help to checkmate Russia. 'With these 
arrangements we can fight, but your minister knows that the 
government does not intend to fight. He does not speak to pro- 
mote war. None the less, only when we have the will to fight and 
real weapons to fight with can we find room for diplomacy !' 

In diplomacy Chang urged that Russia must be reminded of 
the unique position she enjoyed in China: 

Ever since Emperor K'ang-hsi we have maintained relations 
with Russia for a long time, treating her neither as a dependency 
nor as an outlandish barbarian state. When our troops besieged 
Albazin, the Russians were hard pressed. Unable to bear (the sight), 
Emperor K'ang-hsi lifted the siege and stopped the attack. . . . This 
was our first favour to Russia. 

We did not kill the hundred-odd captured Russians including 
I-fan [Ivan?], but instead allowed them the privilege of living in the 
capital and organizing them into a unit (of their own). This was our 
second favour to Russia. 

During the time of Emperor Yung-cheng, official Russian students 
arrived. We established the Russian Hostel (for their quarters) and 
offered them knowledge. When they wanted to learn medicine, we 
sent Mongolian doctors (to teach them), and when they wanted to 
learn the Lama scriptures we assigned the Bu-erh-fan monks (to teach 
them). This was our third favour to Russia. 

For all these privileges Russia should bc grateful to China and 
restore Ili gracefully, instead of taking advantage of her in her 
hour of trouble. China should oblige Russia to honour the old 
boundaries cstablished by the Supplementary Treaty of Peking 
of 1860 and by the revised treaty of 1864. Russia must be 
warned that trade would be cut off and Khokand and Ili 
invadcd, if she attacked Manchuria, and that if she attacked 
Sinkiang, the Chinese would invade Nerchinsk. Chang argued 
that with all her internal troubles Russia was in no position to 
make a sustained drive into China. Even if China should lose a 
battle, she might recoup her losses in several ways: she might 
urgc Turkey on to attack Russia in Europe; she might induce 
,Japan to attack Sakhalin and reward her with land in Formosa; 
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she might persuade Britain and Germany to checkmate Russia 
and repay them with handsome rewards, and she might stir up 
internal strife in Russia. If all these measures worked, Chang 
predicted that St. Petersburg soon would cease to be Russian. 

To  resolve the crisis by methods short of war, Chang sug- 
gested that China might have recourse to any one of the 
following alternatives: pay Russia more for the restitution of Ili, 
or give her some remote, barren land in Sinkiang in exchange 
for Ili, or demand the extradition of the rebel chief Pai Yen-hu 
rather than the restitution of Ili to gain a moral victory and 
psychological satisfaction.' 

The court was so impressed with Chang's pithy arguments 
that it broke precedent to order him, however low in status, to 
participate in all future meetings of the princes and ministers in 
the Tsungli Yamen and to take part in the formulation of govern- 
ment policy.2 In  the twinkling of an eye Chang shot to fame 
and became the idol of many. Experienced politicians bowed 
in admiration and frustrated scholars sighed with envy. His 
meteoric rise was indeed a phenomenon, possible only within 
the framework of the old order. Without support of an electorate 
or public media of communication, he was able to make his 
influence felt primarily by appealing to the rulers and by 
winning acclaim from the literati; in the hands of both, he knew, 
the fate of the state and society lay. A master of political 
psychology and of the inner mechanism of the imperial 
bureaucracy, he knew that the hour of crisis provided the best 
opportunity for capturing the attention of these two groups. 

The country had been driven into a quandary by the 
question of war or peace. To  accept the treaty and sacrifice Ili 
would hurt Chinese pride and spoil the myth of 'Grand 
Unification'. To lose the land won by Emperor Ch'ien-lung 
was unfilial and unworthy of history. Yet, to wage war over Ili 
was to court disaster. On the other hand, to accept peace on 
Russian terms was unbearably humiliating. The whole country 
was in a dilemma, anxiously awaiting someone to show the way. 
At this delicate moment Chang made his appearance. His fast 
pen, his forceful argument, his powerful reasoning, and his 
beautiful prose created an immediate impact on the scholars 
and officials. The sensation he created was in itself a welcome 

I WCSL, 18: z5b-32. Ibid. 18: 32. 
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relief to the distressed court and society. Whatever the practical 
wisdom of his suggestions, he fulfilled his countrymen's expecta- 
tion by providing an answer to the almost impossible question. 
In urging the execution of Ch'ung-hou and taking a strong 
stand against Russia, he was appealing to Chinese pride and 
reasserting the imperial authority to do what it pleased, regard- 
less of foreign pressure. He spoke what the court liked to hear, 
and wrote what the literati liked to read. Few who read his 
memorials today can fail to be impressed. The combination of 
political opportunism, quick judgement, and literary talents 
catapulted him into the front of the political arena. 

Because Chang expressed the feelings of many like him, his 
voice became the voice of public sentiment. Politicians flocked 
to his doors to echo his views, and endless memorials were sent 
to the court, demanding the punishment of Ch'ung-hou and 
the rejection of the treaty. They clamoured for war to uphold 
China's territory and dignity. The suppression of the Taiping, 
the Nien, and the Moslem rebellions was cited as proof of China's 
ability to defend her honour against Russia, and in such a just 
war of self-defence was seen the opportunity to sweep away 
once and for all China's humiliation by the West.' Their 
demands for war and their high-sounding pronouncements 
filled the air, creating an intense atmosphere of bellicosity. So 
powerful was this public sentiment that even the court, desirous 
of peace as it was, dared not ignore it.2 The Tsungli Yamen was 
forced to revise its original position of rejecting part of the 
treaty.3 It had to take a much stronger stand than it was willing 
to take. George Seward, an American minister and a shrewd 
observer of Chinese politics, was quick to discover the plight of 
the Yamen. He reported to Washington: 

(Chinese statesmen are) very sensitive in regard to national 
prestige and very much disposed [indisposed?] individually to open 
themselves to any imputation of carelessness or weakness in this 
regard. . . . Statesmen charged with the duty who should neglect to 
defend the national prestige would be made the object of grave 

' Hsii Chi-ying, 'Tseng Chi-tse yii Chung-0 I-li chiao-she' (Tseng Chi-tse and 
thr Sine-Russian negotiations over Ili), Ta-krmgpao (Tientsin), 26 Mar. 1937, p. 3. 

Li Hung-chang, 'Letters to friends and colleagues', 19: 18b-19, Letter to 
Tseng Chi-tse, 25 Apr. 1880. 

Tseng Chi-tse, 'Literary collection', 3:  rgb, Letter to Ting Jih-ch'ang, 25 Mar. 
1800. 
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attack. The  Foreign Office [Tsungli Yamen] in particular is as 
sensitive as foreign offices generally, and its members would not 
willingly encounter the charge that they have abandoned any of the 
interests committed to them.1 

If the Tsungli Yamen was subject to the strong pressure of 
literati public opinion, so was the court, which had to make the 
final decision. The court was trapped between the ringing mani- 
festoes of the vociferous scholar-officials and the ominous 
prospects of a disastrous war with Russia. There was no way 
to save 'face' and avoid war simultaneously. The decision was 
indeed a very difficult one. The all-powerful Empress Dowager. 
Tz'u-hsi became sick of a liver ailment and was unable to at- 
tend to court affairs for a month. The other Empress Dowager, 
Tz'u-an, was more renowned for her private virtues than for 
her ability to manage the affairs of state.2 Thus in the critical 
months of early 1880 China was in a quandary. 

The court finally decided that the crucial issue of war or 
peace should be debated by all the important officials of China 
-princes of the blood, the adjutant generals, the grand council- 
lors, the grand secretaries, the ministers of the Tsungli Yamen, 
the presidents of the Six Boards and the Nine Courts, and the 
members of the Censorate. On  19  February Prince Li, the 
presiding officer, reported the findings: 

We, your ministers, have examined and read all the memorials 
(relating to the Treaty of Livadia). Although their manners of 
expression are different, their ideas do not exceed the three categories 
of not approving the treaty and (trade) regulations negotiated by 
Ch'ung-hou, inflicting punishment on him for his mismanagement, 
and making plans for war and peace. . . . We, your ministers, have 
deliberated unceasingly. Since the treaty concluded lately by 
Ch'ung-hou and the foreign ministry in the Russian capital cannot 
be approved, can we not dispatch another emissary to explain, 
discreetly, reasonably, and earnestly, to the Russian emperor and 
officials, how Ch'ung-hou had negotiated the treaty, the (trade) 
regulations, and the protocols in excess of his authority and in vio- 
lation of his instructions, and how all the officials in China-high 
and low, inside and outside the capital-refuse to accept them? 

China: Dispatches, 55: 23, Seward to Evarts, 1 2 Jan. 1880. 
Li Hung-chang, 'Letters to friends and colleagues', 1 9 :  22b, Letter to Tsenu 

Chi-tse, 13 May 1880. The Dowager's liver disease was of long standing. See Weng 
T'ung-ho, 19:  42, 19:  p b ,  20: 4. 
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It is hard for us to predict whether they will not raise many (new) 
threatening demands. Nevertheless, upon judging the present 
situation, it seems more advisable to send another emissary, (to 
show that) on our part we have considered (the issue) from the 
standpoints of both reason and human feeling. On their part they 
may also utilize the occasion to make a graceful exit. 

Should it meet the approval of Your Imperial Highness, we 
request that a high official thoroughly conversant with foreign 
affairs be appointed to Russia, bringing with him personally a Letter 
of Credence, to explain to and argue with (the Russians) in detail 
about the basic reasons for our objection to the points at stake. 
Whether or not they promise to return Ili in the future, he should 
not conclude matters with them lightly, in order (not to) mismanage 
(the affair) again!' 

The court approved the recommendation and appointed 
Tseng Chi-tse, minister in London and Paris, as the new envoy 
to St. Petersburg to re-negotiate the Treaty of Livadia. 



C H A P T E R  I11  

Ch'ung-hou's Punishment, Reprieve, and Pardon 

L O N G  with their clamorous protest against the Treaty of A Livadia, the scholar-officials also pressed for the punish- 
ment of its signer, Ch'ung-hou. Most vociferous on this 

point were the members of the Hanlin Academy, who consi- 
dered themselves guardians of propriety in Confucian society. 
Huang T'i-fang, a reader in the Academy, demanded on 
2 January 1880 that stern justice be meted out to Ch'ung-hou 
for his double crime of disloyalty to the state and disrespect for 
the Emperor : 

I n  sending envoys abroad the government has the purpose of 
maintaining good relations with other states. Misrepresentation (by 
an  envoy) is not permissible; an unauthorized act is even less per- 
missible. (Of all the diplomats) in historical records and of all the 
envoys that have been sent abroad, none has so irrationally injured 
the state as Ch'ung-hou. . . . His heart knows fear only of the enemy 
state but not of the Empresses Dowager and the Emperor. He made 
concessions of great importance on his own without first requesting 
imperial authorization, and returned home without waiting for an 
imperial summons. Furthermore, (after his return to China) he 
lingered in Shanghai and other places one after another, hoping 
for the gradual cooling of Imperial anger, and then requested an 
audience. Your minister has also heard that after reaching the 
capital gate, Ch'ung-hou had the audacity to hide himself away, and 
did not appear in the capital to pay respect (to the Emperor). As an 
envoy he is disloyal. As a reporter on his mission, he is disrespectful. 
Our  state has standard punishments for disloyalty and disrespect. 
Your minister humbly prays that Your Imperial Highness will 
exercise your special powers in ordering the court officials to examine 
(the case) and severely punish his offences, so as to warn other officials 
against committing unauthorized acts to the detriment of the state.' 

I .  T H E  P U N I S H M E N T  

On that very day, 2 January 1880, the court dismissed 
Ch'ung-hou from his post of senior president of the Censorate, 

WCSL, 18: gb-10. 
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on the ground of his unauthorized return to China. I t  turned 
him over to the Board of Civil Offices, which was to recommend 
a punishment.' Thus disgraced, Ch'ung-hou fearfully awaited 
the decision. Shen Kuei-fen, the grand councillor who had 
recommended his appointment to Russia, was now so regretful 
of his action and so fearful of public condemnation through 
association of his name with Ch'ung-hou's that he fell ill and 
soon died.2 

On I 7 January 1880 the Board of Civil Offices reached the 
verdict that Ch'ung-hou was to be dismissed from all posts. The 
court was not satisfied with the recommendation, and ordered 
the Board of Punishments to pass a heavier sentence.3 On  26 
February Fan Tseng-hsiang, a bachelor in the Hanlin Academy, 
echoing Chang Chih-tung's view, urged that Ch'ung-hou be 
put to death: 

The man who negotiated the treaty must be killed, because, if 
he is spared from death, we cannot but accept his treaty. There is 
no neutrality in this matter and we cannot have both [his life and 
rejection of treaty]. . . . What is known in foreign countries as 
violation of instructions is what we call disobedience to imperial 
edicts. What is known in foreign countries as 'acts in excess of one's 
powers' is what we call 'injury to the state by unauthorized acts'. . . . 
With no regard for his Emperor and his father, Ch'ung-hou has 
injured the state with an offence one hundred times worse than 
Ch'i-ying's.4 Apart from death by beheading there is no other 
treatment that can be applied.5 

The memorialist took pains to point out that severe punishment 
for Ch'ung-hou could serve the double purpose of demon- 
strating to the Russians China's resoluteness and of warning 
Tseng Chi-tse against similarly disgracing his country. 

The court ordered that Ch'ung-hou be handed over to a 
special council for trial. Some forty memorials poured into 
the court demanding his head; ordinarily, five unfavourable 

Ibid. 18: lo. 
Li Hung-rhang, '1,cttrrs to friends and collragues', rg: 2213-23. 
WCSL., 18: 22b-23. 

' Ch'i-ying was srnl by the col~rt to nrgotiate with Lord Elgin and Baron Gros 
in Tirntsin in 1858. Found unacceptable to the foreigners, he left Tientsin without 
imperial authorization. He was then taken to Peking in chains, and after a trial. 
executed. For detail, see my China's Entrance, 37-45. 
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memorials could remove a man from office, and fifteen to 
twenty could send him to death.' The prevailing sentiments in 
the capital as well as in the provinces were so strongly against 
him that no one dared to speak on his behalf.2 Thus on 3 March 
1880, on the recommendation of Prince Li, the court threw 
Ch'ung-hou into prison, having sentenced him to death by 
beheading after the Autumn Assizes.' 

In  all fairness, Ch'ung-hou was punished not so much for his 
unauthorized return to China, which the edict made much of, 
as for the failure of his mission: he had signed away territory 
he had no authority to sign away. His greatest mistake appears 
to have been his complete ignorance of the affair he was called 
upon to deal with. He had made no attempt to acquaint him- 
self with the geography of Ili. He had ignored Chang P'ei-lun's 
suggestion that he go to Sinkiang to see at first hand the local 
situation and that he consult Tso Tsung-t'ang on the strategy 
for the negotiations. His sea voyage might not have been such 
a blunder if he had thoroughly familiarized himself with the 
topography of the area in dispute and had mapped out a clear 
approach to the problem beforehand. In Paris, when met by 
Kuo Sung-tao and asked about his methods for dealing with the 
Russians, he was vague and evasive on all issues except that Ili 
had to be recovered. Kuo had been dumbfounded by his lack 
of preparedness and had foretold his failure.4 In a letter to 
Tseng Kuo-ch'iian, governor of Shansi, Kuo spoke dispa- 
ragingly of Ch'ung-hou's impudence, recalling that before he 
[Kuo] had gone to London as China's first minister in 1876, he 
had asked Ch'ung-hou about European conditions because the 
latter previously had led an apology mission to France in 1870. 
Ch'ung-hou at that time had talked fearfully about the power 
of Western ships and guns; possibly, Kuo felt, Ch'ung-hou had 
been predisposed by that venture to fear the Russians in this 
case of Ili.5 Kuo attributed Ch'ung-hou's failure in Russia to 
four causes: first, his complete ignorance of the geography of 
Ili and his neglect of all maps; second, his failure to distinguish 
between vital issues and peripheral ones by fixing his attention 

Kiernan, 53. 
F.O. 418/1/1 I I ,  Wade to Granville, confidential, 19  May 1880, reporting ldi's 

view on the situation. 3 WCS'L, 19: 11b 

Kuo Sung-tao, '1.iterat.y collections', I r : 22b--26, Letter to Li Hung-chaw. 
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solely on the recovery of Ili to the neglect of all other important 
issues; third, his predisposition to fear Russia, and finally, his 
perfunctory performance of duty. But Kuo was not in favour of 
punishing Ch'ung-hou, since he did not want to arouse the 
Russians and give them a pretext for further disturbances.' 

2. AN I N T E R P R E T A T I O N  O F  T H E  T R A G E D Y  

Ch'ung-hou was an agreeable and mild-mannered person, 
but too easily swayed by flattery or bullying. Although for 
many years he had been a minister in the Tsungli Yamen and 
a t  the same time the superintendent of trade for the Three 
Northern Ports, and although he had directed a number of 
treaty negotiations with such small European states as Denmark 
and Holland, he had done all this with the help and guidance 
of colleagues and other government officials. He had not been 
alone in charting the course of action. But in Russia, though 
assisted by the legation staff, he was left to himself to make the 
final decisions, and there he was lost. Russian wine, food, 
hospitality, and flattery overwhelmed him. His excessive con- 
cessions even inspired speculation that he had been bribed,2 
but Sir Thomas Wade, British minister in Peking, disputed this, 
saying 'He is too rich to have been bribed'.3 Russian sources 
revealed no bribery either, but they did speak of Ch'ung-hou's 
great anxiety to complete his assignment and return home.4 
Giers considered him a pleasant man but not prudent or care- 
f u l . ~  Other motives than bribery were also assigned to him: 
Tseng Chi-tse, minister in London and later his successor in 
Russia, spoke of Ch'ung-hou's yearning to be free to attend to 
his family affairs in China,6 and Ting Pao-chen, governor- 
general of Szechwan, mentioned his unusual fear of Russian 
threats and Russian power.7 From Russian records of negotiation 

' WCSL, 20 : I 5-2 I ; also Kuo Sung-tao. 'Memorials', I 2 : 23 ff., 25 Jan. I 880. 
China: Dispatches, 54: 683, Seward to Evarts, 8 May 1880. 
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with Ch'ung-hou, it is clear that he had never engaged in 
any heated debate with Butzow, Jomini, or Giers. Wade said 
that Ch'ung-hou was 'so hard pressed by the Russian negotia- 
tors that he fairly lost his wits'.'. Probably he was terrified by 
their imposing presences. All these factors-his lack of a know- 
ledge of Ili, his anxiety to return home, and his fear of the 
Russians-contributed to his decision to conclude the treaty 
in a hurry.2 But what made him dare to ignore the Yamen's 
warning against the treaty was probably his misunderstanding 
of his institutional position; here we see the tragic influence of 
the past. 

Ch'ung-hou's official title was imperial commissioner first 
class, envoy to Russia, with full powers to act as he saw fit. 
The Tsungli Yamen understood the title to confer the traditional 
powers of an imperial commissioner without the restrictions 
and qualifications entailed on a Western diplomat. An imperial 
commissioner did not receive instructions from anyone; as the 
Emperor's high emissary, he was given great discretionary 
powers to perform a specific mission. He  could do practically 
anything in the name of the Emperor. If he needed guidance, he 
could send for it from time to time, but so long as he succeeded, 
nobody questioned his methods in discharging his duties. Thus 
his fate depended on the result of his performance rather than 
on strict observance of a prescribed set of instructions as in the 
West."or this reason the Yamen issued him no instructions at 
the outset. In  fact, no Chinese diplomats-Kuo Sung-tao in 
London and Paris, Ch'en Lan-pin in Washington, Liu Hsi- 
hung in Berlin, Hsii Ch'ien-shen in Tokyo-were ever provided 
with definite instructions when they were sent abroad. They 
were given nothing but letters of credence for accreditation. 
This lack of instructions posed no problem to these regular 
resident ministers, whose main duty was to set up Chinese 
legations abroad rather than to engage in active diplomatic 
negotiations. But Ch'ung-hou's mission to Russia was entirely 
different: in addition to establishing the legation, he was to 

F.O. 418/1/1 I I ,  Wade to Granvillc, confidential, rg May 1880. 
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negotiate for the return of Ili, and such a mission was not a 
simple administrative one. I t  is surprising that the Tsungli 
Yamen did not see the difference and so provide him with 
definite instructions to guide him. I n  this way the Yamen was 
remiss in its duty; Ch'ung-hou himself was not entirely to 
blame. 

Apparently, Ch'ung-hou too understood his powers in the 
light of 'imperial commissionership' rather than in the Western 
sense of 'ambassadorship'. He was untroubled by the lack of 
instructions. As imperial commissioner empowered to act as he 
saw fit, he probably believed that he had the power to sign the 
treaty as long as Ili was recovered. Most likely he also was 
prompted to take a liberal view of his authority by the very fact 
that he was the only first-class imperial commissioner outside 
China; all other Chinese diplomats were second-class imperial 
commissioners, or ministers plenipotentiary in the Western 
sense. His one consideration was to recover Ili; all other issues 
were minor. 

It  is interesting to note that when the Yamen instructed him 
at the last minute to reopen negotiations with the Russians 
rather than accept the treaty, he replied that it was too late 
because the text of the treaty had already been copied out. One 
cannot understand his temerity in flouting the Yamen's warning 
without taking cognizance of the peculiar triangular relation- 
ship between the court, the Yamen, and the envoy abroad.' 
The Yamen and the envoy were equal and parallel organs of 
state under the Emperor, one inside: and one outside China. 
Neither enjoyed a hierarchical superiority over the other. The 
envoy was not responsible to the Yamen and was not obliged to 
obey it. He could report direct to the Emperor without the 
knowledge of the Yamen, although he normally would acquaint 
the Yamen with his reports to the court. Some Chinese diplo- 
mats ncver bothered to send reports to the Yamen at all, and 
it was thercfore not surprising that Ch'ung-hou dared to ignore 
the Yamen's warning. 

Ch'ung-hou must havc believed that his powers in Russia 
would be the same as those he would have had in China. An 
imperial commissioner in China, with authorization to act as 

For a discussion of the relationship between the Yamen and the envoy, see my 
China's Entrance, I g I -3. 
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he saw fit, could 'kill first, report later' (hsien-chan hou-tsou) ; 
Ch'ung-hou apparently believed analogously that he too could 
'sign first, report later'as long as he recovered Ili. Little did he 
realize that his authority to act as he saw fit was nothing more 
than the 'full powers' of the Western ambassador which em- 
powered him to negotiate, but not to accept every condition his 
opponent proposed. This delicate technicality eluded even so 
well-informed a man as Li Hung-chang, who remarked that 
Ch'ung-hou, with his special authorization, could not be said 
to be without the power of signing the treaty.' In  the eyes 
of foreign observers, Ch'ung-hou truly 'believed himself em- 
powered to do what he did'.2 For this misunderstanding of his 
functions, natural as it was, Ch'ung-hou paid the high price of a 
humiliating treaty. China had entered the family of nations as 
a new member by 1880, but her mind was still shackled by the 
practices of the past. She had to learn a new way of life in a 
strange new world, and every step was a struggle. Her diplomats 
made many blunders, but Ch'ung-hou's was the worst. In the 
eyes of traditionalist China, giving away land which the great 
Emperors K'ang-hsi and Ch'ien-lung had spent a century to 
conquer was a fatal sin. Ch'ung-hou must pay with his head. 
Filial piety to the founding fathers of the dynasty forbade any 
punishment less severe. 

3. F O R E I G N  I N T E R V E N T I O N  

Ch'ung-hou's arrest and death sentence caused no little stir 
in the diplomatic corps in China. Foreign diplomats exhibited a 
general concern and sympathy for the fallen Manchu official.3 
They felt that he was 'being sacrificed because of the cry raised 
against him by officials who have no responsibility in foreign 
affairs'.4 They believed that Ch'ung-hou had been in constant 
telegraphic contact with the Tsungli Yamen during the whole 
course of the negotiations and that a large part of his work was 
known and approved of in advance. The Yamen could have 
prevented his return in good time. Thomas Wade, British 
minister in China, said: 'The fallen Ambassador is the most 

WCSL, 17: 16-19, Li's memorial received at court on 15 Nov. 1879. 
a China: Dispatches, 55: 23, Seward to Evarts, 1 2  Jan. 1880. 
J Ibid. 52: 575, same to same, 29.Jan. 1880. 
+ Ibid. 52: 586, same to same, 6 Feb. 1880. 
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cautious of men, and I cannot doubt held no powers but such as 
were carefully bounded by his  instruction^.'^ Wade considered 
it impossible that Ch'ung-hou 'would go one hair's breadth be- 
yond his instructions'.z George Seward, the American minister, 
also wrote: 'We entertain no doubt that the late Ambassa- 
dor did his duty to the best of his ability, and that his return 
to China was nothing more than the natural consequence of 
the completion of his work.'3 Foreign ministers in Peking took 
the position that Ch'ung-hou deserved nothing more than a 
reprimand or censure, and they resented the application of 
a harsh Oriental punishment in China's new diplomacy.4 
Seward wrote movingly: 'We cannot expect to see him again, 
for a considerable period, at any rate, in the foreign office, and 
this is much to be regretted.'5 There was some general feeling 
that Ch'ung-hou's punishment was a manifestation of xeno- 
phobia, which, though superficially limited to Russia, was 
actually directed against all foreign nations having relations 
with China.6 

Foreign diplomats, feeling that they could not remain silent 
during a great tragedy involving a brother diplomat, met to 
discuss steps to be taken. They concluded that they should 
inform the Tsungli Yamen that 'foreign powers cannot dis- 
regard the question of humanity which is involved, and the 
effect of this and other hostile demonstrations upon our [their] 
general interest'.7 The German minister, Max von Brandt, 
however, stated that he did not want to interfere with the 
internal affairs of China. Yet he reluctantly concurred in the 
general decision of protest to the Yamen.8 

No identical notes were sent; each foreign minister wrote to 
Prince Kung in the way he thought best suited to the occasion. 
Seward, in reporting his action to the American Secretary of 
State, William M. Evarts, stated: 'I am free to confess that I have 
been actuated more by a desire to do my duty in a humanitarian 
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point of view than by considerations of dangers to our interests. 
. . . A foreign representative does not discharge his responsi- 
bility in such a country as this if he fails to do what he reasonably 
may to call a halt to barbarous ways." Evarts endorsed his inter- 
cession for Ch'ung-hou.2 

Although the notes of the United States, Britain, France, and 
Germany were not identical, they contained similar ideas. The 
following excerpts from the British note of 6 February I 880 
accurately represented the common sentiments of the foreign 
ministers : 

I t  is with much delicacy that the Undersigned approaches the 
subject on which he is about to speak; he feels a t  the same time that 
it is impossible for him to be silent. . . . 

I n  foreign countries, an  agent returning home after completing 
the negotiations in which he had been specially commissioned to 
engage, would possibly not be thought to have committed a very 
grave offence, if indeed any offence a t  all. . . . While the offence 
indicated in the Imperial decrees is simply the Minister's un- 
authorized return to China, a rumour prevails that his negotiations 
with Russia have been made the subject of grave charges against 
him. . . . 

I t  is in the recollection of the Undersigned that when in 1858 
a Chinese minister [Ch'i-ying], for returning from Tientsin to 
Peking without permission was put to death, his punishment was 
universally reprobated abroad, and if in now punishing its envoy, 
hut if [either? 1 for his return to China without authority, or for his 
negotiation of an  unsatisfactory treaty, the Imperial government 
were to go the same length, the Undersigned is certain that its act 
would be severely condemned, not by the British government alone, 
but by every government in the Western world. 

I n  a recent interview with the ministers of the Yamen, the Under- 
signed took upon himself to state his apprehension of the consequence 
that might attend the infliction of severe punishment in the case of 
the Imperial envoy. He repeats his opinion now only in the interest 
of China, and he will be well pleased to find that His Imperial 
Highness and Their Excellencies do not regard his intervention as 
oficious.3 
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In protesting to the Tsungli Yamen, the foreign ministers, of 
course, had no knowledge of the last-minute exchanges between 
Chrung-hou and the Yamen before the treaty was concluded. 
They did not know that Ch'ung-hou had signed it with no 
regard to the Yamen's warning and disapproval. Prince Kung 
did not feel called upon to divulge the exchanges at this point. 
In his customarily polite way he thanked the foreign ministers 
for their concern over China's future, assuring them of China's 
sincere wish to adopt 'a reasonable and satisfactory course' in 
the Chrung-hou case.' O n  15 February, as previously mentioned, 
Tseng Chi-tse was appointed to reopen negotiations in Russia. 
This encouraged Seward to remark: 'While the fate of Ch'ung- 
hou is yet unknown, it seems to me that the determination 
reached by the government to reopen negotiations with Russia 
and the knowledge that extreme measures in this case would 
cause general dissatisfaction and affect prejudicially their future 
representations a t  St. Petersburg, indicate that the moment 
of gravest danger has passed.'' Yet the disquietude and tension 
arising from the punishment of Ch'ung-hou was not totally 
gone. As a precaution Seward told Admiral Patterson to be 
prepared to protect the United States' nationals and interests 
in China.2 

At this point Wade received a telegram from London which 
read: 'The Queen is much shocked to hear of Chung How's 
[sic] condemnation to death. If you think that a strong personal 
appeal from Her Majesty to the Emperor will be to the advan- 
tage of the condemned man, you are instructed to make it.'3 
Wade felt that a direct approach to the Yamcn might incur the 
retort that the punishment of an official was an internal affair of 
China that admitted of no foreign interference. And thus the 
best of intentions on the part of Britain might lead directly to an 
affront to the Queen's dignity. Wade therefore did not approach 
the Yarnen burbroached the subject instead to Li Hung-chang 
in Ticntsin, requesting his good offices. If Ch'ung-hou's sentence 
could be commuted to banishment and hard labour in the 
north-west, Wade suggested, he would then be pleased to tell 
London that the Queen's wishes had been met. I n  appreciation, 

' China: Dispatches, 53: 605, Seward to Evarts, 23 Frh. 1880. 
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Wade continued, the Queen most likely would be willing to use 
her influence to persuade the Russians to reopen negotiations 
with Marquis Tseng, but China must first pardon Ch'ung-hou 
as a sign of her truly peaceful intentions toward Russia.' Li had 
harboured a suspicion that it was Russia that had asked the 
Queen to plead for Ch'ung-hou's life, but Wade assured him 
that the Queen had acted independently.2 Tseng Chi-tse, in 
London, also wrote to Li to request the commutation of Ch'ung- 
hou's sentence, in order to save Russian pride. Li, who had been 
sympathetic to Ch'ung-hou all along, was thus encouraged to 
prevail upon the Yamen to exert its influence at court for 
Ch'ung-hou's pardon. He wrote to the Yamen: 'Ch'ung-hou 
himself is of no consequence, but the general security (of our 
country) is of the greatest importance. I presume that you too 
are anxiously aware of this.'3 

The Yamen was well aware that any request for Ch'ung-hou's 
pardon would run the risk of imperial displeasure and public 
attack; it sharply replied to Li that he should write directly to 
the court about the Queen's offer to intercede. Li bravely 
accepted this burden, and asked Wade to provide him with a 
note that would assure his own memorial the foundation of the 
Queen's request. He found, however, that international usage 
did not permit foreign diplomats like Wade to enter into 
direct communication with local officials, but only with the 
foreign office of the central government. Li, of course, was glad 
to be spared the unpopular move of asking for Ch'ung-hou's 
pardon, but he did continue his good offices for Wade. After 
having been assured by Li of a friendly reception by the Yamen, 
Wade addressed a formal note to Prince Kung, expressing the 
Queen's wish.4 The new French minister, M. A. Bourte, also 
made a plea for Ch'ung-hou's life on behalf of the French 
President and urged China not to let slip the chance for Anglo- 
French mediation of her trouble with Russia.5 

The Yamen was being pressed not only by Wade, Li, and 
Bourte, but also by several others. Liu K'un-i, newly appointed 
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governor-general of Liang-Kiang who was also in charge of 
the coastal defence in the south, arrived in Peking in time to 
witness the crisis. Upon learning that the Manchurian defence 
had been entrusted to Solon soldiers who were good at bows 
and arrows but untrained in modern firearms, he ruefully 
remarked: 'When I heard this, I did not know whether I should 
cry or laugh. After much deliberation (I knew that) the only 
way out was to accept the Anglo-French mediation and retrieve 
Ch'ung-hou's sentence, so as to relieve the immediate pressure 
and avoid the crisis of 1859 (i.e. Anglo-French advance to 
Peking in I 860) . 'I  Kuo Sung-tao, the former minister to Britain 
and France, also urged that Ch'ung-hou's punishment be 
reduced to confiscation of his property for military  expense^.^ 
So exhorted from all sides, the Yamen felt compelled to ask 
W. A. P. Martin, president of Tungwen College and an expert 
on international law, for an advisory opinion on Western 
practices in similar cases. Martin replied that Christian states 
normally penalized their envoys for diplomatic failure by 
nothing heavier than dismissal, but that Turkish envoys 
frequently had been shot.3 

4. T H E  R E P R I E V E  A N D  P A R D O N  

The pressure from the leading diplomats in China, as well as 
from high provincial authorities like Li and Liu, was hard to 
resist. On 15 June 1880 the Yamen made the unpopular move 
of pleading for the pardon of Ch'ung-hou, reviewing for the 
court the whole sequence of events from the first protests of the 
diplomatic corps to the intercession of the British Queen and 
the lenient views of Li and Liu. I t  also stressed the need for 
quieting Russian irritation over the punishment of Ch'ung- 
hou, in order to pave the way for the Russian reception of 
Marquis Tseng. Furthermore, it pointed out, British mediation 
would not begin until Russia was pacified first by the pardon 
of Ch'ung-hou. The Yamen also relayed to the court the dis- 
quieting information, from the French minister BourCe, that 
Max von Brandt and the Russian chargC d'affaires, Koiander, 

' Liu K'un-i, Liu K'un-i i-chi (The posthumous works of Liu K'un-i) (Peking, 
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were conspiring together to stir up a war. The French intelli- 
gence warned against playing into their hands. The Yamen 
moreover feared that China's refusal of British and French 
mediation might goad them both into the Russian camp, with 
the result that China would face not one enemy but three, 
and the future would be bleak. On  the other hand, granting 
Britain and France their request for Ch'ung-hods pardon could 
win their sympathy and keep them from the Russians. This was 
too good a chance to be missed for China to turn world public 
opinion to her favour. 'All in all', the Yamen said, 'the Russian 
affair is unpredictable. Even though our move may not foil the 
Russian plot, it may realistically win British and French good 
will. We do not expect to profit from it but to avoid further loss. 
In  the future, even if there should be successive complications, 
foreign nations will not wholly disregard us and we shall not 
stand helplessly alone. In this way the general situation may yet 
be managed. Because of the importance of this matter, your 
ministers have been in constant correspondence with Li Hung- 
chang; it so happens that Liu K'un-i has arrived in the capital 
in time to hold several confidential conversations with us about 
this matter. He shared our conclusion and his language is even 
more emphatic." Tso Tsung-t'ang, as well as these others, also 
urged the Yamen to comply with the British and French request 
for the pardon of Ch'ung-hou.2 

Those who had once asked for Ch'ung-hou's punishment 
could not of course countenance any move for a pardon. Huang 
T'i-fang, now supervisor of imperial instruction, who had earlier 
recommended a heavy punishment for the Manchu diplomat, 
chided the British and French ministers for giving an empty 
promise of mediation without any assurances that the treaty 
would be altered. He also attacked Li and Liu, the two governor- 
generals in charge of the northern and southern fleets, for hav- 
ing engrossed huge sums of defence money for years, without 
being able now to defend the country in time of need. Punish- 
ment of Ch'ung-hou, he warned, had been the consensus of all 
the officials a short while ago; any sudden about-face would 
make the Chinese concept of justice the laughing-stock of the 
world. Therefore, for the dignity of China, no pardon should be 
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On  19 June the court referred the issue to the leading 
officials for examination. 

On 23 June Chung P'ei-hsien, sub-director of the Court of Im- 
perial Stud, protested against an outright pardon on the ground 
that there was no assurance that, after the pardon, Russia 
would pay any attention to British and French mediation. She 
might still demand the explicit execution of the treaty, in order 
to provoke a war. So that China might not be duped by foreign- 
ers, the pardon should be granted only if Britain and France 
agreed to intervene so vehemently that Russia would have to 
give up the treaty. Otherwise, war would be inevitable and 
Ch'ung-hou, the source of all these troubles, would have to pay 
with his life.2 Hu P'ing-chih, a reader of the Grand Secretariat, 
and Wang Hsien-ch'ien, a libationer of the Imperial Academy 
of Learning, recommended a compromise : Ch'ung-hou would 
be temporarily spared from death but would still be kept in 
prison, pending the completion of Tseng's mission. If Tseng 
succeeded in revising the treaty, Ch'ung-hou might be freed as 
a special mark of imperial favour; if not, he would be killed to 
pay his debt to the state.3 This suggestion made sense to Prince 
Ch'un, who memorialized on 23 June to support it, arguing that 
in unusual times China should break away from usual judicial 
practices and adopt fitting, if unconventional, measures. British 
and French friendship was important at this moment of crisis; 
hence their plea for the pardon of Ch'ung-hou should not be 
ignored. To delay Ch'ung-hou's sentence until after the com- 
pletion ofTseng's mission would meet at least partially the British 
and French request and would maintain their friendship.4 On 
29 June Wang Jen-k'an, a first-class compiler in the Hanlin 
Academy, cautioned the court against creating a precedent of 
invoking foreign aid in trouble.5 

Chang Chih-tung, the bright new star of Chinese officialdom 
who had now become a reader in the Hanlin Academy, offered 
two plans. First, China should proclaim publicly that in punish- 
ing Ch'ung-hou she had no intention of insulting Russia. The 
British and French ministers might be decorated for their offer 
of mediation. They might also be asked to inform the Russians 
that China was willing to increase her payment for Russian 

' IvCSL, 2  I : 5b-6b. Ibid. 2 1 :  6b-7b. 3 Ibid. 21 : 7b-8. 
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occupation expenses in Ili and to delay her demand for the 
return of Ili, and that China did not object to the whole treaty 
but only to a few difficult articles. Second, Ch'ung-hou might 
be pardoned if he contributed a million taels for military ex- 
penses and went to Russia to assist Tseng in reopening the 
negotiations. If the treaty could not be revised and war broke 
out as a result, Tseng should be ordered to decapitate Ch'ung- 
hou then and there. Chang openly attacked Li Hung-chang and 
Liu K'un-i, for their fear of war and their inability to relieve the 
Emperor's anxieties. Both of them, he said, should be severely 
reprimanded for their dereliction of duty if Ch'ung-hou was to 
be pardoned.' 

O n  26 June Prince Li came to the conclusion, on the basis of 
all these views, that while the act of pardon was a prerogative of 
China which allowed no foreign interference, the request of the 
British Queen had been made with the best of intentions and 
should therefore be granted. He  recommended a commutation 
of Ch'ung-hou's sentence, to show the grace of the Emperor and 
the Empresses Dowager as well as to dissipate foreign su~picion.~ 
O n  the same day, 26 June, Ch'ung-hou was given a reprieve by 
the court but was kept in prison to await the outcome of Tseng's 
mission. The British Foreign Office was notified that the remis- 
sion of the sentence was made 'out of deference to the wish of the 
Queen' but that Peking did not want it to be known publicly 
because 'the Russian government might view with disfavour 
such a commutation having been granted to another power 
rather than to them'.J Wade had advised the Chinese govern- 
ment that in its decree announcing the reprieve, no reference to 
the Queen should be made.4 Peking officially notified Russia of 
the move as a concrete expression of China's desire for peace5 

The court made the decision most reluctantly. In spite of all 
rationalization, the fact remained that it had been forced by 
foreign pressure to renounce what it still believed to be the right 
course. T o  vent its wrath, the court followed the suggestion of 
Chang Chih-tung and administered a stern rebuke the following 
day to the three officials in charge of coastal defence in the 

I WCSL, 21:  13-15. Ihid. 21 :  I lb--12b. 
F.O. 418/I/g7, Lord Tcnterden's memo, dater1 3 .July 1880. 

4 F.O. 418/1/201, Wade to Granville, confidential, 28 .June 1880. 
5 I.VC.SI.. a l :  1 5 - ~ g b .  
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north and south: Li Hung-chang, governor-general of Chihli 
and leader of the northern fleet, Liu K'un-i, governor-general 
of Liang-Kiang in charge of the southern fleet, and Wu Yiian- 
ping, governor of Kiangsu and acting governor-general of 
Liang-Kiang : 

Ch'ung-hou's offence has been forgiven simply because our coastal 
defence is not completely dependable. We have therefore conde- 
scended to comply with their [the Anglo-French] request, but when- 
ever we think about it we become bitter and resentful. At present 
the re-negotiation of the treaty is an  important issue involving 
many difficult conditions that we cannot accept under any circum- 
stances, and it is hard to say that war will not break out. Li Hung- 
chang long has been entrusted with the important assignment of 
defending the capital area and the coast, and Liu K'un-i and Wu 
Yiian-ping are engaged in the defences of the north and south, all 
with inescapable responsibilities. They must plan for defensive 
measures well in advance in their respective areas to relieve My 
anxieties. If they dare to drift and put ip a show (of preparedness) 
while letting opportunities slip, it is to be feared that, when respon- 
sibility is assigned, the governor-generals in question will not be able 
to face the heavy punishment ! I  

The foreign diplomatic corps was informed of Ch'ung-hou's 
reprieve.2 While the American Acting Secretary of State 
William Hunter expressed gratification over 'the humane action' 
of the Chinese  government,^ the British Foreign Secretary Lord 
Granville considered the reprieve not 'an acceptable method of 
approaching the Russian governmenf.4 As expected, Russia was 
not satisfied with China's partial concession; they demanded a 
complete pardon of Ch'ung-hou. Marquis Tseng, arriving in 
Russia in early August, again requested Peking to show further 
leniency toward Ch'ung-hou to remove the last obstacle to the 
negotiations. His telegram reached Peking on I I August. I n  
response, an edict was issued: 'Now that the Russians have 
received our envoy and agreed to re-negotiate the treaty, the 
issue of whether Ch'ung-hou should be killed or not is no longer 
important. Even if he is not killed, where can he flee? Let him 
be pardoned and released.'s O n  I 2 August Ch'ung-hou was 

' Ibid. 21 : 16-161). China: Dispatches, 54: 718, enclosure. 
China: Instructionr, 3:  47. 
F.O. 41fl/I/1oz, 107, Granville to Wadr, conjidential, 5 and g July 1880. 

W e n g  'T'ung-ho, I g : 41 b. 
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granted complete freedom. I t  was stated that once freed he did 
not stay at home grieving and penitent as custom demanded but 
instead went about the city to visit friends, and received 
numerous congratulations to celebrate the occasion.' He was 
pardoned, and a free man, but he was never again given an 
official appointment. 

CVCSL, 22 : 19b-20. 



C H A P T E R  I V  

The Politics of War and Peace 

L L  through the heated discussion of the treaty and the fate A of Ch'ung-hou, the court was trying desperately to 
fortify China's defence, because, although a new mission 

to Russia had been appointed, there was no assurance that the 
Russians would agree to re-negotiate. War might still break out 
at their pleasure. To prepare for this forbidding future, the 
court on I March I 880 put Tso Tsung-t'ang in con~plete charge 
of the defence of the north-west. He was ordered to raise new 
troops, refit his veterans, and submit a progress report in one 
month. Tseng Kuo-ch'iian, who had captured Nanking from 
the Taipings in I 864, was sent to Manchuria to guard the home 
base of the ruling dynasty, and the fierce, illiterate general Pao 
Ch'ao was ordered to raise ten thousand troops to be stationed 
between Tientsin and Shanhaikuan.~ Liu K'un-i, governor- 
general of Liang-Kiang, was charged with the defence of the 
southern coastal areas including Fukien, Formosa, Amoy, 
Kiangsu, and Shanghai; in addition he was to plan for the 
defence of the Yangtze area in co-operation with Admiral 
P'eng Yii-lin. Li Hung-chang, governor-general of Chihli and 
leader of the Huai army and the northern fleet, was ordered to 
deploy his ships in Chefoo and Dairen to guard the gateways 
to North China, and to station troops in Fengt'ien and 
Newchwang. Some of his Huai troops were to be transferred to 
Tientsin.2 With these measures the court hoped to meet the 
ominous crisis. 

It can readily be seen that the court relied heavily on the 
Hunan personnel for defence: Tso Tsung-t'ang in the north- 
west, Tseng Kuo-ch'iian in Manchuria, Pao Ch'ao in Shanhai- 
kuan, Liu K'un-i and P'eng Yii-lin in the southern coastal and 
Yangtze areas. All of them were veteran Hunan soldiers who 
had distinguished themselves under Tseng Kuo-fan during the 
Taipingcampaign. Even the new envoy to Russia, MarquisTseng, 

14'CLTL, 21:  gob; 32: 7. Ibid. r I : 8. 



96 The Politics of War and Peace 
was an illustrious descendant of the founder of the Hunan 
army. 

O n  the other hand, Li Hung-chang and his Huai followers 
were given only the token assignment of defending Tientsin 
and a limited area in the north. This arrangement may have 
stemmed from the court's doubt that Li, who advocated ap- 
peasement of Russia, would fight wholeheartedly, but it was 
also made necessary by the peculiar structure of the Hunan and 
Huai commands. Co-operation between the two was next to 
impossible. Officers of each army would take orders only from 
their own superiors, and soldiers would obey only their own 
officers.' I t  was therefore a matter of practical necessity to rely 
on one of the two groups. Since most of the Hunan personnel 
took a strong stand on the treaty, the court gave them nearly all 
the important assignments, leaving only a limited area to the 
Huai personnel. This uneven distribution of commands-and 
power-caused no small amount of jealousy and resentment. 
The relations between Li Hung-chang and Liu K'un-i, 
prominent figures of the two cliques, were described as incom- 
patible, like 'fire and water'.= Li's conflict with Tso Tsung- 
t'ang, needless to say, was even worse.3 

I .  TSO'S  V I E W S  O N  W A R  

Tso Tsung-t'ang dispatched his progress report to Peking on 
2 April I 880, assuring the harassed court that while he would not 
be the first to open fire, he was absolutely ready if war began. 
He would invade Ili from three directions. The eastern flank 
of the army would be commanded by General Chin-shun, 
military-governor of Ili, the central route by General Chang 
Yao who would strike from Aksu along the Tekes River into Ili, 
and the western flank by General Liu Chin-t'ang who would 
advance from Uch Turfan into Ili. Tso himself planned to move 
his headquarters to Hami to take charge of the general com- 
mand.4 O n  26 May he left for Hami, his coffin with him, to 

sha, 
3 

LO Erh-kang, flsiang-chun hin-chih (A new study of the Hunan Army) (Chang- 
1939), 232- Liu K'un-i, iv:  1934, Letter to Li Jo-nung, 27 Apr. 1881. 
Marxist writers claim that the Ch'ing court secretly fostered the clravage 

between the two groups in order to use the Hunan personnel to checkmate Li and 
his Huai army. See Liu K'un-i, i, 'Editorial Explanation'. 

4 Tso Tsung-t'ang, 'Memorials', 56: 6-1 I b;  WC:YL, I 9 : 9- I gb, received at court 
16 Apr. 1880. 



Tso's Views on War 97 

show his determination to die for his country. He reached his 
destination on 15 June.' The court once again cautioned him 
not to begin hostilities, but it authorized him to resist Russian -. 

invasion the moment it began. Because of the vast size of 
Sinkiang, Tso set up a number of reconnaissance stations there 
to hasten communication and warning of attack. I t  was some 
comfort to him to learn that there were only a few thousand 
Russian soldiers in Ili.2 

Tso was convinced that military preparedness and a resolute 
stand against Russian pressure could help Tseng's negotia- 
tions in St. Petersburg. He informed the Tsungli Yamen on 
I I August 1880: 'If officers on the frontiers can hold firm, our - 
envoy may have something to lean on and may thus be enabled 
to speak a few more strong words. Otherwise he will inevitably 
accommodate their [the Russians'] wishes.'3 From a German 
visitor to his camp, Mr. Focke of Telge Company in Shanghai, 
came the information that the Russian national debt had reached 
fifty-two million taels; Tso therefore surmised that Russia 
would be financially unable to engage in a prolonged and large- 
scale war.4 Also, taking into account the Russian defeat at the 
Congress of Berlin and the rivalry between Britain, Russia, and 
Germany, Tso concluded that Russia would not lightly begin 
a war against China.5 He observed: 'Victoryor defeat, good 
fortune or ill fortune-all these are hard to predict. Man does 
not know heaven's [disposition], but heaven does not intervene 
in human affairs either.'6 He implied that his part of the 'human 
affairs' was in good order. 

On 30 July the Tsungli Yamen informed the court that the 
Russian government had dispatched Admiral S. S. Lesovskii 
and twenty-three ships to China.' There was also a report of 
Russian reinforcements in Ili.8 On  28 August Li Hung-chang 
learned from Commodore Shufelt of the United States Navy 
that a Russian fleet of two ironclads and thirteen fast ships was 
already in Nagasaki and had purchased five hundred thousand 

' Tso Tsung-t'ang, 'Memorials', 56: 44b. Ibid. 56: 55. 
' Tso Tsung-t'ang, 'Letters', 24: 65b-66. 
* Ibid. 24: 7rb-72. Focke kept a record of his visit to Tso's headquarters. See 

Fu-k'o (Focke), 'Hsi-hsing so-lu' (Desultory notes on my Western trip), Hsiao-fong- 
hu-chai yii-li ts'ung-ch'ao, 6 : 4: 300-4. 

Tso Tsr~ng-t'ang, 'I.etters', 14 :  4. Ibid. 24: 6. 
WCSI,, 2 I : 27-28. 8 Morse, i i .  333. 
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dollars' worth of fuel.' The Russians also had considered San 
Francisco as a supply base in the event of war.2 

The court was frightened by the news of this Russian naval 
demonstration, but Tso was unruffled. He  consoled the harassed 
court that the twenty-three Russian ships were fewer than those 
produced by the Foochow Dockyard alone; that, since each 
Russian ship could carry only a few hundred, or at most a few 
thousand, men, their power was limited. O n  the other hand, 
Chinese veterans of the Taiping, Nien, and Moslem campaigns 
were ten times as numerous as these Russians, and Chinese 
armaments had also been substantially improved since the days 
of the Self-strengthening Movement. Tso reassured the court 
that the Russian naval demonstration was no cause for alarm. 
In  an armed encounter, China might very well win, he said, 
because Russia had been exhausted by the Turkish war; she 
could not possibly make a deep and sustained thrust into 
Manchuria. I n  the unlikely event that the Russians did attack 
Manchuria, he could checkmate them by a counter-attack in 
the north-west. The frontier between Russia and China was 
equally long for both. If Russia could invade China a t  one 
point, China could also invade Russia at another.3 In  fact, Tso 
much preferred to fight in Russia to spare China any devastation, 
rather than wait for the Russians to invade Manchuria and so 
be forced to fight on Chinese soil.4 T o  Admiral P'eng Yii-lin 
he boldly wrote: 'If war breaks out, I will blunt their edge here 
first.'s He  was convinced that hard fighting would quickly ex- 
pose Russian weakness in numbers as well as in e q ~ i p m e n t . ~  

The memorials of Tso Tsung-t'ang and Chang Chih-tung, 
which had been translated and printed in several English news- 
papers in Shanghai, created the impression that war was 
imminent.' I t  was true that activities linked with Chinese war 
preparations were proceeding rapidly; large amounts of guns 

Li Hung-chang, 'Letters to Tsrlngli Yamen', I I : 26-28b. 
R.  R.  Rosen, For& Years of Dijdomacy (New York, I gzz), ii. 45. 

3 Tso Tsung-t'ang, 'I,etters', 23 : 55b56. 
4 Ibid. 24: 17-17b. 
"bid. 24: 1gb. 

Ibid. 24: ~ b .  
7 Li Hung-chang, 'Letters to Tsungli Yamen', I 1 :  6b-7, 2 June 1880; the 

Shanghai Courier of 15 May 1880 printed a translation of Chang's memorial in the 
rorm of a booklet, with the title: China and R ~ ~ s s i a .  Imporlant Memorial to /he Throne. 
warlike Attitude of China. 
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and munitions were acquired from the United States and 
European countries.' The German minister Max von Brandt 
estimated that as of November 1880 China had bought or 
ordered some I 5 I cannon of various calibres, and 5 I ,500 hand 
weapons, apart from the 20,000 Remington rifles and 25,000 
other older-style guns she already had.2 Tso's purchasing agent 
in Shanghai, Hu Kuang-yung, alone bought 5,000 Remington 
guns, 7,500 breech-loading rifles, and some 24 cannon from 
Krupp, which had dispatched a special agent to China to make 
the sale.3 To strengthen the coastal defences of Fukien and 
Chekiang, Tso, who had formerly been governor-general there, 
gave 200 mines and 20 torpedoes to the authorities of these 
provinces.3 The Chinese navy, in addition to the two ironclads 
and six smaller warships newly purchased from Britain, con- 
sisted of 46 older gunboats and 41 steamers of varying sizes, 
ranging from 500 to 1,500 tons. The Wan-nien-ch'ing (Eternal 
Youth), for example, made in Foochow in I 869, had a tonnage 
of 1,450, a crew of 180, six 56-pound cannon, and one large 
cannon capable of a 150-pound thrust.4 

If China was making intensive military preparations, Russia 
did not relax her vigilance either. In  June 1880 General 
Kaufman, governor-general of Russian Turkestan, moved his 
headquarters to the advanced post of Vernyi.5 His army was 
concentrated in the three areas of Tashkent, Samarkand, and 
Ili. At the height of the crisis, in August 1880, there were 14 
battalions of troops in Ili, 4 in Tashkent, and 3 in Samarkand. 
There was no regular cavalry in Turkestan, but there were some 
20 Cossack sotnias (centuries) in Ili, each with 6 to 10 rockets, 
and 5 .rotnias each in Tashkent and Samarkand. In addition, 4 
batteries of artillery were stationed in Ili, and 2 each in the other 
two centres. By Russian standards, each battery had 8 guns, 
each sotnia I 50 sabres, and each battalion I ,000 bayonets. In 
the event of war, Kaufman planned to take a defensive stand in 
Ili while sending a striking force of 6 battalions, 3 batterics of 

' China: Dispatche.r, 54: 683, Seward to Evarts. 8 May 1880. 
China, No. I ,  Vol. 3, Conf. Vol. 4, A. No. 134, Brandt to German Foreign 

Office, Berlin, I I Dec. 1880. (Politisches Archiv d. Auswart. Amts, Bonn.) 
Tso Tsung-t'ang, 'Lrtters', 24: 5zb-53. 

* China, No. 2, Vol. 2, Conf. Vol. 3, A. No. 27, Brandt to German Foreign Office, 
9 Feb. 1880: also Vol. 3, Conf. Vol. 4, same to same, 4 May 1880. 

F.O. 418/1/173, Dufferin to Granville, 2 Aug. 1880. 
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artillery, and 10 sotnias in a south-western direction toward 
Kashgar. Kaufman's arrangements did not seem to impress 
Lt.-Colonel George Villiers, the British military attache in 
St. Petersburg, who reported confidentially to Ambassador 
Dufferin: 'Should the Chinese prove really in earnest, the 
Russian preparations in Central Asia may fairly be criticized as 
inadequate. The Russians appear to depend much on what 
they will be able to do with their fleet in Chinese waters." 

The Russian fleet in the Pacific was more formidable. 
Captain Ernest Rice, British naval attach6 in St. Petersburg, 
reported that it consisted of 26 ships: 2 armoured ships of 5,740 
and 5,006 tons each, 2 ironclads of 4,603 and 4,602 tons each, 
I col-vette of 2,245 tons, 4 cruisers, g clippers of slightly over 
I ,000 tons each, 4 gunboats, 3 schooners, and I armed trans- 
port.2 

Because of these Russian and Chinese war preparations, the 
air was full of reports that hostilities were imminent. Foreign 
diplomats took the precaution of requesting naval protection 
from their governments.3 In  the Tientsin harbour British, 
American, ~ r e n c h ,  and German gunboats lay ready to defend 
the interests of their countries.4 The total numbers of foreign 
warships in China and other parts of the Far East in April 1880 
were as follows: Britain, 23; the United States, 6; France and 
Germany, 4 each; and Italy, I .5 

2. L I ' S  V I E W S  O N  P E A C E  

Li Hung-chang, who would have to bear most of the burden 
of naval warfare if war broke out, repeatedly pleaded with the 
court against hasty action. He had been warned by Commodore 
Shufelt that the Russian fleet might harass Korea if it did not 
attack China directly. From interviews with British, French, 
and German consuls and officials, he collected the information 
that Russia might hurl 20,000 men into Manchuria and thrust 
overland to Newchwang, while their fleet might land 6,000 men 

F.O. 4r8/1/192, inclosure, Villiers to Dufferin, 12  Aug. 1880. 
a F.O. 418/I/r 28, inclosures I ,  2, 3 .  Reports of Capt. Ernest Rice, R.N., naval 

attache in the British embassy, St. Petersburg. 
3 China: Dispatches, 53: 619, Scward to Evarts, g Mar. 1880; also 53: 648, Seward 

to Adm. Patterson, 29 Mar. 1880. (National Archives, Washin~ton, D.C.) 
4 Ihid. 56: 55, James B. Angel1 to William M. Evarts, 29 Nov. 1880. 

F.O. 418/1/70, Kennedy to Salisbury, 7 Apr. 1880. 
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in Liaotung, to drive towards Peking in a pincers movement.' 
The rivers would be frozen during the severe winter and the 
Russians could easily march over them and drive deep into 
Manchuria and North China.2 For these reasons he urged the 
Tsungli Yamen to adopt a conciliatory policy toward Russia, 
and to allow Tseng greater discretionary powers in negotiation, 
so that a peaceful settlement might be reached.3 

Li was of course very sensitive to the common criticism that 
large sums for defence had been invested in his fleet over the 
years and that it was high time to test its usefulness. In  answer 
he declared that his fleet received only a meagre 300,000 to 
400,000 taels a year, while the lion's share of the country's defence 
budget went to Tso's campaign in Sinkiang, which required six 
or seven million taels a year. He also pointed out that funds for 
the Huai army had been reduced by 40 per cent., and that as a 
result this army had been deprived of more than ten thousand 
soldiers in 1879. A sense of injustice made him indignant: 
'Shoddy scholars who are unfamiliar with current affairs have 
insisted that since my command here used up huge sums every 
year in training troops and buying weapons, we have to 
advocate war. But let me ask the administration: what have 
they done in the way of real self-strengthening? To speak strong 
but empty language when one is in reality not strong is to invite 
immediate danger and extinction. There has as yet been no 
preparation in Manchuria; only a few meat-eating [useless] 
generals arc there, but what can they accomplish? (People speak 
of) great columns of powerful troops, but where do the funds 
come from? The new recruits are too inexperienced to be useful., 
even if they are numerous.'4 All in all, Li felt that his military 
strength was too insignificant to allow him to talk lightly of war.5 

Financial exigencies and military unpreparedness were not 
his only arguments against war; the international situation was 
not favourable either. Li pointed out that too many Chinese 
were hopefully expecting British aid in a war with Russia. They 
were unaware that, despite the traditional Anglo-Russian 

IAi Hung-chang, 'Letters to Tsungli Yamen', I I : 28-28b, 28 Aug. 1880; I I : 
37-37L, 12 Oct. 1880. 

Li Hung-chang, 'Letters to fi-iends and colleagues', 19: 33-33b, 5 Oct. 1880. 
' IJi Hung-chang, '1,etters to Tsungli Yamen', I I : 36b, 30 Sept. 1880. 
' 1.i Hung-chang, 'L.etters to friends and colleagues', I 9: 33b-34b, 2 I Oct .  r 880. 

Ibid. 19: 7b. 
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rivalry, the British could offer China little more than moral 
support, because the Russian sphere of activity was in frontier 
areas like Sinkiang and Manchuria, far beyond the reach of 
British influence. Not only would the British be unable to 
counteract the Russians there but they would have no incentive 
to do so; for they did not suffer from Russian gains in those areas. 
In  fact, the British might even gain new rights through applica- 
tion of the most-favoured-nation treatment, if the Russians 
succeeded in exacting new concessions from China. How then 
could China continue to rely on British aid?' 

I t  was also apparent that France and Germany would not 
go to war to defend China, and Japan, then actively engaged 
in annexing the Liu-ch'iu islands, might even collude with 
Russia to launch a joint attack on China. I t  may be recalled 
that Liu-ch'iu had-paid tribute to China since 1372 and to 
Japan since I 609. Its double status was not contested until the 
1870's, when Japan began to claim exclusive control. In  1879 
Japan declared Liu-ch'iu a prefecture under the name of 
Okinawa and prohibited the sending of tribute to China.2 
Chinese protests and American mediation yielded no result.3 
Li fearedthat once the Japanese started to make trouble, other 

~ - 

countries might follow suit. He impressed upon the court: 
'The whole situation hinges on whether the Russian question 
can be settled. If it can, Japan and all the other countries will be 
hesitant (to move) ; if it cannot, they will plot (against us). 
Rather than make concessions to the Japanese who cannot 
help us resist Russia-thereby we lose to both Japan and 
Russia-would it not be preferable to make some concessions 
to Russia and secure her help in checking Japan? The strength 
and weakness of Russia and Japan differ by a hundredfold. 

- - 

Judging by the injustice of their claims, the Japanese also in- 
sulted us far more (than the Russians).'4 This analysis reveals 

' Li Hung-chang, 'Letters to friends and colleagues', r g : r 7-1 7h, 12  Apr. r 880; 
19:  6b, 1 6 J a n .  1880. 
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Tdhd gakuhb, I o:  3 : 29-64 (Oct. I 939). 
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4 Li Hung-chang, 'Memorials'. 39: 3--4. 
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a basic principle of Li's foreign policy: peace with Russia and 
resistance against Japanese aggression. Settlement of the Ili 
dispute became, in his eyes, the key to peace. He chided the 
advocates of war : 

Since the discussion of the Russian affair last autumn, I have 
refrained from talking lightly about war, not with the aim of pre- 
serving myself and of keeping Tientsin and Taku intact, but with 
a view to our country's safety. Indiscriminate observers attacked me 
as the only one who did not advocate war, but they did not know 
that if we engaged in a decisive battle with a powerful enemy in the 
provinces, my troops, though somewhat thin, might yet carry on 
longer (than any other troops). I t  is small wonder that discussion of 
military affairs by those who know nothing about military affairs 
leads to a topsy-turvy view of what is right and wrong. . . . I n  times 
of peace the policy-makers made no efforts a t  (preparations for war) ; 
now they urge on us a reckless war with empty words. Are they not 
treating government affairs as something to toy with?' 

It is natural that in all Li's criticisms of the exponents of war, 
Tso was uppermost in his mind. On I 6 January I 880 he wrote 
to Marquis Tseng: 'Tso intends to fight it out. Apparently he 
does not know himself and his enemy. Neither does he care 
about future complications.'2 In another letter to Tseng, dated 
I 2 April, he wrote : 'Tso is senile and likes to boast. Actually his 
military performances and logistics have always been despised 
by the Russians. In the two provinces of Heilungkiang and 
Kirin, there is a dearth of officers and a shortage of strong forces 
and substantive funds. I t  is impossible to resist the Russians.'J 
His criticism of Tso was even more blunt in a letter to Ting Pao- 
chen, governor-general of Szechwan, dated g April I 880 : 

Generalissimo Tso advocates war and leads a group of pedantic 
scholars and decadent officials to make high-sounding pronounce- 
ments to the detriment of our country's security. His per.formances 
in the Western Region were only mediocre. Where does his con- 
fidence come from? . . . The Russian situation has degenerated b 
a point where there seems to be no end to it. I t  will burden China 
until the whole country is exhausted, a t  which time internal rebellions 
will flare up and we shall be even less able to resist external troubles. 
The world is originally peacefill but stupid men create troubles for 
themselves. What can be done about it?4 

' Li Hung-chang, 'Letters to friends and colleagues', 19 :  33-33b. 
Ibid. 19:  6b. 3 Ibid. 19 :  17-17b. 4 Ibid. 19 :  14b. 
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Li attributed the worsening of relations with Russia to an out- 
raged public opinion, which had been inflamed in the first 
place by the high but impractical pronouncements of Chang 
Chih-tung and Pao-tfing under the secret patronage of Tso. He 
pronounced the consequences of irresponsible literati opinion 
[ch'ing-i] to be evil and detrimental to the state.' 

Li's espousal of peace won him accusations of cowardice and 
lack of interest in China's prestige. General Liu Ming-ch'uan 
ridiculed him for having uttered the words 'unable to fight', 
and suggested that he should emulate Tso in defending China's 
honour. Li replied sarcastically : 

His Excellency Tso commands a big army and huge funds in a place 
like Sinkiang which nobody will contest for. Therefore he gives the 
appearance of wanting war, but he does not care about the general 
situation of the state. Those who are a t  all familiar with the affairs 
of ancient and modern times can readily see through his falsehood. 
Your letter asks me to imitate him, but this is against my established 
principles. . . . With my high position and progressive ageing, I will 
definitely not engage in such a shameless act. I admit to having 
strongly urged peaceful negotiations, but I have never uttered these 
three words: 'unable to fight'. Neither did I ever have any such 
intention. Where did you hear this expression? Didn't you take it 
from the hackneyed phrases of miserable metropolitan officials and 
corrupt popular favourites in order to bait  me?^ 

If Li was critical of Tso, there were others who also felt that 
Tso had gone too far. Marquis Tseng, who had to negotiate 
with the Russians, was troubled by Tso's over-confidence and 
open advocacy of war, which he thought would hinder a peace- 
ful settlement with Russia. In a letter dated 25 March 1880, he 
noted: 'His Excellency Tso frivolously intends to start a war 
just because he has been successful in his former campaigns. 
But his is only a parochial view, which does not spring from a 
comprehensive examination of the general situation!'3 To the 
Tsungli Yamen he wrote on the same day to say that Tso's army 
might take Ili but that the defence of the long coast of China was 

Li Hung-chang, 'Letters to friends and colleagues', 19:  32-32h, 2 Oct. 1880. 
For a study of ch'ing-i, see my China's Entrance, 200-4; Lloyd Eastman, 'Chinese 
Oficialdom's Reactions to Foreign Aggression : A Study of the Sino-French Contro- 
versy, 1880-1885', Ph.D. thesis, Harvard University (Feh. 1963). 

Li Hung-chang, 'Letters to friends and collragues', 19:  34-34h, 2 1 Oct. 1880. 
Tse~ig Chi-tse, 'Literary collection', 3:  rgh. 
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a totally different matter.' He chided Tso for giving the im- 
pression that Russia, because of her internal troubles, was not 
in a position to fight. He pointed out that, on the contrary, 
Russian rulers had often used foreign ventures to divert atten- 
tion from domestic trouble.2 Tso's militant attitude was 
deprecated as an overbearing act designed to provoke Russia.3 
He urged the Yamen to restrain Tso and his troops from goading 
the Russians into action.4 

Kuo Sung-tao, the former minister to Britain and France, also 
reproved the advocates of war for their 'parochial views' and 
warned that 'once the war begins there will be no end to it'. 
He argued that in conducting foreign affairs one should aim at 
settling issues rather than provoking hostility; one should not 
advocate war to please court officials or to ride the tide of 
public opinion.5 

Wu Ju-lun, acting prefect of Tientsin, spoke out even more 
sharply against war. First of all, he warned the court that China 
lacked the land forces and naval squadrons to conduct a success- 
ful war. Apart from Tso's army in the north-west, there were 
only twenty battalions of the Huai army, in the whole country, 
that were at all useful, and these alone could not be expected to 
defend both North and South China. Even if Tso should win 
in Sinkiang, Manchuria would be the target for a Russian 
invasion which would directly threaten Peking. The few 
ironclads China had were insufficient for naval battles or for 
defence of the coast; wooden vessels were useless in modern 
warfare. Moreover, China had been engaged in internal 
struggles for decades; the Taipings, the Niens, and the ten-year 
campaign under Tso in the north-west had literally exhausted 
her. There was little left with which to fight Russia. Also, China 
had begun to manufacture arms and to build ships only about 
a dozen years before, whereas Western nations had over one 
hundred years of experience in such techniques; Chinese 
weapons therefore were markedly inferior to those of the West. 
Wu took issue with Tso's assertion that the Chinese army was 
powerful and that Chinese guns and ships were at least equal to, 

Ibid. 3 :  19-I+, 25 Mar. 1880. Ibid. 3 :  rgb. 
Tso Tsr~ng-t'ang, 'Letters', nq: 54b.  
Taeng Chi-tse, 'Litrrary collection', 4:  2b, 25 Junr 1880. 
Kr~o Srrng-tao, 'Mrmorials', I 2 : 23 ff. 
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if not superior to, their Western counterparts. War, said Wu, 
could only bring disaster; even if China were victorious, therc 
would be unending acts of revenge that would leave her no 
peace. 'To know (the truth) but not speak out is not loyal; not 
to know it and speak out recklessly is not wise.'' 

3. A N  I N T E R P R E T A T I O N  O F  T H E  C O N T R O V E R S Y  

The views of Tso and Li reflected their different roles. Tso, 
supremely proud of his ten-year campaign in the north-west, 
did not intend to let Ili, a prize now so tantalizingly near, slip 
through his fingers. As a soldier, it was hardly appropriate for 
him to openly advocate peace, but his reasoning was not simply 
that of a foolhardy fighter. He was a strategist and a gambler. 
He knew perfectly well that China did not want war, but he 
guessed that Russia wanted it still less. He saw his own strength 
-perhaps overvaluing it-as he also saw Russian weakness- 
perhaps also overemphasizing that. He could not persuade 
himself that China would inevitably be the loser in a war with 
Russia. His pressure for military preparedness and his aggres- 
sive pronouncements were calculated to support Tseng in the 
Russian negotiations. His advice to the court had been diplo- 
macy first and war only if that failed. In  this sense he was not 
a warmonger or the head of a 'war party', as many people have 
said. He repeatedly warned his generals against goading the 
Russians, but if the Russians invaded China first, he was ready 
to strike back mercilessly. His fierce utterances, his military 
arrangements, and his aggressive posture helped rather than hin- 
dered Chinese diplomacy in St. Petersburg, as we shall see in 
later chapters. 

Li, on the other hand, was a cautious politician, unwilling to 
take great risks. He saw the weakness of China, and saw it SO 

clearly that he overestimated the strength of the enemy. He 
knew well that China's nascent navy was no match for the more 
experienced Russian fleet and that Chinese military organiza- 
tion would disintegrate in a modern war. Should war break 
out, he reasoned, Russia would most likely avoid fighting on 
the Sinkiang frontier and would instead attack directly the key 

Wu Ju-lun, T'ung-ch'cng Wu-hien-.rheng jih-chih (Diary of Mr.  Wu o l  T'ung- 
ch'eng), 6: rqb-16. 
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points in Manchuria and on the coast. The major burden of the 
fighting would thus fall on his shoulders rather than on Tso's, 
and China's depleted finances, poor military training, and 
young navy offered no cause for optimism. If he fought and lost, 
he would be blamed for the failure, not Tso. His Huai army, his 
northern fleet, and his numerous modernization projects would 
be destroyed; once they were gone his power base in North 
China would be lost, and so would his exalted, predominant 
position in the Ch'ing hierarchy. He really could not see why 
China should risk her life and he his reputation, army, and 
navy for a place as insignificant and remote as Ili. The 
stakes were too great, and the prize too small, to warrant the 
risk. 

As governor-general of Chihli and grand secretary, Li was 
virtually China's 'prime minister'. He was not a provincial 
official with a provincial viewpoint, but a national figure who 
had to weigh all internal and external variables in a national 
perspective. He had to be realistic to save his country and him- 
self from ruin, but to be realistic in foreign affairs at this point 
was to offend literati opinion. He knew that genuine statesman- 
ship, like almost everything else of value, exacted a heavy price, 
especially in times of crisis. For his open advocacy of peace, he 
was attacked, ridiculed: and condemned by his contempo- 
raries, just as he had been cefisured by the court after Ch'ung- 
hou's reprieve. I t  was only because of his exalted position and 
unusual powers that he was not ignominiously relieved of his 
official functions. His warnings against a hasty war contained 
elements of truth and wisdom, although he perhaps erred by 
exaggerating the strength of Russia. Fortunately for China, 
the Russians in St. Petersburg, as we shall soon see, erred cor- 
respondingly by overestimating the strength of China. Li's 
conciliatory policy, in the short run, does not seem to have 
helped Chinese diplomacy in Russia. But he must be given 
credit for the courage to espouse an unpopular cause at a time 
and place when nobody else dared to do the same. 

Under the constant attack of the litcmti, Li offered his resigna- 
tion sevrral times, but it was not acceptedn1 In depressed spirits 
he announcrd to his friends: 'My words are of no consequence. 
I definitely refrain from forcing my way into matters of high 

' F . 0 .  418/1/1 18,  Wade lo Granville, conjdential, 26 May 1880. 
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policy.'' In  contrast, Tso's star was in the ascendant. On 
7 August 1880 Pao-t'ing, supervisor of imperial instruction, 
requested that the court recall Tso from sinkiang to serve in 
the central government in view of the threat of impending war.= 
Four days later an edict was issued: 'At present the situation is 
urgent and difficult. The Russians intend to start trouble, and 
we need an experienced high military officer to serve as 
adviser to the throne. Let Tso Tsung-t'ang come to the capital 
for an audience.'3 Possibly, Tso's recall was an artful device of 
the court to reduce the possibility of conflict with Russia in 
Sinkiang.4 But Tso himself took it as a mark of imperial favour 
designed to spare him the rigours of the frontier.5 Li Hung- 
chang sarcastically remarked: 'His Excellency Tso has been 
recalled and I hear he will come for an audience shortly. A 
veteran in state affairs, he may have a special formula to beat off 
the enemy and win victory.'6 Tso returned to Peking in the 
company of I ,400 ilite foot soldiers and 500 cavalrymen, whom 
he hoped to use to strengthen the defence of the capital and 
Kalgan.7 

china had done all she could to prepare for the ominous 
future, hoping all the while that Marquis Tseng would be able 
to secure peace in Russia. 

Li Hung-chang, 'Letters to friends and colleagues', 19: 35b. 
WCSL. 22: 1-3. 3 WCSL, 22: 6b. 

4 Ch'in Han-ts'ai, I I 5. 
5 T'SO Tsung-t'ang, 'Letters', 24: 56. 

Li Hung-chang, 'Letters to Friends and colleagues', 19: 32. 
7 Tso Tsi~ng-t'ang, 'Memorials', 57: 34-35h, 14 NOV. 1880. 



C H A P T E R  V 

Involvement of Foreign Ministers 

I N these critical days the Chinese government, following the 
tradition of playing off one barbarian against another 
(i-i chih-i), anxiously sought foreign support, and authorized 

Hart to engage foreign officers to help form a Chinese navy.1 
Sensing the Chinese need, the American legation proposed a 
relative of General Grant's for a high appointment in the 
Chinese army, and the German minister, Max von Brandt, 
pushed for the nomination of his brother-in-law as 'a sort of 
Director-Generalship [sic] of Organizat i~n ' .~ Wade, ever mind- 
ful of the preponderance of British interests in China, asked 
London: 'May it not be worthwhile to consider whether 
British officers could not be authorized to serve China in 
defensive war against any Power except England? The Chinese 
Government still holds Gordon Pasha in high honour.'3 

Wade was fearful of the impact of war on British trade 
with China, which was estimated at more than E5o million a 
year. To maintain this trade it was necessary that Britain spare 
no effort to prevent the break-up of the Chinese empire.4 
'Personally,' Wade informed London, 'I should advocate our 
helping them [the Chinese] . . . because I believe in their 
danger, and I have confidence in their improvement, if time 
be allowed them.'4 He asked for instructions on the following 
points : 

I .  If the Chinese Government give me to understand that it 
desires our aid in the way of instruction by sea or land, am I to 
reply that officers of our army and navy cannot be authorized to 
do more than tender their services with the understanding that 
if war be declared between China and any power with which we 
are at  peace, they must withdraw from the Chinese service? O r  
am I frce to encourage a hope that ollr law affecting service with 
a foreign power will be relaxed, or that our officers will be enabled 

' F.0. 17/829/4, Wade's telegram to Salisbury, conjdential, 5 Jan. 1880. 
F.O. 4 1 8 / I / ~ g ,  Wade to Salisbury, secret, 27  Jan.  1880. 
"-0. 17/82g/4, same to same, conjdentinl, 5 Jan. 1880. 

F.0. I 7/829/1 5, same to same, mosl conjidential, 28 Jan. 1880. 
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by some other arrangement to remain in the service of China so 
long as she is acting on the defence [defensive]? 

2. If an alliance with England be spoken of, are there any 
specific conditions under which alone the project of such an 
alliance will be considered by Her Majesty's Government?' 

The War Office served notice on 4 February 1880 that 
although the question of employing British officers in China 
was more political than military, 'it would be very desirable 
that that officer [Gordon] should, if he is willing, be so em- 
ployed'.2 O n  the following day the Admiralty also announced 
that there were many retired naval officers who would be glad 
to serve China.3 The Foreign Office, however, was not so ready 
to involve Britain in the Chinese crisis. Sir Julian Pauncefote, 
assistant under-secretary for Foreign Affairs, stressed the 
difference between allowing British subjects to serve in a 
Chinese civil war and allowing them to serve China in a war 
against Russia; the latter case would be a 'grave breach of 
neutrality' on the part of Britain. He remarked to Lord Salis- 
bury, secretary for Foreign Affairs: 'The consequences would 
be more serious than those which Sir T. Wade fears from the 
employment of Germans or Americans instead of English 
officers. I doubt whether Germany or America would allow 
their officers to take part in such a conflict. Shall we inform 
Sir T. Wade that we had better not encourage the hope that 
H.M.G. will sanction the employment of British officers in 
their service for the purpose of carrying war against a Power at 
amity with the Queen?' Salisbury replied on 8 February: 'It 
seems to me out of the question that England can formally 
consent to officers, or indeed any of her subjects, taking part in 
a war against any power with which England is at peace. All 
idea, therefore, of a formal agreement must bc put aside.' 
Salisbury, a firm believer of the 'Forward Policy', then went on 
to say, 'But I do not feel convinced that it is desirable to go any 
further than this; or to offer any discouragement. The class of 
men, both military and naval, that are formed by this sort of 
service are very useful, and it is valuable to have a greater hold 

' F.O. 17/829/15, Wade to Salisbury, most conjdcntial, 28 Jan. 1880. 
a F.O. 171845, War Office to Foreign Office, No. 08312554, conjdcntial, 4 Feb. 

I 880. 
Ihid., Admiralty to Foreign Office, No. 'M', conjdcntial, 5 Feb. 1880. 
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on the Chinese maritime power, whatever it may be, than on 
that of any other nation." The War Office and Admiralty were 
informed that the Foreign Office would offer no discourage- 
ment to British subjects serving China in time of peace, but if 
war were to break out, they must be struck off 'the list'. Wade 
was told that Britain could not authorize her subjects to fight 
against friendly powers; that the question of ~ r i t i s h  officers 
serving in the Chinese army or navy must be a matter of 
individual arrangement between the Chinese government and 
the officers whom it was proposed to engage; that the British 
government would offer no impediment to their serving in time 
of peace, but they could not remain officers of H.M. army or 
navy if they were serving China in time of war.= 

Wade therefore advised foreigners in China to refrain from 
writing or talking about British participation in the Chinese army 
or navy in case of war, so as not to excite 'false hopes' on the 
one hand and produce 'a feeling of irritation' on the other.3 

Wade personally was unsympathetic with China's angry re- 
action to the Treaty of Livadia and her war preparations. He 
had from the very beginning doubted her ability to recover 
Sinkiang. He was resigned to the fact that Russia would not 
return Ili to China; several times he even recommended the 
cession of Ili to Russia.4 Tso's resounding victory in Sinkiang 
had proved him wrong, and his reputation as the foremost 
Western expert on China suffered somewhat. This may partially 
have accounted for his lack of enthusiasm for the militant 
Chinese stand on the treaty, but his chief concern was the effect 
of war on British trade as well as on the life of the Manchu 
dynasty. British trade constituted 7 7 - 5  per cent. of the total 
foreign trade of China. With such a large commercial interest 
at stake, Britain could not afford to see China drift into war.5 

F.O. 171827, Sir Julian Pauncefote's memorandum for the Foreign Office, 
7 Feb. 1880, and Lord Salisbury's remark on 8 Feb. 1880. 

F.O. I 71845, Foreign Office to War and Admiralty, conjdential, I 2 Feb. 1880; 
F.O. 171827123, Granville to Wade, 12 Feb. 1880. 

F.O. I 718331146, Wade to Granville, 22 Aug. 1880. 
4 F.O. 171825, Wade's memoranda to Foreign Office, 5 and 26 Mar. 1877. 

F.O. I 7/857/8, Wade to Granville, I 8 Feb. 1881, enclosing a trade report by 
T. Crosvenor dated 31 Dcr. 1880, in which he estimated the total value of China's 
foreign trade for 1878 at  E70,632.184 and for 1879 a t  L71,219,369. British trade 
acrountrd for 77.5% of total, U.S. for 7.5%, continental Europe 7*5%, and 
.Japan, Russia, k c .  the rrst. 
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The question of possible Russian blockade of Chinese treaty 

ports and its effect on trade loomed large in Wade's mind, and 
he asked for advice from London. The Law Officers of the Crown 
offered their view that legally Russia had the right to blockade 
the treaty ports in case of war, 'notwithstanding the ex- 
territoriality of foreigners in those ports'; hence it would be 
expedient for the treaty powers to come to an understanding 
with Russia as to the exercise of such a right.' The Foreign Office, 
however, did not find this strictly legal interpretation comforting. 
Pauncefote prepared a long memorandum in which he argued 
that, in view of the 'gigantic proportions' of British trade with 
China and the 'considerable injury' a Russian blockade would 
inevitably inflict on other powers, Russia should not 'reasonably 
expect that the Treaty Powers should calmly submit to the 
exercise by her of the right of blockade at the Treaty Ports'. 
Such a blockade would not only inhibit the free exercise of 'the 
power of egress or ingress' by foreigners in the ports, but also 
expose them to the danger of Chinese mob attacks. Because of 
the traditional 'solidarity' among the treaty powers in the 
establishment, maintenance, and development of the trade in 
China, 'its sudden disturbance by one Power to the detriment 
of all the others on account of a dispute . . . is of itself a ground 
of at least friendly remonstrance'.z He suggested joint media- 
tion of the Sino-Russian dispute by Britain, France, Germany, 
and possibly the United States. France responded to the sug- 
gestion favourably, but Germany insisted that there should be 
prior acceptance of her good offices by Russia.3 The project of 
collective mediation did not go far because Russia considered it 
'premature'.4 

The German minister, Max von Brandt, who was in close 
contact with the Russian legation, repeatedly assured Wade 
that Russia would 'keep clear of direct interference with foreign 
settlements at the ports' in case of war and that there should be 

' F.O. 418/1/157, Pauncefote to the Law Officers of the Crown, 31 July 1880, 
and 418111 I 8 I ,  the Law Officers to the Foreign Office, I I hug.  1880. 

F.O. 418/1/186, menlo. by Paunrefote, rq Aug. 1880, respecting blockade of 
the treaty ports of China. 

F.O. 17/031, memo. 1)y Lord Tenterden, 5 July 1880; also F.O. 418/1/12g, 
Lord Russrll to Granville, confideniial, I 5 July r 880. 

4 F.O. 418/1/158, Lord Dufferin to C;ranville, 26,July 1880, reporting the views 
of Gicrs. 
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no 'evil consequences' to foreign interests 'from the terms that 
the Russian ~ o v e r n m e n t  is likely to impose upon the Chinese'.' 
Wade, however, was unconvinced. He  feared that the evil con- 
sequences would extend far beyond the realm of commerce. 
A war would inevitably lead to the Russian occupation of 
Peking, and that would indeed be a severe blow to the British 
position of leadership in China. The Manchu dynasty might 
even fall, or short of that, China would be crippled for years. 
The indemnity, which could only be met by appropriation of 
the customs revenue, would cause endless embarrassment to the 
Foreign Inspectorate, 'in the well-being of which we, the Eng- 
lish, are specially concerned, not only for its regulation of trade, 
but as the one instrument by which progress is being introduced 
into China, as it were, unknown to herself, and therefore 
without provoking her suspicion; and lastly, unless I am greatly 
mistaken, for every measure of precaution possible against 
[China's] acquisition of a fleet or her organization of an army'.2 

These political and commercial considerations convinced 
Wade that he ought to counsel the Chinese for peace. T o  the 
Tsungli Yamen he intimated that if Ch'ung-hou did have 'the 
large powers with which he was believed to have been entrusted, 
(China should) ratify this Treaty, be it good or bad'; but that if 
China felt that more was asked of her than it was just for her to 
yield, then she should stand up for her rights. However, since 
she was in no position to fight, she had better seek negotiations 
or foreign mediation.3 He told Prince Kung: 'Were I a Chinese 
minister I should say, let the Russians keep Kuldja (Ili), which 
they have got, and which has been voted, ever since China 
annexed it last century, a burden to the state, and declare , - 

yourself ready to pay, if necessary, even a larger sum.'4 The 
Chinese were singularly uninterested in this sort of advice. 

- 

Feeling that foreigners were beclouded by misinformation on 
Ch'ung-hou's case, thc Yamen, after long delay, finally prepared 
a circular in July, carefully setting forth how Ch'ung-hou had 
exceeded his authority in signing the treaty. This circular was 
originally intended for presentation to the legations in Peking, 

F.O. 41  8/1/23g, Wade to Granville, conzdential, I g July I 880; also 41  8/1/242, 
same to same, cery rottfidential, 25 July 1880. 

F.O. 418/1/242, Wadc to Granville, zlery ronjdetltial, 25 July 1880. 
V . O .  418/1/1 I I and I 12, Wadc to Granville, cotzjidential, 1 9  May 1880. 

F.O. 418/1/219, same to same, ronjdentinl, 29 June 1880. 
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but on Wade's confidential advice it was sent to Marquis Tseng 
in St. Petersburg for transmission to the Russian government 
first and then to the governments of the treaty powers.' After 
reading the exposi, Wade was convinced that it did 'make out a 
case' for China,2 and Pauncefote also gained a new conception 
of the Chinese situation, as he wrote in a secret memorandum: 

This is the Chinese 'case' as laid before the Russian Government. 
I t  is a clear and interesting statement and if true Chung-hou 

behaved very badly and the concessions exacted from him by Russia 
most grasping and excessive. 

Under pretence of restoring Ili (according to promise) and in the 
face of their professions not to seek any encroachment or annexation, 
they retrocede Ili minus 71 I 0th of its territory. 

I annex a note of the principal concessions secured by Russia 
under the Treaty. 

If the statement is true, I wonder the Chinese don't give it the 
widest publication.3 

Pauncefote suggested that copies of the circular should be sent 
to the British legations in St. Petersburg and Berlin, and 
Lord Granville, the new secretary for Foreign Affairs, remarked 
approvingly: 'Yes, and telegraph to Plunkett [first secretary at 
the British Embassy in St. Petersburg] that he is not to advise the 
Chinese Marquis to ratify.'4 Thus China's clarification of the 
Ch'ung-hou case materially changed the British position from 
passive sympathy for China's plight to active support of her 
diplomatic campaign in Russia. Wade took the precaution to 
warn London that the greatest efforts should be made to open 
negotiations in St. Petersburg, so as to relieve Peking from the 
threat by the Russian fleet or other foreign interference and 
claims.5 

The French were also interested in preventing a war between 
Russia and China, but for very different reasons. France had 
little trade in China to worry about and no tradition of rivalry 
with Russia to speak of. If  anything, Russia was a potential ally 
against Germany. Fresh from Paris as chief of the Oriental 

' F.O. 1 7183211 15, Wade to Granville, con/idential, 23 July 1880. 
a F.O. 418/1/148, Wade's telegram to Granville, 2 1  .July 1880. 
-' F.O. I 71832, Pauncefote's memo. dated 18 Aug. I 880. 
4 Ibid. Granville's note on Pauncefote's memo. 
5 F.O. 418/1/72, Wade's telegram to Granvillr, conjidential, 24 May 1880. 
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Department in the Quai d'Orsay, M. A. Bouree, the new 
~ r e n c h  minister in China, examined the Ili crisis not from the 
standpoint of trade, as Wade did, but in the light of European 
international politics. From the French standpoint, Russia 
should not dissipate her strength in the Far East, because a 
strong and determined Russia was a check on Germany. If war 
broke out between China and Russia, the latter would have to 
divert some of her better troops and generals from Europe to 
Asia, thus relieving Germany of a threat and giving her the 
pleasure of a sense of security.' Bourte was convinced that 'war 
waged by Russia meant Germany's oppor t~ni ty ' .~  

Bourte had visited Poland and Russia before coming to 
China. 'From what he saw and heard of the condition of the 
latter country (Russia), in particular its financial difficulties, 
and the discontent occasioned by the losses sustained in the late 
(Turkish) war, and the fruitlessness, from a Russian standpoint, 
of that war, M. Bourte is persuaded that nothing is less likely 
than that Russia should engage in a war with any power.'3 

Consideration of these larger factors of European power 
politics was reinforced by a number of smaller but more 
immediate ones, such as the prospect of a Russian annexation 
of part or all of Korea, which France would have liked to see 
opened to European commerce; the possibility of Russia's 
securing some special arrangements from China as a result of 
war, to the detriment of other foreign interests; and the fear of 
Chinese mob attacks on French missionaries in times of general 
unrest.4 

The inevitable result of these international and local consi- 
derations was the conviction that a ~eaceful settlement of the 

I 

Sino-Russian dispute was in the best interest of France. BourrCe 
recommended to Paris that Marquis Tseng's peace mission in St. 
Petersburg should be supported by France, whose service as an 
'honest broker' (honnite courtage) should be repaid in Tongking.5 

Chinc, 58: 5, Bourte to Freycinet, 28June 1880 (Archives des Affaires ttran- 
g h s ,  Paris). 

F.O. 418/I/219, Wade to Granville, contdential, 29 June 1880, reporting a con- 
versation with BourCe. 

F.O. 418/1/139, same to same, confidential, reporting a conversation with 
Rourer, r June 1880. 

4 F.O. 418/1/182, J .  G. Kennedy to Granville, Yedo, 29 June 1880; 418/1/219, 
Wade to Granville, conJi&ntial, 29 .June 1880. 

5 Chine, 58: 5,  Bouree to Freycinet, 28 June 1880. 
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To representatives of other treaty powers he spared no effort 
in promoting the view that war, or even a Russian demonstra- 
tion against China, would be disadvantageous to all foreign 
interests alike.' To the German minister, who worked exactly 
in the opposite direction, he said categorically: 'La France ne 
souffrira jamais que la Russie use ses forces dans l'extreme 
Orient.'2 

Japan posed a serious problem to Peking during the Ili 
crisis. As noted before, the Japanese were actively engaged in 
detaching Liu-ch'iu from China, and the Chinese feared a 
possible collusion between Japan and Russia. Hart had in- 
formation that if the war party in Japan prevailed, a striking 
force consisting of 40,000 foreign-drilled soldiers, 30 gunboats, 
and 68 steamers might descend on Amoy and another point 
more to the north. Li Hung-chmg was highly apprehensive that 
China might face Russia and Japan simultaneously within six 
months from January 1880.3 Since fighting on two fronts was 
suicidal, it was necessary to appease Japan, at least temporarily. 
Liu Krun-i, governor-general of Liang-Kiang, succinctly sum- 
marized the Chinese sentiment in a memorial to the throne: 
'Japan is ultimately our problem and this we cannot for- 
get whenever we eat. But at the present we should not rashly 
open hostilities with her so as not to be troubled by her.'4 

Fortunately for China, the Japanese, prompted by a number 
of domestic and foreign considerations, had independently 
come to the conclusion that it was not in their interest to exploit 
China's trouble with Russia. Beset with popular demands for 
representative institutions, the Japanese government feared that 
a foreign war would give the agitators a chance to press their 
demands. Moreover, Japan was not only preoccupied with 
what seemed to be the perennial problem of treaty revision, but 
also alarmed by possible Russian designs on Korea, which Japan 
considered her sphere of activity. The Japanese foreign minister, 
Inoue Kaoru, believed that in the event of a Sino-Russian 
clash Russia would most likely seize a Korean port such as 
Pusan or Lazareff as a base of operations against China, and as a 

F.O. I 7/831/81, Wade to Granville, I June 1880. 
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condition of peace might even annex the whole of Korea. Such 
action would be a direct threat to the security of Japan. In  fact, 
Russian selection of Nagasaki as a supply base for her fleet had 
already irritated Japanese sensibility.1 Japan realized that her 
ultimate enemy was not China but Russia. For this reason, 
Japan decided- to remain 'strictly neutral' and resist Russian 
attempts to 'induce her to interest herself in the quarrel' 
between China and Russia.2 Inoue repeatedly assured John G. 
Kennedy, British minister in Tokyo, that 'no understanding 
existed between Japan and Russia with regard to China',3 
that 'Japan would remain neutral in the event of war between 
China and Russia', and that 'by no promise could Russia induce 
Japan to join her'.4 The Japanese hoped that, by not profiting 
from China's trouble, they could obtain from her 'a favourable 
settlement of the Liu-ch'iu question, and an assurance of in- 
creased friendship for the futureY.4 The Tsungli Yamen was of 
course relieved by this attitude. 

If the British and French ministers were for peace, the Ger- 
man minister worked to stir up war. Wherever he went-from 
Peking to Tientsin to Shanghai-he stimulated war sentiment 
in the belief that Germany, a late-comer in the market for 
colonies, stood to gain most from China in time of trouble. 
Personally he had no respect for China and Japan, both of 
which he considered not 'civilized',5 and he had 'no more faith 
in the ultimate amelioration of the Chinese than in that of the 
Turks or the Persians'.6 To Wade he once confided that 'he did 
not care a - for them' (the Chinese).' 

Brandt spared no effort in promoting the idea that China's 
rejection of the treaty marked the beginning of a rising anti- 
foreign movement, for which the best answer was a foreign 
war to improve the position of foreigners in China.8 Frequently 

F.O. 4181113 T O ,  Kennedy to Granville, 3 Sept. 1880; also 418111348, same to 
same, confidential, 8 Nov. 1880. 
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versation with the Japanese minister in Russia. 
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he accused China of ingratitude to Russia for the ten-year 
stewardship in Ili during a very difficult period. 'By the provi- 
sion of supplies during the war of the last few years', he said, 
'the Russian Government and people laid the Chinese under 
great obligations. The Chinese have, notwithstanding, with- 
drawn from Russian merchants in Kashgaria the trading privi- 
leges conceded by its late ruler, Yacub Emir." Repeatedly he 
declared his belief of an 'imminent? disruption of relations be- 
tween China and Japan over the Liu-ch'iu issuen2 To intensify 
the war atmosphere, he posed as China's friend by helping 
her to purchase large amounts of munitions from Germany, 
and in the spring of 1880 a special agent of Krupp's arrived in 
China to handle these lucrative transactions.3 

Brandt's every move was calculated to bring war closer, and 
his manceuvres  impelled Wade to inform   on don : 'Although 
M. von Brandt is always eager to disclaim a wish to see war 
break out, he none the less persistently maintains that unless 
China be once more worsted in foreign war, there will not only 
be no amelioration of the position of the foreigner in China, 
but an undoubted disimprovement.'4 The British minister 
strongly suspected that ~ r a n d t  intended to annex a piece of 
Chinese territory once Russia began annexation,s and this 
suspicion was supported by a conversation between the French 
and German ministers, in which the latter was quoted to have 
aid : 'Eh ! Good Heavens, we'll always catch something in trou- 
bled waters.' (Eh! Mon Dieu, nous ptcherons bien quelque chose dans 
l'eau trouble.)6 

On the a$sumption that China and Japan were not civilized 
states because they did not recognize all the obligations of inter- 
national law and maintained no Prize Court, Brandt publicly 
declared that in the event of war between Russia and China, 
he would dispute China's right to interfere with German vessels 
carrying arms or provisions to China's enemy, and that if the 
Chinese should attempt intervention he would order a German 
man-of-war to seize or sink the offending Chinese vessels, even 

F.O. 41811148, Wade to Salisbury, conJidentia1, 19 Feb. 1880. 
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if they were commanded by foreigners.' London was puzzled by 
this declaration. Pauncefote commented: 'This is a new idea 
which I should hardly think the German Government would 
endor~e. '~  Lord Odo Russell, British ambassador in Berlin, was 
instructed to ascertain whether the German government sup- 
ported the views of its representative in China. The German 
Foreign Office disclaimed any knowledge of Brandt's declara- 
tion, and Russell informed London that 'Herr von Brandt's 
utterances and intentions are so completely at variance with 
those of Prince Bismarck, in the present instance, that he may 
have occasion to regret them if they should ever become known 
to His Serene Highness.'3 

Brandt was in fact pursuing a secret personal policy quite 
independent of his government. In  a very conjdential report to 
London, Wade stated that he had learnt from the German mini- 
ster that during the Sino-Japanese dispute of 1874, when war 
appeared imminent, Brandt, then minister in Japan, told the 
Chinese government that he would not recognize their right 
to issue letters of marque, as the seas would be filled with - 
adventurers. 'He had not reported the decision in 1874 to his 
government,' Wade confided, 'being satisfied that, under the 
circumstances, his action would be approved. He based the 
right of dealing thus exceptionally by China or Japan, on 
the ground that neither of them is a civilised Power.'4 Brandt 
behived that open wounds between China and Japan were of 
advantage to Western powers, and when he learnt that Wade 
had brought about a peaceful settlement of the Sino-Japanese 
dispute in 1874 'he could have cried with vexation'.S 

Brandt continued to engage in war-stimulating activities, ad- 
vocating that not only was it 'desirable' that Russian demands 
on China should be supported by force, but a combined foreign 
fleet of different nationalities should be assembled in Chefoo to 
exert an influence against the war party in Peking.6 Wade again 

F.O. 418/1/13o, Wade's telegram to Granville, 1 4  July 1880; 418/1/238, same 
to same, rlery conjdential, I 6 July I 880. 
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reported these utterances to London, with the comment: 
'Frankly, I mistrust my colleague." Inquiry was once again 
made of the German Foreign Office about Brandt's declarations, 
and the British ambassador in Berlin was able to report: 'I have 
good reason to believe that he [Brandt] has r;cently been 
strictly enjoined to desist from it in future, as it is entirely dis- 
approved by the Chancellor. Prince Bismarck, I imagine, 
considers that in the present critical state of the finances in 
Russia, war for her with China or with any other Power would 
simply entail complete ruin, and I have little doubt that His 
Highness has not hesitated to express this opinion in quarters 
where it is calculated to produce the impression he desires.'z 

The question of Brandt's unusual behaviour was analysed 
- 

perceptively in an interesting account by Wade, who was a keen 
observer of human nature as well as of political situations: 

M. von Brandt's policy is, I cannot doubt, in a large degree 
personal. He is a Prussian of considerable intelligence and education; 
but he commenced life as a military man, and, although he was very 
early in the consular service, he had been remarkable during a 
twenty years' career here and in Japan for a very uncompromising 
attitude in his dealings with the native authorities. I do not know 
that he has taken much by it; on the contrary, his amour-propre has 
been much piqued by his failure in diplomacy, and I fancy that I am 
correct in ascribing no small part of his advocacy of war to a desire 
to pay off old scores with his government. He has ambition, if not 
vanity, and he is jealous of all rivalry, whether in trade or otherwise. 
For this, if for no other reason, he is never sincerely friendly to the 
English. Exceptional circumstances have led to the maintenance of 
a great intimacy both in China and Japan between the Russian 
Representative and himself, and in the present conjunction, having 
little to risk, for German interests are small, he declares for war even 
more emphatically than his Russian colleague. My opinion is strong 
that if there is war the German fleet will render an  assistance in these 
seas to the Russians, which would not be authorized in any other 
part of the world; that, on very slight grounds, Germany, or at  least 
M. von Brandt, will authorize participation in hostilities, and that the 
annexation of territory which must unavoidably follow the invasion 
of China by a ~r l ss ian  force, once begun, some island or possession 
of China will pay the cost of German intervention in the quarrel.3 

F.0.418/1/290. 
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The most fantastic of Brandt's war-stimulating activities was 
the allegation, prevalent in the treaty ports at the time, that he 
urged Li Hung-chang to rebel against the Manchu government. 
The story and its credibility will be dealt with in the next chap- 
ter, but suffice it to say here that the German minister, when 
discussing with Wade the possible effect of war on the life of the 
Manchu dynasty, did state : 'There were plenty of Chinese who 
would make good emperors; why [should] not the Grand Se- 
cretary Li become Emperor?'' In  another instance he told the 
British minister that 'the responsibility about to be cast on the 
Grand Secretary Li might prove the ruin of that statesman', but 
that the combined foreign fleet which he [Brandt] hoped to 
assemble in Chefoo would give Li all the support he [Li] needed 
to defend his perilous position vis-d-vis the Peking government.' 
It was known among foreign ministers in China that Brandt had 
urged Li to 'strike a blow for peace'.' I t  seems that, even ifBrandt 
had not gone so far as to urge Li to rebel, he would have been 
glad to see China plunge into a civil or foreign war so that he 
could, as the French minister described it, 'catch something in the 
troubled waters'. This alleged plot of Brandt's was said to have 
something to do with the sudden appearance of Colonel Gordon 
in China. 

F.O. 1718321124, same to same, corzjidential, 8 Aug. 1880. 



CHAPTER VI  

Gordon's Visit 

C OLONE L Charles 'Chinese' Gordon, leader of the 'Ever- 
Victorious Army' in the Taiping days and a legendary 
hero of Victorian England, visited China in the summer 

of 1880, during her most critical days. Since the spring of that 
year he had been private secretary to Lord Ripon, viceroy of 
India. For a man of action, the life of a desk officer in a colonial 
administration was 'a living crucifixion', as Gordon himself 
described it : 'I nearly burst with the trammels. A~oo,ooo a year 
would not have kept me there." He resigned from Lord Ripon's 
service on 2 June 1880 with the intention of going to Zanzibar 
to help the Sultan suppress the slave trade.2 At this point, a 
totally unexpected telegram dated 31 May from Robert Hart, 
inspector-general of Chinese Maritime Customs, reached him 
through J. D. Campbell, Hart's agent in London. I t  read: 'I am 
directed to invite you to China. Please come and see for your- 
self; this opportunity of doing really useful work on a large 
scale ought not to be lost. Work, position, conditions, can all be 
arranged with yourself here to your satisfaction. Do take six 
months' leave and come.'3 Gordon, with his love for adventure, 
grasped the invitation without a moment's hesitation. To Camp- 
bell he telegraphed at once with characteristic impulsiveness: 
'Inform Hart Gordon will leave for Shanghai first opportunity. 
As for conditions, Gordon indifferent.'4 

Gordon set out for China immediately without knowing who 
directed Hart to invite him or for what purpose. A biographer 
of Gordon claimed that Gordon himself at first assumed that it 

D. C. Boulger, The Lifc of Cordon (London, 1896), 213. (Hercafter to be cited 
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was his old comrade-in-arms, Li Hung-chang, who invited him, 
but he soon discovered that it was n o t ~ i  but someone 'inimical' 
to Li who had asked Hart to extend the invitation; that the real 
purpose was to make him leader of the imperial forces to fight 
Li, should the latter decide to rebel under the influence of the 
German minister.' The German minister, however, denied the 
existence of any such plot, and stated that Gordon was called 
by Li.2 An associate of Hart's believed that the invitation was 
'suggested probably by Harf.3 O n  the other hand, another bio- 
grapher of Gordon stated that 'it emanated from the imperial 
courf.4 Henri Cordier, the French historian, ascribed the 
authorship of the invitation to Li.5 The American consul- 
general in Shanghai, 0. N. Denny, also stated in his report to 
Washington: 'Viceroy Li wrote to Colonel Gordon in India . . . 
to come to Tientsin to advise with him as to the best way out of 
China's present embarrassments.'6 Wade, having been told by 
the Tsungli Yamen that it knew nothing of the origin of 
Gordon's visit, surmised that 'perhaps Grand Secretary at 
Tientsin had invited him'.' Which of these statements was true? 
Was Li the real author, and was the Yamen honest in disclaim- 
ing any knowledge of the invitation? 

It must be remembered that Wade had asked London about 
the possibility of Chinese employment of British officers, and 
that the Foreign Office, the War Office, and the Admiralty in 
the Disraeli ministry agreed to allow British officers to enter the 
Chinese army before war broke out. Hart was certain that he 
could 'obtain the services of scores of competent men, men who 
would fight too, but he would put no faith in any nationality 
but our own'. Wade reported to London, 'Mr. Hart is satisfied 
that, if no legal impediment stood in the way, he would be 
authorized tomorrow to engage the services of IOO officers of 
our army, to begin the instruction of a corps of ro,ooo Chinese- 
Mr. Hart argues, with perfect justice, that the introduction of 
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Germans or Americans in such capacities on a grand scale would 
be very seriously opposed to our interests in China.'' 

If Hart was anxious to recruit British officers for China, it 
was only natural that the name of Gordon, who had so success- 
fully helped China during the difficult days of the Taipings, 
should be considered. Wade had, in fact, mentioned Gordon's 
name to London in connexion with China's desire to recruit 
foreign officers-'The Chinese Government still holds Gordon 
Pasha in high honour.'z At any rate, the Tsungli Yamen did ask 
Li to assess Gordon's fitness. Li replied on 19 May 1880 that 
since China needed naval officers more urgently than army 
officers, Gordon was not the best choice; moreover, there was 
also the question whether the British government would permit 
him to serve with Chinese forces.3 But apparently Li had a 
second thought. In  his letter of g July he told the Yamen of his 
subsequent actions: 'Your previous letter asked me whether or 
not Gordon would come to help. I have since directed the 
German customs commissioner [Detring, a confidant of Li's] to 
write confidentially to Hart asking him to inquire for us. Hart 
therefore telegraphed him and Gordon resigned [from his 
Indian post] immediately to make the journey. The British War 
Office failed to prevent him and the various nations thereby 
were greatly aroused by the news.'4 

In the light of this documentary evidence, one may conclude 
that Li was in fact instrumental in bringing Gordon to China, 
although it may have been the Yamen which originally 
suggested the name. Gordon was neither invited by those 
'inimical' to Li to 'uphold the Dragon Throne', nor was he 
intended to be a pawn of the German minister to march Li's 
allegedly rebellious army against Peking. He had come on the 
invitation of the Chinese government through the service of 
Hart and with the full knowledge and approval of Li.5 

2. G O R D O N ' S  R E L A T I O N S  W I T H  L O N D O N  

Gordon's appearance in China gave rise to the general 
impression that he was sent by the British government to help 
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China organize defence against Russia, whereas in fact his visit 
was not made without some resistance from the new Liberal 
government in London which had come to power in April I 880.' 
Immediately after he had received Hart's invitation, Gordon 
telegraphed from Bombay on 6 June to Colonel Grant, deputy 
adjutant-general of the Royal Engineers at the Horse Guards: 
'Obtain me leave till end of the year; never mind pay. Am 
invited to China; will not involve Go~ernment . '~  The War 
Office replied two days later: 'Must state more specifically 
purpose and position you go China [sic]',3 to which Gordon 
answered abruptly : 'Am ignorant. Will write from China before 
expiration of leave.'4 An answer of this sort smacked of in- 
subordination and London responded sharply: 'Reasons 
insufficient. Your going to China not approved.'5 Gordon, 
smarting at what he felt was an insult, summarily wired back 
on I 2 June : 'Arrange commuted retirement. If impossible, 
accept resignation (of) service. Ask Campbell, 8 Storey's Gate, 
London, reasons. If asked, will counsel peace, not war. Return 
by America.'6 Without further ado, he left Bombay. 

Highly displeased with Gordon's conduct, the Duke of Cam- 
bridge, the Commander-in-Chief of the British armed forces, 
sent Colonel Grant to ask Campbell what had prompted 
Gordon's action. Campbell pointed out that Hart's invitation 
had reached Gordon two days after his resignation from Lord 
Ripon's office and was therefore not the cause of his resignation; 
there was nothing extraordinary in his asking for six months' 
leave to return to England via China and the United States. If 
Gordon found work to his liking in China, then and only then 
would he file a formal application for permission to work there.' 
Campbell was astute enough to make it clear to Sir Charles 
Dilke, the parliamentary under-secretary for Foreign Affairs, 
that Gordon's presence in China would discourage foreign adven- 
turers and would therefore be 'a step eminently calculated to 
prevent war and secure peace'.8 This kind of statement appealed 
to the Gladstone government, which followed a policy of non- 
intervention and minimum responsibility abroad. London 

F.O. 418/II/26, Inclosure 10, report of Consul H. R .  Bristow, Tientsin, 22 July 
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pronounced itself satisfied and on 15 June informed Gordon, 
who had by then already reached Ceylon: 'Leave granted on 
your engaging to take no military service in China', to which 
Gordon yielded his ready consent: 'Will take no military service 
in China; would never embarrass British government. Tell 
Campbell." 

3. G O R D O N  I N  T I E N T S I N  

Gordon arrived in Hongkong on 2 July and after a short stay 
went to Shanghai. 0. N. Denny, the American consul-general 
in Shanghai, who obtained two interviews with him, found him 
inclined to advise the Chinese government to submit its case to 
arbitration by the United States. Gordon asked Denny: 'In 
such an event, what could China rely upon from the United 
States?' Denny answered : 'Everything that is just .' Gordon 
indicated that Sir Thomas Wade might be the medium through 
which the preliminaries of the arbitration might be arranged, 
'as England and Russia are again on quite friendly termsY.2 

Gordon proceeded north after a week in Shanghai. In  Chefoo 
he received an urgent letter from Hart, dated 13 July, asking 
him to by-pass Tientsin, where Li Hung-chang was, and to come 
direct to Peking: 

Your telegram of the 16th of June from Galle ties your hands so 
completely that it will be a good thing for you not to talk any kind of 
business to anyone until you have seen the British minister. I don't see that 
you can avoid visiting Li, when passing through Tientsin; but it 
would be well to tell him, if he wants to talk business of any kind, 
that, with your conditional leave to consider, you must be silent-at 
least until you have seen the British minister. Li has interpreters at 
the Yamen; if you cannot get Bristow (British Consulate) to go with 
you to pay a visit of ceremony, you can talk through them. But consider- 
ing the view Russia takes and the action our Government has taken, 
the British LRgation at Peking is the only spot in China where your 
presence will not cause an immense amount of, for China, most 
embarrassing criticism. I n  fact, it would be well and BEST for YOU 

to come to Pekingjrst and visit Li afterwards. Sir Thomas Wade is 
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sending an invitation. Please accept it. The advice I give you is 
most important at this critical juncture. 

The letter drove Gordon into a quandary. He nearly gave up 
the idea of going to Tientsin, but ultimately could not persuade 
himself that he could be in China and not visit his old comrade- 
in-arms. If a choice had to be made between Hart and Li, he 
would choose the latter. So he ignored Hart's advice and went 
to Tientsin directly, and there he enjoyed a warm and cordial 
reunion with his old friend. Li told him about the political 
climate and the war clamours in Peking. Gordon himself had 
also heard from other sources that Li's advocacy of peace had 
placed him in a dangerous position. He learned that Detring, 
the German Customs Commissioner in Tientsin, and von Han- 
necken, a young German officer in Li's employ, were both 
urging the grand secretary 'to strike a blow as much in defence 
of himself as of the Empire', and that the German minister von 
Brandt was also pushing Li 'to strike a blow for peace'.= Gordon 
sensed the delicacy of the situation, as he described his mind at 
that moment: 'The only thing that keeps me in China is Li 
Hung-chang's safety; if he were safe I would not care, but some 
people are egging him on to rebel, some to this, and some to that, 
and all appears in a helpless drift. There are parties at Peking who 
would drive the Chinese into war for their own ends.'3 Gordon, 
feeling obliged to stand by a friend in need and a country in 
trouble, at once regretted his promise to London. On  21 July 
he told Li that, while he continued to hope the war with Russia 
could be avoided, he would nevertheless offer his services, should 
Russia attack Manchuria or Korea and penetrate into Peking. 
Li inquired about the attitude of the British government to- 
ward his action; Gordon offered to resign his British commission 
SO as to be free to serve China.' Promptly he drew up a telegram 
for Colonel Grant in London: 'I am staying with Li Hung- 
chang, trying to keep peace between China and Russia to the 
utmost, because war would be disastrous to China, but will not 
desert China in trouble; therefore, with the object of being free 

' F.O. 1718321123, Wade to Granville, conjdential, 7 Aug. 1880, inclosure, 
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to act, resign  commission.'^ Li offered Gordon a monthly salary 
of three hundred dollars and an official residence.2 

Wade, surprised by Gordon's conduct, told London that Gor- 
don's decision to throw in his lot with the Chinese occasioned 
him no little trouble. 'Perfectly satisfied in my own mind of his 
sincerity,' Wade stated, 'I felt how difficult it would be to 

other foreigners that he was not about to enter the 
military service of china. On  the other hand, to have pressed 
him after the step he had taken to draw back could not have 
failed to occasion serious misgivings on the part of the Chinese.'3 
Wade felt duty-bound to warn Gordon that if war broke out 
between China and Russia 'he must quit Chinese service or 
change nationality'.'+ To London Wade suggested that if Gordon 
ignored the warning he 'should be prosecuted for a violation 
of the Foreign ~nlistment ActY.5 ~ut- ond don was not inclined 
to discipline this famous Victorian hero. Pauncefote informed 
Granville that 'as long as Gordon is in the military service of 
China, he is under the protection of China in Chinese domi- 
nions'; hence 'the consular court should not exercise jurisdiction 
against him'.6 The Law Officers of the Crown also offered their 
opinion that, while it would be an offence for a British subject 
to take part in any operation of war without licence of Her 
Majesty in the service of China, 'the difficulty in the way of 
exercising the jurisdiction and the inconveniences which might 
arise from its exercise' convinced them that 'Sir Thomas Wade 
may properly be instructed that prcceedings for offences of the 
nature referred to should not be taken without first communi- 
cating with the Home Government'.7 

Wade was piqued by this rebuff. While protesting that 
'nothing was fbrther from my thoughts' than having Gordon 
prosecuted, Wade told the Foreign Office : 'If it be the desire 
of Her Majesty's Government that no British subject should be 
prosecuted under Article VI of the Order in Council until the 

F.O. 418/1/145; Chinese text in Li Hung-chang, 'Letters to 'rsungli Yamrn', 
1 1 :  rqb. 

a Li Hung-chang, 'Letters to Tsungli Yamen', I I : 14h. 
' F.O. 418/1/241, Wade to Granville, 25 ,July 1880. 
4 F.O. 418/1/152. same to same. 23 July 1880. 
5 F.O. 418/1/156, Pauncefote to the Law Officers of the Crown and Dr. Deane, 

31 July 1880. 
F.O. 17/832/114, Foreign Office memorandum, 23 July 1880. I~olics original. 
F.O. 418/1/1g3, Law Officers to Granville, I 7 Aug. 1880. 
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Secretary of State shall have been first appealed to, amendment 
of the Article in question will be desirable." Pauncefote re- 
marked : 'I certainly inferred from Sir T. Wade's telegram that 
he was prepared, in case of need, to instruct the Crown Advocate 
to prosecute Gordon-if not, why did he caution him? The 
subject, however, need not be pursued.' Granville agreed, and 
the question of Gordon's punishment was dropped.2 

As to the technicality of nationality, Gordon was indifferent; 
in a letter to Wade he readily offered to renounce his British 
citizenship.3 Deeply moved by Gordon's devotion and single- 
ness of purpose, Li Hung-chang wrote to the ministers of the 
Tsungli Yamen: 'Since Gordon has stated that he is no longer 
a British officer, the British minister cannot control him. Nor is 
he worried about Russian jealousy. With a view to utilizing 
foreign talents, I ought to keep him here and discuss with him 
all relevant matters, so as to be benefited by his experience 
and knowledge. If Wade and Hart ask your Yamen about 
him, please answer in a non-committal way such as "Gordon 
and Li are old friends; the Chinese government will not 
interfere from a distance". Gordon is loyal and sincere at heart, 
unmoved by venal considerations. In  times past he made 
illustrious records in Kiangsu and Egypt. In  spite of his dis- 
tinguished reputation, he is still frugal and diligent as before, 
and I find him most congenial. He will do his utmost to help 
US in case of an emergency. When the Russians hear about it, 
our position will doubtless be strengthened. This will not hurt 
the general situation. Hart is afraid of Russian anger, but I am 
sure that you realize that this is only his usual attitude of 
timidity and caution.'4 

4. G O R D O N  I N  P E K I N G  

Gordon felt impelled to warn the court at Peking of the in- 
advisability of war. Li informed the Tsungli Yamen on 25 July 
of Gordon's visit, and suggested that he be treated cordially 

F.0. 17/833/166, Wade to Granville, I Dec. 1880. 
Ibid. Attached notes by Pauncefote and Granville, unnumbered. 
L.i Hung-chang, 'Letters to Tsungli Yamen', I I : 18, 25 July 1880; also F.O. 

418/11/26, Inclosure I 7,  Gordon to Wade, 26 July 1880: 'As for naturalization, I 
must give, and, in fact, do give it up. Half measures are no good.' 

I>i Hung-chang, 'Letters to Tsungli Yamen', I I : 14-~qb,  2 1  July 1880. 
821 580 K 
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as someone loyal to China and willing to give up his British 
citizenship. Stressing Gordon's estrangement from Hart and 
Wade, Li announced in advance that Gordon would not live 
with them in Peking, and urged the Yamen to keep Gordon's 
advice secret from them.' For Gordon's jouney to Peking, Li 
supplied him with an interpreter who was strictly ordered 'to 
translate every word, pleasant or unpleasant, according to the 
rules of propriety or otherwise'. Apparently Li intended to use 
Gordon's 'downright statement of the situation' to convince the 
war advocates of the futility of war.' 

Gordon's state of mind can best be seen in a letter he wrote at 
this point : 

I am on my way to Peking. There are three parties-Li Hung- 
chang ( I ) ,  the court (2), the literary class (3).  The two first are for 
peace, but dare not say it for fear of the third party. I have told Li 
that he, in alliance with the court, must coerce the third party, and 
have written this to Li and to the court party. By so doing I put 
my head in jeopardy in going to Peking. I do not wish Li to act alone. 
It  is not good he should do anything except support the court party 
morally. God will overrule for the best. If neither the court party 
nor Li can act, if these two remain and let things drift, then there 
will be a disastrous war, of which I shall not see the end. You know 
I do not mourn this. Having given up my commission, I have nothing 
to look for, and indeed I long for the quiet of the future. . . . If the 
third party hear of my recommendation before the court party acts, 
then I may be doomed to a quick exit at Peking.3 

In Peking the high councils consented to give Gordon a full 
hearing, in deference to his military knowledge and Li's prior 
recommendation for polite treatment. Gordon enlarged on the 
wisdom of peace but offered his services in war if China agreed 
to move the court from vulnerable Peking to a safe and defen- 
sible place in the interior. He argued that the Taku Forts, 
though impregnable to a frontal attack, were inadequate to 
defend Tientsin and Peking because they could easily be taken 
from the rear. Prince Chrun, father of the boy Emperor and 
leader of the war party, impressed upon him thc need for up- 
holding China's dignity by war. Gordon, impatient with the 
arguments, used terms so blunt that the interpreter, in spite of 

I Li Hung-chang, 'Letters to Tsungli Yamen', I r : 18, 25 July 1880. 
a F.O.418/11/26, Inclosure 14, Consul Bristow to Wade, Tientsin, 25 July 1880. 
3 Boulger, Gordon, 220. 
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Li's strict order, was afraid to translate them. Gordon thereupon 
impulsively picked up an English-Chinese dictionary himself 
and placed his finger on the Chinese word for 'idiocy' before 
the members of the high councils.~ He went so far as to suggest 
five conditions for peace, the last being a payment of indemnity 
to Russia for the occupation of Ili. This the Chinese councillors 
found too hard to accept. 

Gordon pressed his argument with a memorandum in which 
he stated: 'China's power lies in her numbers, in the quick 
moving of her troops, in the little baggage they require, and in 
their few wants. I t  is known that men armed with swords and 
spear can overcome the best regular troops, if armed with the 
best breech-loading rifles and well instructed in every way, if 
the country is at all difficult and if the men with spears and 
swords outnumber their foe ten to one . . . (but) as long as 
Peking is the centre of the Government of China, China can 
never afford to go to war with any first-class power; it is too 
near the sea. The Emperor (Queen Bee) must be in the centre 
of the hive.'z 

In another memorandum Gordon dwelt at length on the 
relationship between the Manchu court and the Chinese 
population : 

So long as the Central Government of China isolates itself from 
the Chinese people by residing aloof a t  Peking, so long will the 
Chinese people have to remain passive under the humiliations 
which come upon them through the non-progressive and destructive 
disposition of their Government. These humiliations will be the 
chronic state of the Chinese people until the Central Government 
moves from Peking and reunites itself to its subjects. . . . There is, 
however, the probability that a proud people like the Chinese may 
sicken at  the continual eating of humble pie, that the Peking Govern- 
ment at some time, by skirting too closely the precipice of war may 
fall into it, and then that sequence may be anarchy and rebellion 
throughout the Middle Kingdom which may last for years and cause 
endless misery. . . .'3 

Gordon's blunt advice was not welcome. The ministers of the 
Yamen informed Wade tha.t 'Gordon's visit had not been 

Ibid. 221. 

Gordon memorandum, first dated 7 July 1880 in Canton, revised 23 Aug. 
1880 in Hongkong. See F.O. qr8/11/26, Inclosi~re 15. 
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altogether satisfactory. However great might be his military 
ability, his knowledge of the world seemed limited. His conduct 
had been strange." The high mandarins were said to be 
determined 'to have no more to say to him as a political adviser' 
and Wade was doubtful whether 'Gordon could do any good in 
China'.' To  London he reported: 'I am concerned to say that 
neither at present nor in the future do I think much is to be 
hoped from his [Gordon's] presence here. His high-mindedness, 
perfect loyalty, and courage secure him the respect of every- 
one, but I doubt much that his judgment is any longer to be 
depended on." The Foreign Office, Wade suggested, should 
move the Commander-in-Chief to decline accepting Gordon's 
resignation of his commission, appeal to his original promise 
that was made when he got his leave, and order him home.2 
The Foreign and War Offices concurred.3 

Throughout his stay in Peking, Gordon never saw Hart, who 
had extended the original invitation. Wade saw him only two or 
three times, but was~kept ignorant of his residence, which was 
somewhere in the Chinese quarter outside the city wall.4 
Finding himself unwelcome to the Chinese as well as the British, 
Gordon left for Tientsin. E n  route he met the German minister, 
who had just returned from a visit to Li. From his own sources 
Brandt had learned that Russia dreaded war and was inclined 
to overestimate China's military strength.5 He had therefore 
gone to Li in a new role as peacemaker, bearing a message of 
the Russian legation that the reopening of negotiations in 
St. Petersburg must be preceded by the settlement of the pend- 
ing border trade issues. Having learnt from Detring that the 
German minister had lately been instructed by his government 
not to be partial to Russia,6 Li urged the Yamen to give Brandt's 
suggestion serious consideration, and the Yamen accordingly 
recommended to the court a speedy settlement of five pending 
issues of border trade to show China's peaceful intentions.7 The 
prospects for peace were thus slightly improved. 

* F.O. 418/1/272, Wade to Granville, confidential, 7 Aug. 1880. 
F.O. 418/1/177, Wade's telegram to Granville, 3 AUK. 1880. 

3 F.O. 418/1/18g and 200, confidential notes exchanged between Foreign and War 
Offices. 

4 F.O. 418/1/271, Wade to Granville, 7 Aug. 1880. 5 Brandt, 155. 
6 Li Hung-chang, 'Letters to Tsungli Yamen', I I : 2ob-21. 
' WCSL, 22: 5-6. 



In Tientsin Gordon worked hard on several memoranda for 
Li. Hart spoke of him as being 'very eccentric. Spending hours 
in prayer, and then acting on inspiration'.' In  a letter to Camp- 
bell dated I I August 1880 Hart wrote again: 'Much as I like 
and respect him, I must say he is "not all there". Whether it is 
religion or vanity, or softening of the brain-I don't know, but 
he seems to be alternately arrogant and slavish, vain and 
humble, in his senses and out of them. It's a great pity.'2 Wade 
also repeatedly described Gordon's mind as 'thoroughly off 
its balance' and 'no longer perfectly sound'. He attempted an 
interpretation of Gordon's eccentricity: 'A long life of isolation, 
under circumstances well calculated to disturb coolness of head, 
has, I fear, told upon his reasoning powers. His nerve is perfectly 
unshaken, but his judgment is no longer in balance, and, if I am 
rightly informed, his very devoutness is dangerous; for he has 
taught himself to believe, more or less, that, in pursuing this 
course or that, he is but obeying inspiration.'s The German 
minister too spoke of traces of 'extreme fatalism' in Gordon.4 

As Gordon prolonged his stay in Tientsin, rumours were rife 
in the treaty ports, especially in Shanghai, that he and the grand 
secretary were conspiring a civil war against the Manchu 
government in Peking.5 The origin of the rumour might be 
traced to the Anglo-French suspicion of Brandt's activities as 
well as to a careless statement of Gordon's: 'As Li had told me 
that the court is d'accord with him as to making concessions to 
Russia, but is deterred by fear of the censors, I will persuade Li, 
if I can, to march on Peking, and assume charge as Guardian 
of the Emperor; of course, I do not know if Li will do it.'6 An 
interesting description of the delicate situation appeared in a 
foreign newspaper : 

Like everybody else the Viceroy [Li] is sensible of the diversity of 
views which separates foreigners influentially placed in China. 
Personal honour; the traditions of his class; content with a position 
which is impossible enough to satisfy any ordinary ambition, and 

Wright, 486. Ibid. 487. 
F.O. 418/1/294, Wade to Granville, confidential, 22 Aug. 1880; also 418/11/26, 

same to same, confidential, 29 Nov. 1880. 
4 Brandt, 157. 5 North China Daily News, 10 Aug. 1880. 
F.O. 418/11/26, Inclosure 16, Gordon to Bristow, British consul in Tientsin. 
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which could be exchanged for one more brilliant only at vast 
individual risk, and with the certainty of desolation sweeping 
through the empire; humanity and love of established order, even 
though that order should be on a low plane-all these considerations 
are doubtless acting powerfully to keep the Viceroy in a state of 
equilibrium which visions of enhanced greatness, not discouraged 
by some whose encouragement is significant, tend to disturb. Just 
now the storm of conflicting wishes and emotions, the struggle 
between visions and principles, is encouraged and maintained by 
the Russian difficulty, which in fact is the occasion of the violent 
currents that at the present moment are soliciting the Viceroy in 
diverse directions. However imperfect and merely suggestive this 
sketch of Li's position is, it is sufficient to show that an honest and 
capable adviser, skilled in political history, uninfluenced by views 
of pressing personal interest, and independent of instructions based 
on a plan of policy framed to include Europe as well as Asia, is the 
most pressing need which, whether he fully realize the fact or not, 
the Viceroy is experiencing. And if he be in such want, the Peking 
Government, which may at  any moment find itself conspired against 
and is always conspiring against itself, is in much direr want of a 
like adviser.' 

Although the same paper a day later considered it 'a plain 
duty to protest against a perverse misconception of the question 
of revolution',Z it was clear to many, including Wade, that 
Gordon's continued presence in Tientsin was not in the interest 
of Li or China. Gordon himself was annoyed by the rumours 
of his relations with Li, and he issued a statement: 'I do not 
consider that Li Hung-chang has the least idea of making any 
attempt to secure himself the control of the Emperor, though 
as a Chinaman, he may dislike the Manchu government. I do 
not believe he possesses the material physical forces to succeed. 
I believe, that, if he attempted it, and did succeed, that the 
whole of the country could be in disorder and chaos.'3 The 
Peking government, Gordon felt, was hopeless and should be 
disposed of through a foreign war. But what would be the 
positions of Li and Gordon himself in such an eventuality? 
'Supposing I stayed with Li Hung-chang and the march of a 

North China Daily News, 16 Aug. 1880. 
l Ibid. I 7 Aug. 1880. 

F.O. 418111276, Consul Clement F. R. Allen to Wade, Shanghai, 14 Aug. 1880, 
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foreign power took place on Peking, I would be bound to push 
Li to attack them, which would immediately bring about Li's 
destruction by that foreign power; whereas if I was not with Li, 
I think Li would find excuses enough not to act, and then he 
would avoid annihilation . . . (but) what would be my position 
vis-li-vis that foreign power, when they called Li Hung-chang 
to Peking to preserve order?" Gordon found the situation too 
'mixed', and decided that the best thing for him was to leave. 
On 12 August Gordon left Tientsin and Wade telegraphed 
London: 'Pray try to save his commission.' Sir Charles Dilke, 
unimpressed with Wade's seeming hypocrisy, commented : 'This 
is really monstrous of Wade.'z 

As he made his exit Gordon declared to the world: 'China 
needs no big officer from foreign powers. I say big officer 
because I am a big officer in China. If I stayed in China, it 
would be bad for China, because it would vex the American, 
French, and German governments, who would want to send 
their officers. Besides, I am not wanted. China can do what I 
recommend herself. If she cannot, I could do no good.'3 His 
final recommendation consisted of twenty items, as follows: 

I .  Negotiations with foreign nations should always be con- 
ducted within China so that Chinese negotiators would not be 
deceived. 

2. In negotiating treaties with foreign nations, China should 
use more written and fewer oral communications, so that she 
could show their contents to other foreign countries for their 
comments. Because of their mutual jealousies and rivalries, these 
foreign nations might well expose each other's hidden and ulterior 
motives in treaties injurious to China. 

3. China should make good use of her own people who had 
learned foreign languages rather than use foreigners who had 
acquired only a smattering of Chinese. 

4. If China invites foreigners to teach she must be humble and 
willing to learn; otherwise it is better not to invite them in the 
first place. 

5. Unless China engages in a self-strengthening movement and 
starts a succession of projects, foreign assistance is of little use. 

6. So long as Peking is her capital, China cannot fight foreign 

Ibid. 
F.O. I 7/8~2/130, attachment. 

3 F.O. 418/11/26, Inclosure 25, Gordon memorandum, dated 23 Aug. 1880. 
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countries, because Peking is close to the sea whence foreign troops 
can easily come. 

7. China should strengthen her army before her navy, because 
the latter must be supported by the former. 

8. The purchase of gunboats is highly inadvisable. I t  would be 
better to sell these boats and use the funds to purchase breech- 
loading rifles. Ships can be bought after the army is trained. 

9. More important than the creation of the navy is the establish- 
ment of telegraphic services all over China and the improvement 
of the Grand Canal. Those who advocate war when China is 
in no position to fight should be decapitated. Encouragement 
should be given Chinese merchants to go abroad to buy goods in 
person, so as to cut into foreign traders' profit, and China should 
give preferential customs rates to her own merchants. 

10. A country without a telegraph service is like a man without 
hearing. Schools should be set up to train students in telegraphy 
so that China could control her own telegraph service. 

I I .  The inspector-general of Chinese maritime customs should 
be stationed in Shanghai to take charge of customs duties only; 
he should not be permitted to meddle in other affairs. To begin 
negotiations with a foreign power, China need not ask for intro- 
duction from a third power. 

12. Chinese diplomatic agents abroad should be instructed to 
purchase foreign armaments and to present China's position 
accurately to the accredited government, should foreign diplomats 
in China prove unreasonable. 

13. China should make speedy settlement of all pending issues 
with foreign nations. 

14. China should appoint two high officers to head the army 
and navy respectively, who should make tours to inspect the 
country's military outposts. 

15. Railways and highways should he constructed between 
Peking and Tungchow to facilitate the transportation of rice. 
Any who oppose this should be punished by decapitation. 

16. Dredging operations should be begun outside the mouth 
of Woosung. 

17. Officials should be sent to Hongkong and Macao to investi- 
gate the smuggling of private stocks of salt. 

18. Chinese consulates should he established in Hongkong and 
Macao. 

I 9. Ships sailing from Hongkong and Macao should be required 
to present registers of all goods on board for inspection, with 
their destinations indicated. The smuggling of stocks of private 
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salt must be dealt with according to carefully prepared regula- 
tions. 

20. Customs schools should be set up to train Chinese in customs 
operations, so that they may replace foreign customs officials. 
These Chinese officials should be well paid to prevent corrup- 
tion. Any found guilty of irregularities should be punished by 
decapitation.' 

Li Hung-chang was profoundly moved by Gordon's simple 
honesty that animated these direct and pointed suggestions. 
He wrote to the Tsungli Yamen: 'Gordon is a man of high 
rectitude and sterling character. . . . His loyalty and sincerity 
inspire respect.'2 But some of Gordon's plans were highly 
impracticable. The first suggestion, recommending that all 
diplomatic negotiations be conducted in China, was exactly 
what Peking feared most in the Ili case. The sixth item re- 
commending the shift of the capital from Peking; the seventh 
and eighth which underrated the importance of the navy; 
and the ninth, which prescribed decapitation of all advocates of 
war with Russia-all these were unrealistic. Furthermore, the 
importance of a telegraph service for China was exaggerated, 
and Gordon's view of the role of the customs inspector-general 
reflected his personal animosity towards Hart. Li felt, and 
rightly so, that because of his long absence from China, Gordon 

- 

no longer had a clear and practical grasp of the country's 
conditions, and that he was too open to gossip and rumour.3 
Nevertheless, Li was very anxious for Gordon to stay in his 
service, but the proud soldier was determined to leave. Gordon 
was offered thrde thousand taels, but he would accept only a 
thousand for his return journey.4 He gave assurance that if war 
broke out he could readily be called back to fight for China.5 

In Shanghai a War Office telegram reached him through Cle- 
ment Allen, the acting British consul : 'Leave cancelled, resigna- 
tion not accepted; return England forthwith.'6 This news came 
as a relief to Li and Hart who were responsible for his visit; they 
were happy to know that their action had not cost Gordon his 

I,i Hung-chang, 'Letters to Tsungli Yamen', I I : 26-28. 
' Ibid. I I : 24b. 3 Ibid. I I : 23b, 24b. 
4 F.O. 418111276, Inclosure I ,  Consul Clement F. R.  Allen to Wade, confidential, 
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commi~sion.~ Gordon himself was indifferent to the telegram; 
he felt he should not obey the order to return to England. He 
had booked passage for Aden, hoping to enter the service of the 
Sultan of Z a n ~ i b a r . ~  Hart wrote: 'I hope to goodness for his own 
sake, he'll change his mind and go home straight." Hart's hope 
was fulfilled when Gordon cabled to London from Aden : 'You 
might have trusted me. My passage from China was taken days 
before the arrival of your telegram which states "leave can- 
celled". Do you insist on rescinding the same?' The next day a 
reply came granting him nearly six months' leave to enable him 
to return to England.3 Thus the Gordon episode ended on a 
comforting note; he lost neither his commission nor his citizen- 
ship. 

Although his counsels were not welcomed in Peking at the 
time, Gordon nevertheless made a strong impression on the 
court as to the inadvisability of war. His presence in China at 
the height of the crisis was a warning to the Russians that China 
did not lack foreign support. All in all, Gordon was used by Li 
Hung-chang to serve the double purpose of discouraging 
Peking and St. Petersburg from a reckless war. Rather than a 
pawn of the German minister, as some suggested, Gordon was 
actually a stone used by Li to 'kill two birds' at the same time. 
In so doing the grand secretary succeeded in giving the age-old 
concept of i-i chih-i a new application : he used one barbarian to 
check another barbarian as well as his domestic opponents. 

On  balance Gordon's visit helped the cause of peace and 
facilitated the reopening of negotiations in Russia. 

Wright, 487. F.O. 418/1/276, Inclosure 4, Consul Allen to Wade. 
3 Boulger, Cordon, 224. 



CHAPTER V I I  

Tseng in Europe: Preparations for His Russian 
Mission 

T SENG CHI-TSE ( I 839-90) of Hsiang-hsiang, Hunan, was 
the elder son of the famous statesman Tseng Kuo-fan. 
Although physically fragile, he was firm in character and 

vigorous in spirit.1 He received an excellent education in the 
Chinese classics, literature, history, art, and music, but made no 
effort to follow the accepted path to social position through the 
civil service examinations. Instead, he spent his youth in his 
father's headquarters during the Taiping campaigns and ac- 
companied him on various tours of inspection. Many men of 
talent were then serving under his father, and young Tseng had 
an unusual opportunity to learn from them the secrets of 
political strategy, military operation, and administration. It 
was during this formative period that the foundations of his 
later statesmanship were laid. 

In 1872, upon the death of his father, Tseng retired to his 
native place for a period of mourning in accordance with the 
conventions of the time. The period was prolonged by the death 
two years later of his mother. During this enforced absence from 
public affairs he resolved to study English and learn about the 
West, in accord with the spirit of the 'Self-strengthening 
Movement' instituted by Prince Kung, Wen-hsiang, his father, 
and Li Hung-chang. He realized with them that China's survi- 
val depended on her facing squarely the expanding West with 
which she must learn to live, however unpleasant the learning 
process might be. Although thwarted by the lack of good 
teachers and good books, he was not discouraged-he studied on 
his own with the Bible and an English dictionary, occasionally 
receiving help from visiting foreigners, such as W. A. P. Martin, 
an American missionary who became president of the Tungwen 
College. In time Tseng acquired some understanding of Western 
affairs and a rudimentary knowledge of the English language, 

Martin, Cycle, 364. 
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as revealed in a doggerel poem he composed in his 'Bamboo 
English' : 

To combine the reasons of Heaven, Earth, and Man, 
Only the Sage's disciple, who is, can, 

Universe to be included in knowledge, 
All men are, should, 

But only the wise man, who is, could.' 

When the mourning period ended in 1877 he went to Peking 
to inherit the title hou or Marquis; henceforward he was 
commonly known among foreigners as Marquis Tseng. The 
following year he was appointed minister to England and 
France to succeed Kuo Sung-tao, the first Chinese minister in 
the West. While in London in 1880, Tseng received notice of 
his appointment to Russia, to revise the Treaty of Livadia. He 
was then forty-one, a diplomat of some experience, with the 
title of Marquis first class, and a civil service appointment as 
sub-director of the Court of Sacrificial Worship.2 

The new mission to Russia, it may be recalled, had its origin 
in the memorial of Prince Li dated 19 February 1880, cited in 
Chapter I1 (p. 76). After summing up the opinions of the leading 
officials on the Treaty of Livadia and on the question of war or 
peace, the prince went on to say: 'Since the treaty concluded 
lately by Ch'ung-hou . . . cannot be approved, can we not 
dispatch another emissary to explain, discreetly, reasonably 
and earnestly, to the Russian emperor and officials, how Ch'ung- 
hou had negotiated the treaty, the (trade) regulations, and the 
protocols in excess of his authority and in violation of his 
instructions, and how all the officials in China-high and low, 
inside and outside the capital-refused to accept them? . . . 
On our part (it shows) we have considered (the issue) from the 
standpoint of both reason and human feeling; on their part 
they may also utilize the occasion to make a graceful exit.'' 
The new emissary, Prince Li suggested, must be 'a high official 
thoroughly conversant with foreign affairs', and he must be 
provided with a new letter of credence.3 

Martin, Cycle, 364. a WCSL, 19: 3. 3 Ibid. 19: 1-3. 
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On the basis of this memorial, a court edict was issued on 
I g February I 880 : 'Ch'ung-hou negotiated a treaty, (trade) 
regulations, and protocols in violation of his instructions and 
in excess of his authority. The princes and the ministers, having 
deliberated (the issue), have now come to the unanimous 
conclusion that the memorials of all officials, high and low, 
uniformly consider this result highly objectionable and obstruc- 
tive. Let Tseng Chi-tse proceed (to Russia) to reopen negotia- 
tions and manage everything safely and pr~dent ly. '~  

On the same day another edict was issued: 'Tseng Chi-tse, 
Marquis first class, sub-director of the Court of Sacrificial Wor- 
ship, is hereby appointed imperial commissioner and envoy pleni- 
potentiary to Russia." Tseng, who had missed being appointed 
to the Russian mission the first time, now received the burden 
of negotiation, which in the interim had become much more 
difficult. 

The decision to send a second mission to Russia, which was 
quite in keeping with Tso Tsung-tcang's 'negotiation first, 
fighting next', had not been made without comments from 
several important persons. Chang Chih-tung suggested that the 
mission might better be postponed until Shao Yu-lien, Chinese 
chargC d'affaires in Russia, had sounded the Russian govern- 
ment.2 Kuo Sung-tao, former minister to England and France, 
remarked that because Russia was suspicious of Britain it would 
be better for someone other than the Chinese minister in London 
to lead the mission. He first considered Li Tan-yai, Chinese 
minister in Berlin, the ideal man, but finally conceded that 
Tseng was also a good choice.3 Tso Tsung-t'ang concurred in 
Tseng's selection, but suggested that he be assisted by an asso- 
ciate envoy., Li Hung-chang considered the choice of Tseng ill 
advised: not only was Tseng's physical frailty a disadvantage 
in Russia's severe climate but also his close association with the 
British would arouse Russian suspicion in view of traditional 
Anglo-Russian rivalry.5 Tseng's ministerial status, as compared 
with Ch'ung-hou's ambassadorial rank, would put him in an 

Ihid. 19: 3. Ibid. 19:  1-3. 
Kuo Sung-tao, 'Memorials', I 2 : 23 ff. ; 'Literary collections', I I : 22b-26, 

11: 30h-31. 
* Tso Tsung-t'ang, 'Letters', 24: 3 I .  
"i Hung-chang, 'Letters to friends and colleagues', I g : 18b-I g, letter to Tseng 

Chi-tse, 15 Apr. 1880. 
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unfavourable light before the Russians at the very outset. Such 
a mission was therefore in Li's opinion unnecessary-it was like 
'making a picture of a snake with feet'. Li believed that the 
mission could not 'benefit the affairs of the state but may even 
hurt it'.' Pao-tting, an imperial clansman, recommended that 
Tseng be recalled to China for instructions and consultations 
first.2 All these suggestions and objections to Tseng's mission 
were overruled by Prince Li on I March 1880. Tseng was 
ordered to proceed direct from London to St. Petersburg, as 
soon as the letter of credence arrived.3 

Tseng, to be sure, was not enthusiastic about the appointment. 
He responded to the imperial call with a laconic but perfectly 
candid telegram: 'My ability is scant and my intelligence 
shallow; reading the telegram I tremble and quail.''+ To the 
Tsungli Yamen he wrote on 4 March 1880 : 'Upon opening and 
reading (the imperial edict of appointment) I was frightened 
out of my senses and was wholly at a loss (what to do). With 
all his modesty, peaceableness, tact, and power to please the 
host nation, Ch'ung-hou was still unable to conclude a just 
treaty. My ability is far inferior to his. . . . The difficulty of 
accomplishing the task can well be imagined.'S He described 
his mission metaphorically as one to 'block the current of a 
river and hold back the waves that have already gone', and 
also 'to look into a tiger's mouth to search for the food that has 
already been swallowed'.s Yearning to be released from a task 
that promised such difficulties, he pleaded with the Yamen 
that his ministerial work in London and Paris had already 
exhausted him, rendering him unequal to a new undertaking 
in Russia. His position in Britain, he said, also would incite 
Russian suspicion of British intrigues behind the scenes. He 
intimated that if it was difficult to cancel a commercial contract 
in a domestic market, how much more difficult it would be to 

I Li Hung-chang, '1,etters to friends and colleagues', r 9 : 14-1 5, letter to Ting 
Pao-chen, g Apr. 1880. 

a WCSL, rg: 4-4b. 3 Ibid. 19: 7-7b. 
+ W. A. P. Martin, The Chinese, Their Education, Philosophy and Letters (N.Y., 1881)) 

313. Martin mistranslated these lines as follows: 'My knowledge is scant and my 
powers are frail; at the voice of the thunder I tremble and quail.' 

5 Tseng Chi-tse, 'Literary collection', 3 : I 3. 



Tseng's Plight 143 

make the great and powerful Russian nation give up the Treaty 
of Livadia.1 

Tseng's views on China's rejection of the treaty were fully set 
forth in a letter to Ting Jih-ch'ang on 25 March I 880 : 

To disavow a treaty that has been personally concluded by an  
envoy plenipotentiary (of a state) with the emperor of another is an 
act that even the smallest and weakest nation will not willingly 
accept. How much more so would it be with a great powerful nation 
like Russia, which can neither be enlightened by reason nor 
threatened by force? . . . What I fear is being humiliated when I 
enter their [Russian] borders. I should then be hard put to it to 
find a place for myself among the (foreign) ministers. 

There are different opinions on this issue everywhere. The Tsungli 
Yamen has its opinion; the metropolitan officials have theirs, 
Generalissimo Tso has his, and the Russians have theirs. Even if I 
succeed in finding a way out in this impossible chess game, yet 
because of the diverse opinions it is like building a house by the 
roadside, where few will help but many will destroy it.2 

Li Hung-chang knew well Tseng's difficult position. To  the 
latter he wrote on 25 April 1880: 'I am profoundly aware of 
your fear of cold weather and the inadvisability of your living 
in the North, but there is little I can help, much as I would 
like to. . . . Among the trials and difficulties of your life, this one 
may be the worst to face. Only by total disregard for yourself 
and your family may you gain some freedom of thought and 
action. I pray that you do not worry too much.'3 

Tseng's plight was worsened when he was attacked, even 
before he went to Russia, for pro-Western views. Fan Tseng- 
hsiang, a bachelor in the Hanlin Academy, lashed out at him 
in a memorial that reached the court on 26 February: 

Tseng Chi-tse, though the son of Tseng Kuo-fan . . . has for some 
time whole-heartedly embraced the West and has renounced com- 
pletely the basic teachings of the Duke of Chou and Confucius, 
relegating them to the dust-heap. That the court has now appointed 
him (to Russia) is merely its recognition of his rudimentary acquain- 
tance with a Western language and his proximity to Russia as an 
envoy in Europe. Bllt judging from the books he reads and his (lack 
of) interest in the ancients, is he not a voluntary traitor? I t  is exactly 

Ibid. 3:  13b-14. "bid. 3: 15. 
Li Hung-chang, 'Lcttcrs to friends and colleagnes', 19: 18b-19. 
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because he is filled with biased opinions that Western nations are 
one hundred times better than China, and that Western laws are far 
superior to Confucian teachings, that, even ifforeign traders travelled 
all over the interior of China, and Russia took over the whole 
frontier, he would consider it a matter of course and would not 
quarrel with them. . . . If so, Russia wins a loyal minister and 
Chtung-hou gains an additional protector, but how does it help our 
country? Furthermore, after Ch'ung-hou's mismanagement, we are 
able to send Tseng Chi-tse. But if Tseng mismanages again, can we 
send another man to reopen the discussion once more?' 

Tseng, fearful and angry, was disgusted with this kind of 
irresponsible attack. He had not sought the appointment; it 
was forced upon him by the court and there was no way of 
declining an imperial order. On  1 7  April 1880 the certificate 
of appointment reached him and on 23 April a remittance of 
50,000 taels arrived from Robert Hart, inspector-general of the 
Chinese Maritime Customs, for the expenses of the miss i~n .~  
He had to go to Russia regardless of his personal feelings. The 
prospects were ominous; the mission's failure not only would 
spell his political doom but also would expose him to public 
condemnation. As a last resort, he pleaded with the Yamen on 
23 April that while he would do his utmost to change the terms 
of the treaty, it should be signed by someone else in China.3 An 
imperial reply came on 4 May: 

Tseng Chi-tse, after his arrival in Russia, should study the situa- 
tion and send a memorial at once. On this occasion of proceeding to 
reopen negotiations, he should hold his own firmly and rnanage 
prudently. The Letter of Credence having now been prepared, the 
Tsungli Yamen will forward it. Let the Yamen in question deliberate 
carefully on the treaty provisions, the several (trade) regulations, 
and protocols, separating those items that are practicable from those 
that are not, and after receiving the imperial sanction notify the 
sub-director in question [Tseng] so that he may reopen negotiations 
with the Russians. If he cannot settle all the problems at once, he 
may take time to prepare safely and carefully for the negotiations. 
Under no circumstance should he be precipitous or complacent, SO 

as to safeguard the general situation!4 

WCSL, 19: 5-7. 
a Tseng Chi-tse, 'Memorials', 2: I - ~ b ;  'Literary collection', 3 :  lob* 
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I t  was, however, no simple matter for the Tsungli Yamen to 
execute this imperial order to prepare Tseng's instructions and 
to separate the impracticable from the practicable. Indeed, 
rejection of the treaty had not been the Yamen's original 
intention, but a decision enforced by fierce public opinion. The 
members of the Yamen felt the dilemma keenly. If their instruc- 
tions to Tseng were too vigorous and limiting, the Russians 
would feel themselves hard-pressed and might resort to war. If 
the instructions were too flexible, the conservative and xeno- 
phobe officials in China would set up clamour of appease- 
ment. Preparing the instructions, then, became a highly 
delicate task, and the Yamen made no haste in carrying it out. 
Meanwhile, Chang Chih-tung, the self-appointed spokesman 
of public sentiments, was steadily urging the court to command 
the Yamen to complete the instructions and to enlist the views 
of Li Hung-chang and Tso Tsung-t'ang on the strategy to be 
used in the forthcoming negotiations. The princes and the high 
state officials would then deliberate together on the views of 
these three authorities and work out some generally acceptable 
formulae for Tseng to follow. 'In this way', Chang said, 'we shall 
have a consensus of opinion from collective consultation so as to 
avoid further mistakes after the first one.'' 

The Tsungli Yamen finally formulated seven guiding prin- 
ciples for Tseng : 

I .  It is advisable to negotiate the restitution of Ili along with 
all the other unsettled issues between China and Russia, in order 
to reap the benefits of bargaining. 

2. I t  would be ideal if all of Ili could be recovered, but from 
reports of Hsi-lun, councillor a t  Chuguchak, it looks as if the 
Russians are not going to return Ili in its entirety. They have built 
a road twenty miles long outside the city of Ili and have enjoyed 
annual tax revenues of one million taels. If the restitution of Ili 
cannot be materialized, we must be extremely prudent about 
trade agreements. 

3. Trade at  Chia-yii-kuan, Hami, Barkul, Ku-ch'eng, and 
Kobdo, etc. should not be granted readily unless all of Ili is 
recovered. 

4. We should stand firm on the boundaries of Ili, Tarbagatai, 



146 Tseng in Europe: Preparations for His Russian Mission 
and Kashgaria. We shall not allow Russian navigation in the 
upper reaches of the Sungari River. Russia has a different relation- 
ship to China from that of the Western nations; Russia borders on 
her north-western, northern, and north-eastern frontiers, in sharp 
contrast to the maritime nations which for the most part maintain 
only commercial relations with China. 

5. The revision of old treaties cannot be resisted for long. Small 
concessions such as the reduction of taxes and customs duties at 
Hankow may be made, but not great concessions. 

6. The treaty or trade regulations should contain an injunction 
against sales in China of Chinese goods for export to Russia, or of 
Russian goods that are to be returned to Russia, in order to safe- 
guard the livelihood of Chinese traders. But this is a minor point 
that is not worth too much argument. 

7. To recover all of Ili is one way out of the present dilemma, 
but not to demand the restitution of Ili for the time being is 
another. As for Article 10 of the Treaty which stipulates the 
establishment of Russian consulates in several non-treaty ports, 
Article I I which stipulates communication between Russian con- 
suls and Chinese local officials, Article 12 which stipulates the 
exemption of Russian goods from customs duties, Article 13  which 
stipulates the establishment of a Russian consulate and a store- 
house in Kalgan, and the agreement on Russian navigation in the 
Sungari up to Potuna-all these are highly objectionable and can- 
not be granted even if all of Ili is recovered. 

To  sum up its position, the Yamen stated that the best solution 
to the Ili crisis was of course the immediate return of the whole 
area. Failing that, China might drop the issue for a time, and 
plan for its recovery gradually, so as to avoid, for the present, 
unreasonable Russian demands. The Yamen sympathetically 
admitted that Tseng's mission was ten times more difficult 
than Ch'ung-hods had been, and conceded that it would be 
inconceivable to send him to Russia without some sort of 
guidance. But such guidance, given several thousand miles from 
the scene of negotiations, could not anticipate all the difficulties 
that were bound to arise. Therefore it should take the form of 
'suggestions' rather than instructions. The Yamen thus con- 
ceded that these points of guidance were not immutable.' 

Li Hung-chang confirmed in a letter to Tseng that the court 
knew the impossibility of re-negotiating the treaty but was forced 

WCSL, 19: 50-5ob. 
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by literati public opinion to take an unyielding stand.' He also 
stated that the Yamen had indicated that the seven suggestions 
were prepared 'on the basis of reasonable conjectures and are 
to be used only as aids in argument and can be modified on the 
spot according to the exigencies of the situation'. Li commented 
on the action of the Yamen: 'It knows full well that these 
instructions can never be carried out. I t  took this position in 
order to accommodate public opinion and to escape public 
condemnation.'z Thus Tseng was well aware of the Yamen's 
internal conflict and of his own predicament, as he wrote to 
his friend Ting Jih-ch'ang : 'All in all, rejection of the treaty was 
not the original idea of the Yamen, but it was fbrced upon the 
Yamen by public opinion. I happen to be the one who has to 
shoulder the burden.'3 

Tseng's lack of interest in the mission inspired him with a 
strong desire to dispense with the trip to Russia. Having some 
knowledge of international law and Western diplomacy, he hit 
upon the idea of arbitration as a way out of the predicament. 
On 15 March 1880, while still in Paris, he suggested to the 
Tsungli Yamen that a small nation having treaty relations 
with neither China nor Russia be invited to arbitrate the Ili 
case. The result of the arbitration might alter the terms of the 
Treaty of Livadia and restore Ili to China; even if it did not, 
China's acceptance of the verdict would be taken by the world 
as deference to objective justice rather than submission to 
Russian coercion. The sympathy of the world would thus be 
with her. Tseng citcd Belgium's arbitration of the Alabama case 
for Britain and the United States as an example, in which 
Britain, the stronger party, had been made to pay E2 million 
sterling, or some $10 million, to thc United States.4 

Arbitration, however, did not appeal to the Tsungli Yamcn, 
and Tseng on second thoughts also discarded it. He concluded 
that Western jurists were unreliable just as international law 
itself was still imperfectly developed. If China, which had laws 
and practices very different from thc West, were to invoke 

1.i Hung-chang, 'Letters to Friends and colleagues', 19:  18b-19. 
a Ibid. 19:  22b. 

'rseng Chi-tse, 'Literary collection', 3:  15b. 4 Ibid. 3:  16-16b. 
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international law now, other countries in the future might force 
her to invoke it in situations that she found wholly unfavourable. 
Thus arbitration guaranteed no present benefit but might 
bring untold future complications. If the Russians had been 
amenable to reason and justice, Tseng reasoned, they would 
have accepted China's claim to Ili in the first place. Their 
disregard of China's position was clear proof of their rejection 
of reason and justice; they definitely would not accept the argu- 
ments of international jurists.' 

To  avoid his predecessor's mistakes, Tseng studied earnestly 
the geography of Ili. No effort was spared in comparing the 
several editions of the maps of Ili, prepared by the British, 
Germans, Austrians, and Russians.2 He wrestled with all aspects 
of the case and spent days and nights formulating the strategy 
he would use in the forthcoming negotiations. 

On  25 May a confidential telegram from the Yamen 
instructed Tseng to tell the Russians, as soon as he arrived, why 
China had not ratified the treaty. If they refused to return Ili, 
he was to drop the issue of the treaty, postponing it for future 
discussions. In this way the Yamen hoped to reach a temporary 
settlement.3 Tseng himself reasoned that the more anxious he 
appeared to be to recover Ili, the more intransigent the Russians 
would become; therefore it might be well to delay its restitution, 
with a clear announcement that such delay was not outright 
cession. None the less he believed that this way was only tem- 
porarily satisfactory; a real solution could be found only in the 
complete restoration of Ili and the settlement of the trade 
problems. Fearing that such a stand might invite criticism from 
diehards, he explained to the court: 'Your minister, not yet 
having gone to the Russian capital, is not under Russian 
influence and is not promoting the absurd idea of compromise. 
Since he has weighed the forces of circumstance and has come 
to grips with the situation, he dares not refuse to speak out.'4 

What worried Tseng most was the ominous possibility that 
the Russians might reject his mission outright. I t  was therefore 
a matter of first importance that he win their acceptance first 
and so establish a foothold in St. Petersburg. To this end, he 
adopted a conciliatory approach instead of following the 

Tseng Chi-be, 'Literary collection', 4: 4-qh. 2 Ihid. 3 : 2 r ; 'Diary', 2 : 38h. 
3 Idem, 'Memorials', 2 : I o-lob. 4 Ibid. 2 :  11--11b. 



Tseng's Preparations 149 

Yamen's suggestion of stating China's position on the treaty 
inexorably at the very outset. To the court he anxiously 
explained his tactics: 'When your minister arrives at the 
Russian capital, he will simply state that China and Russia, 
having had peaceful and friendly relations for many years, 
should naturally exchange envoys to communicate each other's 
feelings in sincerity, regardless of the Ili case; that he has come 
with an imperial appointment is proof of (China's) true in- 
tentions of peace and friendship. Discussions of official business 
and transmission of communications are the natural duties of 
a minister. When he has received official messages from his 
government, he will open discussions with them with a fair mind, 
etc. With this kind of opening statement he (hopes they will) 
not summarily reject him when he enters their boundary." 

After careful deliberation on the issues at stake, Tseng 
reported his views to the court in a long memorial on 27  May 
1880. He opened directly: 'The Ili case has three main issues: 
boundaries, trade, and pecuniary compensation. There are also 
three ways to approach it: war, defence, and peace.' Then he 
proceeded to grapple with the most important arguments of the 
war and peace advocates. The former, he said, had argued 
glibly that Tso's army could easily defeat the Russians and take 
Ili, but they did not know that Ili's topography favoured defence 
over offence. The Russians were not the same as the Moslem 
rebels; in a battle against the Russians, Tso might not win. 
Even if he took Ili the war would not be over, because the 
Russian navy could still harass the China coast at any time. 
China would have a hard time waging a war in Sinkiang and 
defending Manchuria and the coast at the same time; she 
should not do it before she had consolidated her maritime de- 
fence and recovered from the effects of internal rebellions. He 
ridiculed the war party's argument that China might find allies 
among the European states to checkmate Russia; he called this 
argument 'the application of the trite formula of the Warring 
States Period (403-221 B.c.) to the affairs of today'. Such 
alliances were impossible, he asserted, because European states 
were controlled by their parliaments and no amount of Chinese 
persuasion could convince any European parliament of the 
wisdom of such alliances. Moreover, foreign assistance usually 

Idem, 'Literary collection', 2 : gb. 
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had a price: Turkey had secured British support against Russia 
at  the Congress of Berlin only at the high price of Cyprus. 

Tseng also disputed the arguments of the peace advocates 
that Ili was only a waste land at the border and not worth the 
price of the commercial privileges and monetary compensation 
the Russians were demanding. He pointed out that former 
emperors had worked hard to conquer the Western Region 
because they knew that 'without pacifying the Western Region 
the state could not ultimately rest in peace'. Ili was not a barren 
land but a passage to the heart of the country. He called atten- 
tion to the fact that the British and French military experts 
considered it a fortress for the defence of Sinkiang. 

Tseng also took issue with the popular proposition that the 
restitution of Ili could be postponed. What then, he asked, 
would be the use of Tso and his huge army? Was he to be 
recalled, or allowed to stay in idleness on the frontiers? China's 
limited resources could not indefinitely support his troops and 
the coastal defences at the same time. 

For these reasons, Tseng concluded that the restitution of Ili 
had to be faced as an immediate problem, not one that could 
be postponed. In  short, he argued : 'The issues at stake do not 
exceed the three main categories of boundaries, trade, and 
compensation. Of the three, monetary compensation is the 
least important, and of boundaries and trade, the latter seems 
less important than the former.' I t  was clear to him that he 
should hold firm on the issue of boundaries, bargain with the 
Russians on trade issues, and be conciliatory on the question of 
monetary compensation for Russian expenses in occupying Ili. 
He knew that no state-not China, much less Russia-would 
give up a profitable treaty without proper compensation. Hence 
it was necessary to provide the Russians with a graceful exit on 
the boundary issue by granting them some trade privileges and 
liberal pecuniary compensation. 'The gains and losses may not 
be fair temporarily but it is important that both sides accom- 
modate each other so that peace may be preserved and a sudden 
break averted.'' 

As a deft court politician, Tseng knew that conciliatory 
language of this sort would not be welcomed at home. To 
forestall criticism he explained to the court: 

Tseng Chi-tse, 'Memorials', 2: 4-8. 
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Your minister has advanced the idea of mutual accommodation 
even before proceeding to the (Russian) capital, thereby giving thc 
unavoidable impression of timidity, and provoking a barrage of' 
enraged criticisms. In his humble opinion, (if he is only) to follow 
a fixed pattern (of action) with the (single) duty of transmitting the 
communications of the two governments, listing and arguing against 
those items that should be rejected with all his might-whether this 
will lead to success or failure he does not know-his obligations are 
truly much lighter than he had thought. If so, it is indeed easy. . . . 
But what worries him most is his fear that the court officials already 
have agreed upon an item-by-item rejection of all the articles on 
trade and boundary, with the single exception of the monetary 
compensation. They have certainly taken a high tone and made 
eloquent speeches, but they talk only about moral law and not the 
fact of power; they discuss reason but not force. The Russians 
definitely will not agree.= 

Tseng foresaw only three possibilities if the Russians rejected 
Chinese demands : first, war, bringing with it wholesale destruc- 
tion that the court could imagine for itself; second, giving u p  
Ili for the time being; third, yielding what China now refused 
to yield. The  issues were of such vital importance that he 
suggested a thorough examination of his memorial by all the 
important officials of the country. He  also at tempted to palliate 
the effect of his memorial on the conservatives by explaining 
to the Tsungli Yamen on 27 May: 'My motive in presenting 
my views respectfully in a memorial was to seek confidential 
deliberation. My language may be rather blunt and direct, but 
because the issues involved concern the general situation, I 
cannot bear to keep silence. Naturally I know that those who 
are not connected (with the negotiations) will find much 
(reason) to quarrel with me, but I have no time to be distressed 
by  it.'^ 

As hc had expected, the court was not pleased with the 
memorial. Against his wishes, it was not referred to the high 
officials for comment. Instead, an  edict was issued on 31 July, 
reminding him of China's just cause in demanding the restitu- 
tion of Ili, and that the Russians never had claimed that Ili had 
been ceded to them; they had simply been keeping it for China 
during a period of disorder. Tseng was cautioned against being 

Ibid. 2:  8-gb. Idem, 'Literary collection', 4: xb. 
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too conciliatory. He was told to negotiate with the Russians in 
strict accordance with his instructions and was allowed only to 
make minor changes after seeking the court's prior approval.' 

Before he left London for Russia, Tseng was careful to request 
Lord Granville to instruct the British ambassador in St. Peters- 
burg to give him 'unofficial assistance and advice' during 
his mission in Russia and to keep confidential all Chinese 
communications to Wade, whom he said the Chinese govern- 
ment had come to regard as a 'personal friend'.= John W. 
Forster, the newly appointed United States minister to Russia 
who visited London on his way to St. Petersburg, was also 
requested to aid and counsel Tseng during his stay in Russia.3 
After having received positive assurances from both statesmen, 
Tseng was fortified to set out on his new mission. 

Tseng Chi-tse, 'Memorials', 2 : I 2-12b. 
F.O. 418/1/74, Granville to Wade, conJidentin1, 2 June 1880. 

3 John W. Foster, Diplomatic Memoirs (Boston, 1909), i. 155. 
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The Opening $Negotiations in St. Petersburg 

M ARQUIS TSENG 

reaching St. 
accompanied 

left for Russia via Paris and Berlin, 
Petersburg on 30 July 1880.' He was 
by Sir Halliday Macartney, his English 

adviser in the London legation; M. Prosper Giquel, the former 
French supervisor of the Foochow Dockyard; and several 
Chinese and Manchu interpreters and assistants.2 Immediately 
after his arrival in the Russian capital, he assigned Macartney 
as his liaison man with the British embassy, and Lord Dufferin, 
British ambassador, reciprocated by placing his first secretary 
F. R. Plunkett in close touch with the Chinese mission.3 Having 
made these arrangements, Tseng began a thorough examina- 
tion of the conditions in Russia in accordance with the old 
Chinese adage: 'Know your enemy as well as yourself, a 
hundred victories out of a hundred battles.' 

I .  RUSSIA ON THE EVE OF THE NEGOTIATIONS 

Russia in I 880 stood externally isolated and internally restive. 
Her international position was highly precarious. The spectre 
of Britain, her traditional rival, seemed to menace her designs 
everywhere. Ever since gaining control of India in 1763, 
Britain had made it a cardinal principle of her foreign policy to 
secure India against Russian advances, and especially to safe- 
guard British communication routes to India. By a special 
provision of the Treaty of Paris in I 856 after the Crimean war, 
Britain succeeded in closing the Bosphorus and Dardanelles 
straits to Russian ships. Stung by their defeat and this subsequent 
penalty, Russian generals and politicians in the next two 
decades talked openly of invading India and made frequent 
assessments of the relative strengths of the Russian and British 
armies. Traditional Anglo-Russian rivalry gained a new edge. 

Tseng Chi-tse, 'Memorials', 2 : 16-16b. 
D. C. Boulger, The Lfe  of Sir Halliday Afacartney (London, 1908), 342. 

' F.O. 418/1/179, Dufferin to Granville, conzdential, 6 Aug. 1880; 418/1/265, 
Plunkett to Granville, secret, 2 1  Sept. 1880. 
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In all fairness Russia did not really intend to attack India; she 
simply used the threat of war to bargain with Britain for the 
reopening of the Straits.' But Britain, fearing Russian penetra- 
tion into India, and nourishing hopes of creating a buffer 
between Russia and her own colony, found Yakub Beg's 
empire-building in Kashgaria a fulfilment of her hopes and 
gave him her blessing. In  retaliation, Russian generals on the 
Central Asian border marched into Ili in I 87 1. 

Anglo-Russian rivalry in the Balkans was even more frus- 
trating to St. Petersburg. In  a fervour of Pan-Slavism Russia 
provoked a war with Turkey in 1877 and dictated the Treaty 
of San Stefano to a prostrate country the following year. Turkey 
had to cede the southern part of Bessarabia to Russia, recognize 
the independence of Serbia, Montenegro, and Rumania, and 
consent to the creation of the new princedom of Bulgaria. But 
the ink on the treaty was hardly dry when Britain intervened, 
Queen Victoria stating that it was not a question of upholding 
Turkey but of British or Russian supremacy in the world.2 
Bismarck offered to mediate as an 'honest broker', and the 
Congress of Berlin that was called in 1878 practically undid the 
Treaty of San Stefano. Bulgaria was reduced to half its size, 
Macedonia was left to Turkey, Bosnia and Herzegovina went 
to Austria, Britain won control of Cyprus, and France obtained 
Tunis. Alexander 11's Balkan policy was a total fiasco. With 
Russia checked in the Near East, Britain again turned to Central 
Asia and in 1879 subjugated Afghanistan, thus weakening still 
more Russia's position in Central Asia. 

Embittered by the outcome of the Congress, Alexander I1 
accused Bismarck of favouritism toward Britain and Austria 
and ingratitude to Russia for her neutrality during the Franco- 
Prussian War. In  the words of the Tsar, the Congress had been 
nothing but a 'European coalition against Russia under the 
leadership of Prince Bismarck'.j The Russian Foreign Office 
began a newspaper campaign against Germany, and Bismarck 
retaliated by increasing tariffs on Russian imports and proclaim- 
ing special quarantine measures against an outbreak of Russian 

James G. Allen, 'Anglo-Russian Rivalry in Central Asia, 1865-1885', Ph.D. 
thesis, University of California, Berkeley (rggq), 66-69, 430. 

a Carlton J. H. Hayes, A Generation of Makial isrn (New York,rg41), 28. 
8 Ibid. 34, quoting from Dia grope Politik, iii (rg22), 3. 



Russia on the Eve of the Negotiations 155 

plague. When Russia moved her cavalry into Poland to put 
pressure on Germany, Bismarck signed a treaty of alliance with 
Austria against Russia.' There was a growing feeling that the 
mutual antipathy would inevitably lead to a war between 
Germany and Russia.2 

Thus, as the decade of the 1870's drew to a close, Russia was 
deeply involved in European power politics and at the same 
time thoroughly isolated: Britain, Austria, Germany, and 
Turkey were all ranged against her, while France, traditionally 
the seat of liberalism and revolution, was not to the taste of 
Alexander 11, troubled as he was by domestic revolutionary 
agitation. Russia's main concern after the Congress of Berlin 
was to put an end to this isolation and restore her lost prestige. 
Against this concern the Ili dispute paled into insignificance. 
In fact, the Russian Foreign Office had never taken kindly to 
the occupation of Ili by the border generals in the first place; 
it tolerated their action only so long as it did not embarrass 
the central government. But once international complications 
arose, together with the possibility of war, the Foreign Office 
withdrew its compliance and cast about for the means of making 
a graceful exit; it knew what Russia's international position 
was, if the generals on the border did not. I t  was constantly 
suspicious of British prompting behind the Chinese: Hart and 
Wade were after all advising the Chinese government, Gordon 
went to China, and Tseng was in close contact with the British 
legation in St. Petersburg. Miliutin was convinced that Britain 
yearned to stir up war between Russia and China to benefit 
herself.3 Cardonne, the biographer of Alexander 11, asserted 
that Russia's fear of British intervention had a decisive influence 
on her policy toward China.4 

But Russia's internal troubles were far more decisive than 
her international predicament. Alexander I1 had inherited 
from Nicholas I a country of poverty, misery, and discord. 
Influenced by his preceptor, the poet Zhukovsky, the young 
Tsar carried out a number of far-reaching reforms : the abolition 

B. H. Sumner, Rursia and the Balkans, 1870-1880 (Oxford, 1937), 557-8. 
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of serfdom in I 861, the reform of the zemstvo system in I 864, the 
introduction of a new judicial system in the same year, and the 
initiation of universal military service in 1874. Contrary to all 
expectation, these reforms did not allay public discontent; in- 
stead they exposed Russia to new political instability and social 
unrest. The peasant reform of I 86 I ,  for instance, abolished 
the institution of serfdom but did not give land to the eman- 
cipated serfs-ownership of land now rested with the peasant 
communes (mirs) and not with the peasants individually. 
Such partial progress could not satisfy the peasants, but it was 
enough to goad the nobility into demanding new political rights 
to compensate them for the loss of economic and social privi- 
leges. The bureaucrats and the old guard also resented the 
sharing of power by a new class.' Public demands speedily out- 
stripped the efforts of a reluctant government: the raznochintg, 
the intelligentsia of no fixed social class, began to clamour 
for revolution and for reorganization of the country along demo- 
cratic and constitutional lines. They won a large following 
among the half-starved university students, who now pressed 
for social as well as political revolution. When their initial de- 
mands for a democratic constitution with elective representa- 
tives in central as well as local government were not met, they 
called for terrorism and assassination of government leaders. 
Bakunin, urging the principle of populism (narodnichestvo) with 
great success, called for the destruction of state power by mass 
uprisings, and for the creation of peasant communes in its place. 
The government, torn by all these demands, could only respond 
with ceaseless arrests of the revolutionaries and nihilists. Russian 
society was convulsed and revolution was imminent.2 

Financial difficulties also beset the state; the Turkish war had 
put a heavy strain on the treasury, and the government had to 
levy new taxes to meet its needs. The budget for 1879 was 661 
inillion roubles, of which 228 million came from the new excise 
tax on spirits and I I 7 million from taxes on the peasantry and 
on land. The public debt that year increased by 267,951,859 
roubles to a grand total of 2,783,281,720 roubles. Interest on the 
public debt alone was I 72 million roubles, about one-fourth of 
the budget. John W. Foster, the American minister in Russia, 
said of this exigency: 'The actual expenditures for the year 

Surnner, op. cit. 5.  a Ibid. 10. 
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have exceeded the estimates by the large sum of I 66 million 
roubles, of which excess about j4 million are chargeable to the 
regular wants of government and I 32 million to extraordinary 
war expenses, mainly growing out of the Turkish war.'= Business 
circles in Russia entertained the worst possible apprehensions; 
stocks and exchange fell in value and government credit depre- 
ciated.2 

The levying of new taxes added fuel to social and political 
unrest. Widespread law~essness and disorder beset the provinces, 
as evidenced- by the anti-Jewish riots. Crop failures in the 
winters of 1879 and 1880 caused additional suffering to large 
sections of the country, and rising unemployment swelled the 
ranks of the nihilists with hungry and idle men.= Financially 
and politically, therefore, Russia was in no position for another 
foreign venture. Jomini, senior counsellor in the Foreign Office, 
frankly admitted to Giers that although 'it is only a good beating 
that will make them [the Chinese] see reason, I confess that this 
necessity is rather hard on our poor financesY.3 

Russia's military state was no more encouraging. The 
Siberian railway had not yet been constructed, and transporta- 
tion of troops to Asia was slow and costly. Only 5,000 soldiers 
were dispatched to the Far East during the critical years of 
1879-80, against China's reputed 180,000 under Tso Tsung- 
t'ang.4 Such an exaggerated estimate of Chinese strength 
reflected the poor quality of Russian intelligence. In  fact, the 
Chinese had always been something of an unknown quantity, 
and the Russian General Staff could not accurately evaluate their 
military capacity. Several authorities considered Tso's army 
the equal of Russia's and reckoned that at least 40,000 of his men 
possessed modern weapons. Uncertainty about Chinese forces 
and the long frontier between the twocountries troubled the 
General Staff. Gordon's open advice to the Chinese about a 
long war of attrition elicited from a high-ranking Russian 
official thc remark that here was 'an additional reason for us 
not to risk crushing the Chinese empire, which would put us 
face to face with a fearful unknown'.s 

Russia: Dicpntrhe.~, 35: 70, Fosier to Evarts, 24 Dec. 1880. 
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The Russian General Staff especially feared that, in case of 

a war, the Chinese might make a sharp thrust from Manchuria 
along the Amur River into Siberia. Since defence of that 
sparsely populated and remote area was impossible, the only 
alternative would be to launch an offensive against Manchuria 
first, but that could not be done for lack of soldiers.1 Jomini 
admitted that 'on land we have not even the means of march- 
ing on PekingY.2 Under such conditions, they knew, war with 
China would be prolonged and ruinous. Miliutin considered 
such a war 'a misfortune without any possible compensation', 
something to be 'absolutely avoide8.3 

No keen observer of Russia could fail to notice all these 
internal and external difficulties. Foster made a summary of 
them in a succinct report to Washington: 

The  government finances are in a very depressed condition; its 
foreign and bonded credit is low; its expenditures are now in time of 
peace greater than its receipts; and its forced paper currency is fifty 
percent below par. Commerce is without animation and the balance 
of trade is largely against the country, with slight prospect of an 
early improvement. The last year was one of general failure of crops 
in a large section of the richest agricultural part of the country; even 
in St. Petersburg and Moscow bread has advanced three and four 
hundred percent above ordinary prices; and whole provinces, 
embracing millions of people, are threatened with famine during the 
present winter. Added to this, there is a wide spread political dis- 
content and a growing feeling that some important reforms in the 
government must be made. So that it would appear to be the part of 
prudent and patriotic statesmanship in Russia to seek for foreign 
peace, and to devote the energies and wisdom of political administra- 
tion to the improvement of the internal affairs of the empire.4 

I t  was this Russia, a state plagued with serious internal and 
external difficulties, that Marquis Tseng found when he arrived 
to reopen the negotiations. Whether Russian statesmen would 
devote their energies to social improvement as Foster hoped or 
to a foreign war which promised only misery and ruin was a 
matter which compelled the attention of the world. 

Malozemoff, 2 I. 
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2. THE O P E N I N G  O F  T H E  N E G O T I A T I O N S  

The Russian assistant foreign minister, Nikolai K. Giers, had 
discussed the Chinese matter with the British ambassador, Lord 
Dufferin. Giers had indicated that if Marquis Tseng began his 
mission with a 'monstrous' communication that Ch'ung-hou's 
ultimate fate depended on the outcome of the negotiations in 
St. Petersburg, he would decline discussion. The question of 
Ili, he intimated, was relatively unimportant, as compared 
with the issue of Chinese compensation for damages to Russian 
traders. Dufferin therefore secretly warned Tseng that he should 
not open negotiations in the manner Giers had anticipated and 
that a complete pardon of Ch'ung-hou was necessary in order 
to placate Russian irritability and sense of outrage.' Tseng 
accordingly sent a telegram to Peking requesting an immediate 
pardon of Ch'ung-hou, as noted previously. Dufferin indicated 
that Tseng's ministerial rank, as compared with Ch'ung-hou's 

- 

ambassadorial, would not be a serious handicap.2 He confided 
that 'the Russians professed to lay less stress on the territorial 
part of the Treaty than on the commercial concessions contained 
in it, and on the indemnities to be paid to certain Russiand.3 
Tseng was therefore not without an inkling of Russian inten- 
tions and tactics in the forthcoming negotiations. He was in fact 
prepared for a severe encounter with the Russians. 

On 4 August 1880 Tseng met with Giers, Jomini, and But- 
zow.4 Giers bluntly asked Tseng what had brought him to 
St. Petersburg. When the Chinese replied 'To negotiate', Giers 
interrupted abruptly: 'About what?' Tseng rejoined: 'Well, 
about the matters so clumsily dealt with by Ch'ung-hou at 
Livadia. . . .' Giers spoke out energetically: 'How is it possible 
to negotiate with a people who cut off the heads of their am- 
bassadors? I may come to a settlement with you, and as soon as 

F.O. 418/1/158, Dufferin to Granville, 2G July 1880; 418/I/1 78, same to same, 
confidential, 2 Aug. 1880. 
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"-0. 418111265, Plunkett to Granville, secret, 2 1  Sept. 1880. 

Giers, a Swedish Protestant by extraction, had served in Europe and the 
Middle East for 30 years, but had no knowledge or China. Jomini, also of Swedish 
extraction, kncw well about European diplomacy but little about either Russia or 
China. 'He was ingenious, receptive, loquacious' but 'incapable of holding to any 
opinion or line of his own. . . his French style was excellent and he could turn out 
dispatches by the ream'. Cf. B. H. Sumner, 24-25. BU~ZOW, minister to China since 
1874, had been recalled to assist in the nrgotiations. 



you reach Peking it is very possible that you may be condemned 
to death. The transaction of business under these circumstances 
is out of the question.'I Tseng replied apologetically that he too 
was sorry about Ch'ung-hou's punishment but explained that 
it resulted from violation of instructions, and was not intended 
in any way to offend Russia. Giers indxated that he was 
thoroughly aware of the domestic nature of the case and did not 
dispute China's prerogative of punishing her own nationals; 
however, since Ch'ung-hou had suffered for the results of 
his Russian mission, Russia was involved too. Tseng replied 
that the Emperor of China fortunately understood this view 
and therefore had pardoned Ch'ung-hou to protect Russian 
honour. 

Giers then turned to the subject of China's war preparations. 
He condemned them as belligerent and branded them as the 
sole cause of Russia's increased military expenditure, for which 
he sought to hold China responsible. Tseng retorted that if 
Russia insisted on requiring China to pay her military expendi- 
tures, China could just as fairly ask Russia to shoulder hers. 
Such language, Tseng indicated, hurt the cause of peace and 
had best be avoided by both sides.ZThen, in an earnest tone, he 
stated that he would try to settle all these unpleasant problems 
with 'finesse', a word which was probably an incorrect rendering 
by the interpreter but which amused Giers.3 The tense atmo- 
sphere grew more peaceful, and Giers in the end agreed to set 
a date for Tseng's presentation of his Emperor's letter to the 
Tsar. Dufferin, having learnt the details of this initial meeting 
from Giers himself, sent Plunkett to see Macartney for a Chinese 
version of the interview, which turned out to be similar. 
Dufferin believed that Giers would be more courteous in the 
ensuing meetings with Tseng.3 

The Russians wavered in their attitude toward Tseng. 
Ostensibly he had come simply as a new minister but his real 
mission, they knew, was to change the contents of the Treaty of 
Livadia. Should he be allowed to reopen the negotiations, and 
if so, was Peking not preferable to St. Petersburg as the site of 
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negotiations? Giers found the Russian translation of the Chinese 
Emperor's letter 'moderate and friendly', even though it stated 
clearly China's decision not to ratify the treaty. He asked the 
Tsar for permission to reopen negotiations with China, but 
specified Peking as the place for them, as a punishment for 
China. Count Miliutin, minister of War, asked that the nego- 
tiations not be permitted to continue indefinitely, since he 
feared that Russia might exhaust herself even before war 
began.' 

On 912 1 August the St. Petersburg government learned from 
Koiander, their chargk d'affaires in Peking, that Ch'ung-hou 
had been pardoned and released. Taking this as a significant 
turn of events in their favour, the high Russian officials met 
at Tsarskoe Selo and recommended that Tseng, along with 
the new Japanese minister, be accorded an audience with the 
Tsar on the following day, at which time Tseng would be 
commanded to explain non-ratification of the treaty. After the 
audience, the Russians would meet at Miliutin's office to 
deliberate on Tseng's explanation.2 On 10122 August Tseng 
presented his Emperor's letter to the Tsar : 

The Great Etnperor of the Great Ch'ing Empire greets the Great 
Emperor of the Great Russian Empire. Having received the Man- 
date of Heaven and inherited the throne, I now, in solicitous regard 
for your friendly nation, speak to renew our amicable relations. 
Some time ago I specially dispatched Ch'ung-hou, senior vice- 
president of the Board of Civil Ofices, as ambassador plenipoten- 
tiary to your country, with personal instructions for conducting the 
matters relating to the negotiations. But the treaty, regulations, and 
protocol concluded by him in your country-which I have personally 
examined-contain much that violates his instructions and exceeds his 
powers. All the officials of our state, high and low, have deliberated 
on them endlessly and have come to the unanimous conclusion that 
there is much in them that is objectionable and impracticable. 
I deeply regret it. Mindful of the peaceful and friendly relations be- 
tween our two states over the past two hundred-odd years, I fear 
that you, the Great Emperor, might suspect that China's intention 
is to impair peace. For this reason I again specially dispatch 
Tseng Chi-tse, Marquis first class and subdirector of the Court of 
Sacrificial Worship, as imperial commissioner and minister pleni- 
potentiary to your country. He bears with him a Letter of Credence 

' Miliutin, i i i .  263, 22 July/q. Aug. 1880. Ibid. 264. 
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to express my innermost feelings as proof of our true intention of 
peace and friendship. He will explain in detail our entire position 
on the val-ious issues of the last negotiations-item by item why they 
are objectionable and impracticable. I therefore hope that you, the 
Great Emperor, will appoint an official to negotiate in earnest with 
my high emissary. I know that Tseng Chi-tse is peaceful, fair-minded, 
understanding, and thoroughly conversant with the issues pertain- 
ing to Chinese foreign relations. I earnestly hope that you will trust 
him sincerely so that he may fulfil his duty, that we may have last- 
ing friendly relations and enjoy together a rising peace. This happy 
state, I trust, is what we all look forward to with deep satisfaction.' 

The next day Tseng visited the Russian Foreign Office. He 
was told by Giers that since he, Giers, was to accompany the 
Tsar on a journey to the Crimea within a week, Tseng should 
state his position as soon as possible. Tseng promised to pre- 
pare a formal memorandum within a few days, but he volun- 
teered this advance statement of his main ideas : 

I .  China is determined not to cede any territory. If Russia has 
the kind intention of returning Ili, she should return all of it. 

2. The old boundaries of Kashgaria and Tarbagatai remain as 
they are. Minor changes may be made, but only after examination 
on the spot by Chinese and Russian special commissioners. Tseng 
himself, not having been there, cannot discuss this issue. 

3. Russian requests for trade in Chia-yii-kuan and for trade 
routes through Nerchinsk and Kobdo may be granted if Russia 
agrees to the first item mentioned above. 

4. Russian requests for establishing consulates in several 
Chinese cities cannot be granted except in Chia-yu-kuan. 

5. Russian traders may establish a storehouse in one, but not 
all, of the following places : Hami, Ku-ch'eng, Barkul, etc. 

6. The present exemption of Russian traders from commercial 
taxes and customs duties in Sinkiang needs re-examination 
because it is detrimental to China. 

Giers, caught unprepared by Tseng's torrential declaration, 
burst out: 'In this way you have rejected everything in the last 
treaty'; to which Tseng replied: 'For all practical purposes the 
Russians have already gained a great deal from trade in Chia- 
yii-kuan and the trade routes through Nerchinsk and Kobdo.' 
Giers then said bluntly: 'Frankly I am quite dissatisfied with 

WCSL, 19: 3-3b. 
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Your Excellency's statement today' ; but Tseng glibly returned: 
'Because our two countries have different views, we need 
discussion. If we agree, what is the use of discussion?' O n  
leaving the conference, Giers sarcastically muttered that he 
could not imagine how many years it would take to conclude 
such negotiations.' 

When reading Tseng's formal memorandum, which set 
forth China's position on the Treaty of Livadia, Jomini re- 
marked : 'It is very adroit. They reason very tightly.'2 He hoped, 
however, that since the Chinese placed high strategic value on 
the Tekes Valley and thc Muzart Pass, Russia could play on 
this Chinese predilection and use it to win all the other points." 
But it was not easy for the Russians to work out a definite policy 
toward China; there were conflicting opinions from the Foreign 
Office, the War Ministry, the Naval Ministry, the Finance 
Ministry, and the border generals such as Kaufman. But the 
immediate questions still to be answered were whether the 
reopening of the negotiations should be allowed to take place 
at all, and if so, where and on what conditions. 

3. T H E  P L A C E  O F  T H E  N E G O T I A T I O N S  

On 13/25 August a grand conference of high Russian officials 
from the Foreign Office, War, and Navy was held in the office 
of Miliutin. After lengthy and heated debate, it was decided 
that in view of the peaceful intentions of the Chinese govern- 
ment, as shown by the pardon and release of Ch'ung-hou, 
Russia would reopen negotiations to discuss the modification 
of minor points in the Treaty of Livadia, but the substance of 
the treaty was to be kept intact. The negotiations, Giers insisted, 
were to be held in Peking and not in St. Petersburg, as a re- 
proof to the Chinese government, and Butzow was ordered to 
Peking to conduct the negotiations. The conference adopted 
thrce principles : 

I .  Russia will not insist on keeping the Tekes Valley, as stipu- 
lated in the Treaty of Livadia, if China agrees to increase her 
indemnity and compensate her with boundary adjustment in 
other places. 

I L 7 K  93-94. 
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2. Russia will allow only those changes in the treaty that will 

not appear to be concessions that injure her dignity and prestige. 
3. Any protracted misunderstanding with China is unprofit- 

able; hence Russia will demand the quickest conclusion of the 
negotiations, under threat nf military demonstration.1 

O n  28 August Tseng was notified by Giers that, because of 
China's rejection of the treaty, he had sent Butzow to Peking 
to settle differences between the two countries.2 Admiral S. s 
Lesovskii was also dispatched with a fleet to the Far East, to 
exert pressure on China.3 Interpreting the Russian moves as 
tests of his firmness, Tseng felt compelled to adopt a conciliatory 
tactic at this point. He  suppressed his intention of rejecting the 
whole treaty in order to avoid an open break, since he believed 
that the Russians were caught between their reluctance to 
start a war on small provocation and reluctance to abandon 
the treaty.2 He suggested to Peking that, because of the transfer 
of negotiations t o  China, it might be advisable to send Shao 
Yu-lien, chargk d'affaires in the St. Petersburg legation, back 
to Peking to assist in the negotiations with Butzow.2 

Highly displeased with Tseng's failure to keep the negotia- 
tions in Russia, Peking reprimanded him for evading his 
responsibility and the normal difficulties of arguing with the 
Russians. 'To negotiate the treaty and the trade regulations is 
;he sole responsibility of Tseng Chi-tse'; an edict stated, 'we 
have pardoned Ch'ung-hou at his request so as to pave the way 
for the re-negotiation of the treaty. Now, as soon as some initial 
disagreements with their Foreign Office arise, Tseng Chi-tse 
does not even attempt to placate them and discuss the matter 
with them at leisure. Was our pardon (of Ch'ung-hou) useful 
only for settling the issue of presenting the Letter of Credence?' 
A stern warning was administered to Tseng that he should not 
leave Russia without imperial permission and that he should 
redouble his efforts to keep the negotiations in St. Petersburg. 
His recommendation that Shao Yu-lien be sent home was 
refused and Shao was ordered to stay in Russia to help Tseng 
in the negotiations.' 

I Miliutin, iii. 265, 13/25 Aug. 1880. 
a Tseng Chi-tse, 'Memorials', 2: 25--25h, 2 Sept. 1880. 
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Peking was thoroughly alarmed by the Russian move to 
transfer negotiations to China under the threat of Admiral 
Lesovskii and his fleet. Memories of the Tientsin and Peking 
negotiations in 1858 and 1860 under the shadow of the Anglo- 
French army were still vivid in the minds of the mandarins, 
and they dreaded any recurrence of such a scene. The coming of' 
Butzow and Lesovskii was certain to create intense psychological 
pressures and an atmosphere of crisis in China. The court was 
desperately hoping to keep the negotiations, and the inevitable 
foreign pressure, as far as possible from Peking. Furthermore, 
a treatynegotiatedin St. Petersburg could be rejected by China; 
one negotiated in Peking could not easily be disowned. 

The troubled court asked the princes and high officials to 
re-examine the whole situation in the light of these new develop- 
ments. Prince Chtun warned of the impossibility of defending 
the ro,ooo li of frontier between China and Russia, and Prince 
Tun worried about Russian attacks in Manchuria and Tientsin. 
The whole tenor of their memorials bespoke anxiety and fear, 
and the prevailing atmosphere at the court was filled with a 
sense of portentous calamity that was about to descend.' 

Wade and Bourke took notice of the Chinese alarm and urged 
Peking to ratify the treaty immediately to forestall Butzow's 
r e t ~ r n . ~  London was surprised by Wade's precipitous advice 
to the Chinese government. Pauncefote remarked in a Foreign 
Office memorandum : 

I was certainly startled by this announcement. That the Isi-enclz 
minister, under the pretext of friendly advice to China, should en- 
deavour to secure a triumph for Russia would not surprise me. But 
why we should advise China to succumb a t  once, without a t  least 
ascertaining the views of Germany seems to me premature and 
somewhat rash. If the Germans are bent on opposing the action of 
Russia and in protesting with us against a Blockade of the Treaty 
Ports, it would render mediation not impossible and that would be 
far better for China than surrendering a t  discretion.3 

Granville then instructed Wade by tclegram on 21  September 
1880: 'I approve your proceedings so far as they regard advice 
given by you to the Chincse to be very conciliatory, but Her 

Weng T'rlng-ho, 19: 56-56b. 
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Majesty's Government are not prepared to recommend without 
more consideration the immediate ratification of the existing 
Treaty." Wade, therefore, had to make an about-face and he 
informed the Chinese government that Britain could not 'take 
the responsibility of recommending ratification of the treaty'.z 

Under the new pressures from Russia, Li Hung-chang urged 
the Tsungli Yamen to instruct Tseng to be more flexible in his 
approch to treaty revision and to relax his stand on such issues 
as Russian trade in Han-chung and Sian, and Russian shipping 
in the Sungari.3 Tso Tsung-t'ang, on the other hand, asked the 
government to stand firm, as we have noted earlier: Lesovskii 
and his twenty-three ships were nothing to be afraid of; the 
Foochow Dockyard alone had turned out more ships than he 
commanded. Tso also pointed out that the Russians were 
reported to have incurred a national debt of some fifty-two 
million taels, a sign of their financial straits and of their inability 
to wage a war against China.4 

Chang Chih-tung, now senior deputy supervisor of Imperial 
Instruction, soothed the terrified court by saying that the 
transfer of negotiations to Peking might be a blessing in dis- 
guise. When Butzow saw China's war preparations and her 
determination to fight, he might be sufficiently impressed to 
take a more conciliatory stand. What Tseng Chi-tse could do 
in Russia was only to plead and argue. Since time immemorial 
it had been far more effective to show one's teeth than to beg. 
Thus negotiations in St. Petcrsburg might fail, while negotiations 
in China might succeed.5 But the high circles in Peking were 
not impressed with this 'bookish view' of the emergency. They 
wanted to keep the negotiations in St. Petersburg at all costs. 

Pcking's anxiety was easily detected by the Russian legation. 
Koiiinder reported that the Chinese government was willing to 
otiex- an additional ten to twelve million roubles in exchange 
for the Tekes Valley and the Muzart Pass. Jomini was so elated 
by the good news that he exclaimed: 'Dai Bog! ' (May God 
grant it!)d But on second thoughts he and Butzow both felt that 
Russian acceptance of such a large sum was undignified, and 

F.O. 418/1/252, Granville to Wade, telegram, 2 1  Sept. 1880. 
a F.O. 418/1/159, Wade to Granville, telegram, 2 Oct. 1880. 

Li Hung-chang, 'Letters to the Tsungli Yamen', I I : 28-2Uh, 28 Aug. 1880; 
I I : 33-33b, 1 3 Sept. I 880. 4 WCSL, 24: I gb-22. 5 Ibid. 22 : 27b29b. 

Jelavich, 102, Jomini to Giers, 24 Aug.15 Sept. 1880. 
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that it would be of more lasting value to secure commercial 
advantages.1 The Finance Ministry agreed that commercial ad- 
vantages deserved priority over all other considerations.2 

Butzow left for China by way ofGermany and Western Europe 
with no instructions. The Russian Foreign Office had been 
unable to prepare them without first cons;lting the Ministries 
of Finance and War on Russian commercial and territorial 
concessions to China. Nor was the Foreign Office able to decide 
when Butzow should deliver the u ~ t i ~ a t u m ,  if necessary, be- 
cause the Army and Navy disagreed on the best time for war : 
the former preferred quick action in November or December, 
while the latter considered operations impossible until the 
following spring. The Foreign Office was therefore in no position 
to tell Butzow just how long he should extend the negotiations. 
Jomini hoped to forward definite instructions to Butzow in 
Marseilles.3 

On 511 7 September the Russian Foreign Office learned from 
Koiander that the Chinese government was insisting on keeping 
the negotiations in St. Petersburg. Jomini, who was now in 
charge of the Foreign Office, as Giers had left with the Tsar 
on the annual journey to the Crimea, was unable to understand 
China's reasons. While admitting that Giers's demand to 
negotiate in Peking was prompted by the desire to penalize the 
Chinese government for the rejection of the treaty and the 
punishment of Ch'ung-hou, he himself felt that St. Petersburg 
was a better place for negotiations. To Giers he wrote: 

I t  seems to me that, after having rejected what we have negotiated 
here, it would satisfy their pride to bring us to negotiate in Peking. 
There, they are the masters of postponing, accelerating, or breaking 
the negotiations at  their convenience. . . . I have no clear idea as to 
what we should ask as a place for negotiations. . . . But, after all, 
since Butzow is still immediately available, it would be more 
advantagcous for us to negotiate here, where we should have the 
advantage of being able to co-ordinate the negotiations with our - 
military conveniences. Moreover, if we do not reach an  agreement, - 
we should avoid accentuating the break by Butzow's departure from 
Peking.4 

Ibid. 102-log, Jomini to Giers, 27 Aug.18 Sept. 1880. 
Ibid. rog, same to same, 29 Aug.110 Sept. 1880. 
Ibid. 99, same to same, 20 Aug.12 Sept. 1880. 
Ibid. 104-5, same to same, 511 7 Sept. 1880. 
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On 18 September Tseng received an urgent order from 

Peking: 'The Russian affair has become increasingly urgent. If 
you can follow the previous edicts and resist [conceding any- 
thing] on important issues while making concessions on the lesser 
ones, it would of course be ideal. Otherwise you should make 
them agree not to force China to promise anything; according to 
this principle you should fight for a few items and find room for 
a graceful exit. The important thing is to settle the matter in 
Russia.'' Tseng was asked 'to counter them with reason in a 
firm yet conciliatory spirit. To win back one part is to suffer one 
part less.'z Meanwhile, new orders were issued by the court to 
strengthen coastal defences against possible Russian attack.3 

Witnessing the urgency of the situation, Plunkett on I g Sep- 
tember suggested to Tseng that the ratification of the Treaty 
of Livadia was perhaps 'the best course' under the circum- 
stances.4 Immediately he was rebuked by Granville: 'You 
should not give the ~ h i n e s e  Envoy advice in favour of the 
ratification of the Treaty with Russia, but should confine your- 
self to recommending a conciliatory  course.'^ To make it 
doubly clear, a second telegram was sent on the following day: 
'Your language to Chinese Envoy should be in conformity with 
my telegram of this day to Sir T. Wade.'6 Plunkett then im- 
pressed upon Tseng the importance of a conciliatory stand in the 
delicate situation without urging the ratification of the treaty. 
Plunkett stressed the dangers that might befall the Manchu 
government under the threat of Lesovskii's fleet, and pointed 
out: 'Here greater concessions could be made with safety 
than could even be dreamt of if negotiations were transferred 
to Peking.'7 

Tseng hastened to the Russian Foreign Office and earnestly 
requested that the negotiations be kept in St. Petersburg. He 
assured Jomini repeatedly of his full powers to negotiate to a 
conclusion, and stated that what he could not sign away in 
Russia would not be signed away in Peking either. To Jomini's 
argument that Russia feared a second rejection by China of her 

Tseng Chi-tse, 'Memorials', 2 : 28-28h. 
* Ibid. 2 :  28h. 3 kVC.SL, 22 : 27-27b. 

F . 0 .  418/1/248, Plunkrtt to Granville, telegram, r~e~conjdential, 19 Sept. 1880- 
F.O. 418/1/251, Granville to Plunkett, telegram, 20 Sept. 1880. 
F.O. 418/1/253, same to samc, 2 1  Sept. 1880. 

' F.O. 418/1/266, Plunkett to Ciranville, secret, 22 Sept. 1880. 
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representative's commitments, Tseng replied that such a 
possibility did not exist because he had been provided with 
detailed instructions on all points of importance, and that his 
position was totally different from Ch'ung-hou's. In  an earnest 
and conciliatory manner he pleaded with Jomini to recall 
Butzow. Jomini, who had secretly doubted the wisdom of 
negotiations in Peking all along, promised now to do his best.' 

The following day, 7/19, Jomini wrote to Giers that he had 
found in Tseng and his government a new conciliatory spirit. 
He mentioned a.gain that he saw no reason for declining nego- 
tiations in Russia. Morally, he said, the Chinese government 
had apologized for its bad international conduct and had 
promised no recurrence; therefore, to consent to its request to 
reopen negotiations in St. Petersburg would not hurt Russian 
dignity. Materially, such consent, which was quite different 
from concession, would bring many advantages. 'We shall be 
able to direct it [the negotiation], to prolong it, to accelerate it 
or to break it at will. I t  will avoid the difficulties which would 
attach to Butzow's departure from Peking in case of a break. 
It will always be easy for us to close it by the first of November, 
or to prolong it until the spring according to our military and 
naval conveniences. If we decide to cede the Tekes Valley, it 
will be possible to give to this occasion the value of an expression 
of friendship emanating from the Tsar.'z Jomini recommended 
that the negotiations should be 'most mild' but 'most firm', and 
such negotiations could only be directed in St. Petersburg.2 

Giers insisted, however, on moving the negotiations to Peking, 
and Jomini had to continue his persuasion. On 10122 September 
he again wrote Giers: 'The Chinese really desire to terminate 
this absurd quarrel.' He argued exhaustively the advantages of 
negotiations in St. Petersburg: 

We have insisted on negotiating in Peking simply because we do 
not want to expose ourselves to a new disappointment. I doubt if they 
will repcat it. We can ask for guarantees. The essential question is 
that we should not lend ourselves to their possible intention of gain- 
ing time and dragging on, so that they may complete their arma- 
ments. Note that negotiations in St. Petersburg can proceed much 
faster than in Peking. The two months needed for Butzow to go to 
China will suffice to see: clearly their intentions here. True, in case 

IL TT, 94-96. Jclavich, 105, Jomini to Giers, 7/19 Sept. 1880. 
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we should not come to an agreement here, Butzow's departure to 
China would have to be delayed until spring. The time would be 
lost to us. But if we could not agree here, probably we would not 
agree any better in Peking. If we have negotiations here, we can 
always break it at our convenience, either in March or in May, accord- 
ing to our judgement of what is most advantageous. I doubt if we 
shall have the same latitude in Peking.' 

Giers finally gave in to Jomini's exhortations and authorized 
him to recall Butzow to St. Petersburg.2 So the negotiations in 
Russia were saved, and Tseng won a chance to demonstrate 
his diplomatic talents. 

I Jelavich, 106-7, Jomini to Giers, 10122 Sept. 1880. 
Ibid. 107, Giers to Jomini, telegram, 9/21 Sept. 1880. 



CHAPTER IX 

The Treaty o f s t .  Petersburg 

T H E  recall of Butzow and the reopening of the negotia- 
tions in St. Petersburg pleased Tseng immensely, and he 
expressed his gratification to Jomini on 27 September.' 

After reassuring the Russian of his full powers to conclude an 
agreement, and of the ascendancy of the moderate party in 
Peking, he declared that 'his government does not reject the 
Treaty of Livadia completely but is only asking for some 
modifications, after which it will be ready to ratif)l if.2 Jomini 
was elated to report to Giers: 'I can't tell you how friendly this 
interview was. The good Zeng [Tseng] has a radiant face. I am 
not sparing the honey either. God willing, let it lead us to a 
worthy port.'2 Tseng was told by Jomini that the Tsar did not 
insist on a 'pure and simple ratification of the Treaty of Livadia' 
either.3 Thus the original deadlock was broken. 

I .  T H E  R U S S I A N  L A C K  O F  P O L I C Y  

The Russians had great difficulty in formulating a definite 
policy on the Ili question, and nobody knew the government's 
stand. Giers was away with the Tsar in Livadia, and Jomini 
knew nothing about China. Butzow, though an old China 
hand, had insufficient rank to decide policy; he could only 
make suggestions to Jomini, who in turn had to report to Giers 
for instructions. Giers would have to consult the ministers of 
War, the Navy, and Finance, who would then discuss the issues 
extensively from different points of view and would finally come 
to no conclusion. The whole procedure was tedious and in- 

, / effective; there was a conspicuous lack of co-ordination; These 
high ministers were of course preoccupied with more pressing 
domestic problems and Russia's European involvements. They 
knew that Russia had gained more from the Treaty of Livadia 
than she would risk a war to retain, but the question was how to 

ZLTY, 96-97; Jelavich, 108, Jomini to Giers, 16/28 Sept. 1880. 
a Ibid. I 10, same to same, 19 Sept.11 Oct. 1880. 
3 It Tr, 98. 
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retreat gracefully. They continued to waver between the magna- 
nimous gesture of renouncing Ili and the fear of losing face 
.before the Russian public and the world at large, and this pro- 
crastination, depriving their negotiators at St. Petersburg of 
any definite guidance, placed them in a very difficult position. ' 
I t  became necessary for Jomini to improvise temporary measures 
in the negotiations until his government developed a policy. 
I t  appeared that while the Russian high circles were unanimous 
in their desire for a speedy conclusion of the negotiations, every 
step they took only served to prolong them. 

Jomini adopted the ingenious device of sending Butzow to 
contact Tseng privately, testing the limits of the concessions the 
Chinese would make without giving him any written, formal 
memorandum. Butzow was instructed to declare that his autho- 
rity was restricted to hearing China's offers and reporting them 
to the Tsar, who would then decide 'whether there is any basis 
for possible negotiations'.' 

The Russian high officials asked General Kaufman for re- 
commendations. Kaufmarl suggested restitution of the Tekes 
Valley at the enormous price of roo million roubles or else the 
cession of an equally large area north of Ili. These recommen- 
dations were found unrealistic, as Jomini told Giers: 'Butzow 
finds General Kaufman's opinion impossible as a basis of 
negotiations. The proposed border strikes him as impracti- 
cable, for it would still remove half the province of Ili from 
China, as well as a route indispensable to her, without giving 
us a secure natural border. As for the pecuniary transaction, 
he finds it not very dignified.'' Jomini doubted whether China 
would accept Kaufman's idea of territorial readjustment, 
for it was 'like taking away from her on the right what 
we would be giving back on the left'. In view of ~aufman 's  
confidential remarks that the new territory north of Ili that was 
to be annexed had no strategic value and little economic value 
to Russia, Jomini asked Giers some pointed questions: 'Must 
we insist on a compensation which is without valuc for US but 
which will probably meet with rejection by the Chinese govern- 
ment? . . . What is the final goal pursued by the imperial 
Cabinet? Does it want to bring the Chinese government to 

Jelavich, log, Jomini to Giers, 19 Sept.11 Oct. 1880. 
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reason even at the risk of war? O r  does it want to avoid a war, 
which offers only liabilities without  compensation^?'^ 

If the Russian government was prepared to go to war, Jomini 
continued, he would adopt the tactics of forcing the Chinese 
either to ratify the treaty or to break with Russia. He doubted 
if China would fight Russia; more likely, she would let 
Russia keep Ili under protest and reserve the right to demand 
its return later. O n  the other hand, if the Russian government 
wanted to avoid war, it should return the Tekes Valley to 
China at the good price of new commercial privileges, new 
navigation rights on the Sungari River, and a new frontier in 
the Ussuri area. In  addition, an indemnity should be demanded 
-as a lesson to China-to compensate Russia for military 
expenses incurred as a result of Chinese war preparations. 
Jomini begged Giers to clarify two essential points : the ultimate 
goal of the government, and the maximum and minimum gains, 
concessions, and demands in view of that ultimate goal.2 Jomini 
believed that Russia should not involve herself in a war with 
China but should extricate herself from her present predica- 
ment as soon as possible. Uppermost in his mind were the two 
considerations of reducing military expenses and maintaining 
decent relations with China.3 While waiting for instructions 
from Giers, Jomini postponed the deadline for the ratification of 
the treaty a month so that the negotiations could continue. 

Giers, apparently unable to see the really crucial issue, told 
Jomini that the goal of the Russian government was to have the 
Treaty of Livadia 'ratified with slight modifications'. Jomini 
reminded him that the prime issue-the restitution of the 'Tekes 
Valley and the Muzart Pass-constituted a fundamental altera- 
tion of the treaty and was quite different fl-om 'slight modi- 
fications'.s On 23 Septcmbcr15 October Giers adopted the idea 
of sccking territorial compensation along the Ussuri River 
near Eastern Siberia; Kaufman's recommendations were dis- 
carded. 'Jjut', Giers w-arned, 'the most important thing in our 
opinion is to conduct the negotiations as fast as possible so that 
we may recall thc fleet, and rcturn our troops on the Chinese 
frontiers to a peaceful state.' He was afraid of a new war with 

Ihid. I I 2 ,  .lomini to Giers, 22 Sept.14 Oct. 1880. 
Il>itl. I 12-13, same to same, 22 Scpt.14 Oct. 1880. 
Ibid. I I I ,  samc to same, 22 Sept.14 Oct. 1880. 
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Turkey, in which case the Russian Far Eastern fleet would have 
to be recalled to reinforce the European fleet. I t  was therefore 
doubly necessary to reach a speedy settlement with China.' He 
repeated the same opinion to Jomini two days later: 'More than 
ever before we must desire that they [the negotiations] reach a 
good solution as soon as possible.'z 

However, Giers never made clear the maximum and mini- 
mum demands and concessions Russia would make. Butzow, 
ignorant of the intentions of his superiors, had to make his way 
in the dark until the high officials in Livadia made up their 
minds. He played a brilliant delaying game with Tseng. On 
I ,  2, 6, and g October, he charged China repeatedly with bad 
faith in rejecting the treaty and with violation of the usual 
standards of international conduct by punishing Ch'ung-hou. 
When reminded by Tseng that non-ratification of treaties was 
accepted practice in Western diplomacy, Butzow retorted 
sarcastically that he knew of no case in which rejection of the 
treaty was followed by war preparations on the one hand, and 
the dispatch of a new negotiator to change the treaty on the other. 
He intimated that unacceptable treaty arrangements might in- 
deed be re-negotiated through confidential, friendly requests from 
China but never by the threat of war. To give in to China's de- 
mands now would expose Russia to the ridicule of her people and 
the whole world. He kept reiterating that Russia could not be 
sure that China would not reject the re-negotiated treaty again.3 

Anxious to keep the negotiations alive, Tseng could not 
afford to employ, at this point, equally sharp language. He apo- 
logized for China's treatment of Ch'ung-hou, blaming it on 
her lack of experience in modern international affairs. But he 
was adamant in affirming that China was guilty of nothing else. 
Reassuring Butzow of his full powers to negotiate, he pledged 
that there was no possibility of a second rejection by Peking. 
China did not want to dismiss the whole Treaty of Livadia but 
only to revise some difficult items, he declared. The Tsar, he 
intimated, by not insisting on 'pure and simple' ratification of 
the treaty, certainly could provide a satisfactory basis for 
successful negotiations.4 

Jelavich, 150, Giers toJomini, 23 Sept.15 Oct. 1880. 
Ibid., 150, same to same, 25 Sept.17 O c t .  1880. 3 ILTY, 100-1, 105-6. 

* Ihid. ~ o o - I ,  105, 114. 
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Butzow asked for Tseng's formal representations, and Tseng 
repeated the six points he had stated to Giers on 23 August. He 
agreed to the Russian demands for financial compensation and 
pardon of those inhabitants of Ili who had collaborated with 
the Russians. For the restoration of the Tekes Valley, he 
indicated that China was willing to assign Russia an equally 
large area west of Ili for settlement of the Tungan refugees who 
wanted to leave Ili. But he demanded in return that Russia 
quarantine Pai Yen-hu, the Moslem rebel who had fled to 
Russia, and restrain him from any clandestine return to China 
to stir up trouble.' Butzow argued that, since the area west of 
Ili already had been ceded by the Treaty of Livadia, it could 
not compensate for the restitution of the Tekes Valley. He asked 
for some territory along the China coast, but Tseng positively 
refused to discuss cession of new territory.2 Butzow then 
threatened to move negotiations to Peking. The Chinese 
remained unimpressed, indicating that what he could not 
accept in St. Petersburg would not be accepted in Peking.3 

Having no definite instructions from Giers, Butzow was 
unable to be positive about his demands. He repeated again 
and again the old accusations of China's bad faith and Tseng's 
attempt to change the whole treaty. After several lengthy 
meetings of repetitions of former diatribes, words lost their 
meaning and the negotiations stalled. On g October Butzow 
declared: 'China regards the late treaty as if it were non- 
existent but my country wants to use it as a basis (for negotia- 
tions). The views of our two countries being so divergent, how 
can we negotiate?'4 

The negotiations were heading toward collapse, and the one- 
month extension of the date of ratification was fast running 
out. The weather was turning cold, and the best season for naval 
operations was passing. The ominous prospect of war was 
averted until at least the following spring, and the time gained 
worked in China's favour. Tseng saw this very clearly. He did 
not act as if he were anxious to force the Russians to make up 
their minds. He had probably grasped the hollowness of Russian 
threats by observing their social and financial problems. Plunkett 

I Ibid. 101-5, I 15. Ibid. I 12 ,  120. 

Jelavich, I 14-15, Jomini to Giers, 27  Sept.19 Oct. I 880. 
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described the situation to London : 'Chinese Envoy is in no hurry, 
and will wait until Russians make their meaning clear.' Tseng 
was convinced that 'Russia is as anxious for peace as China'.' 
His tactics were to force the Russians to formulate their demands 
so that he could know the worst and then judge how far he 
could go to meet them.2 

Jomini was disgusted with the fruitlessness of the negotiations, 
remarking that 'this cursed affair is giving us insomnia!'J He 
alerted Giers: 'Tseng plays dead! -we are imitating him. It 's 
a bad sign-since he is not impressed with Butzow's allusion to 
the impossibility of continuing the negotiations here. Has he 
been reassured by discovering the internal and external diffi- 
culties here that we must handle?'4 News also came from the 
Russian minister in Japan, K. V. Struve, of China's purchase of 
a large number of mines in Germany, and of her dilatory tactics 
designed to gain time for war preparations. Jomini regretfully 
exclaimed : 'They have already succeeded in gaining the winter, 
which puts them out of danger from our fleet for six months!'4 

Jomini began to have serious second thoughts about the 
whole Ili issue and became quite critical of the Russian position. 
On  1/13 October he wrote at great length to Giers about the 
need for a new policy: 

The more I think about this unfortunate affair, the more I am 
convinced that a fair and moderate attitude supported by injexible 
decision is the only way to get out of this blind alley. We can admit it 
to ourselves: our present embarrassment comes from the fact that 
we have deviated from the start from this triple principle. 

Our  conditions for the restitution of Kuldja [Ili] have been neither 
fair nor moderate. We have just made a searching but painful study, 
comparing the protocol of the committee held last year with that of 
this year. The contradiction is complete! 

We have sustained, without rights or sufficient motives, a bad 
thesis. T o  sustain it we have made an  uplarent demonstraiion without 

F.O. 418/1/299 and 300, Granville's telegrams to Wade, 18, 19  Oct. 1880, 
transmitting Plunkett's reports. 
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Jomini 's Plight 
the greatest desire of putting it into execution. From this follows the 
fact that the Chinese have been exasperated by our demands without 
being frightened by our demonstration! 

To get out of this blind alley, it is necessary to go back to true 
principles. I persist in believing that we will reach the goal by a 
fair and moderate ultimatum, i.e., the ratification of the Treaty of 
Livadia with additional protocols providing for a generous restitu- 
tion of the Tekes Valley to the Chinese Emperor and reimbursement 
by him of the expenses to which he has forced us. But this ultimatum 
must be presented by the hand on the hilt of our sword, ready and 
decided to come out of its scabbard! 

If this kind of solution is adopted, there remains to be decided the 
moment when we would be in a position to act by land and sea, for it is 
essential that the ultimatum coincide with that moment. I beseech 
you to give us precise instructions on that point.1 

From Giers came the answer: 'We want to get out of this 
detestable affair with dignity. That ' s  why, besides the con- 
cessions we are disposed to make, we ask for some compensations 
which it is impossible for us to renounce without offending 
public opinion. If  the Chinese do not want to understand that, 
and-as a consequence-if they take our good will for weakness, 
then we shall have to show them our fist. I t  will be wretched but 
 inevitable.'^ 

Jomini did not see eye to eye with Giers, reminding him that 
if he were presented with the actual difficulties of the negotia- 
tions he might change his mind about 'the fist'. 'It is not a 
question of limiting oneself to showing the fist, but of being 
ready and determined to use it.' Jomini also demurred on the role 
of public opinion: 'Be assured that whatever we do, public 
opinion will accuse us. If we make war to save our dignity, it 
will reproach us for leading the state into a ruinous war a t  a 
time when, without that, our financial and commercial affairs 
are already in a bad state. If, on the other hand, we show con- 
ciliation so as to have peace, it will accuse us of giving away the 
dignity and interests of the state. T o  blame the government in 
everything, to criticize its acts without rhyme or reason so as to 
discredit it-such is the mission which it [public opinion] has 
assigned to itself. T o  take into consideration such a public 
opinion appears to me to be impossible.'3 

Ibid. Italics original. Ibid. 151, Giers to Jomini, 27 Sept./g Oct. 1880. 
' b i d .  I I 7, Jomini to Giers, 1/13 Oct. 1880. Italics original. 
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In  Jomini's view, a war with China would be 'ruinous, end- 

less, and without advantages'. Neither Russia nor China was 
likely to declare war in the event of a diplomatic impasse. More 
likely than not, China would reject the treaty and-leave Ili in 
Russian hands for the time being under protest. China, Jomini 
feared, then would arm herself with more foreign weapons and 
force Russia into a prolonged military build-up until exhaustion. 
I t  would be better to strike 'quickly' and 'strongly' now, while 
Russia was still in a position to do so. Giers was told that the 
situation yas  'far more serious than you judge it from a 
distand.4 Jomini blamed the military for having plunged 
Russia into the 'insoluble dilemma' of 'this cursed Chinese 
affair'. He poured his heart out to Giers: 'I do not forgive those 
who plunged us into it last year by protesting against pure and 
simple restitution of the territories which we had occupied 
temporarily with the promise of giving them back!' And he 
added philosophically: 'A new proof that straightforwardness 
and honesty are the best policies!'211 

Giers met with Miliutin on 4/16 October to discuss the China 
affair again. They decided that the Treaty of Livadia had to 
be ratified by China, but that Russia would promise in a 
separate protocol to abandon the Tekes Valley at the price of 
Chinese payment of all Russian military expenses caused by 
the Ili dispute. If Tseng refused to accept these terms, then 
Jomini and Butzow should threaten to transfer negotiation to 
Peking, under the direction of Admiral Lesovskii.3 Jomini 
thought that a piece of Chinese territory along the Ussuri River 
might be accepted in place of a large indemnity, if China was 
not in a position to pay.4 

Miliutin and Giers, in Livadia, began to feel that Tseng no 
longer possessed any 'lively desire' to end the negotiations, a 
change of attitude which they attributed to some 'ill-disposed 
adversaries', meaning the British., Giers told Jomini on 7/19 
October: 'We must suppose that he [Tseng] wants to keep us 
in suspense in order to gain time. . . . We want to be moderate 
but firm. . . . In the sad eventuality of a military action against 

Jelavich, r 18, ,Jornini to Gicrs, 4/16 Oct. 1880. 
Ibid. r 18,  same to same, 3/15 Oct. 1880. 

3 Miliutin, iii. 276. 
* Jelavich, I 19-20, Jomini to Giers, 511 7 Oct. 1880. 
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the Chinese, you would like to know just when and where we 
should act by sea and land. I n  effect, this question is of great 
importance, but nobody can decide it better than Admiral 
Lesovskii himself." 

Meanwhile, more news came from China of preparations for 
war and the concentration of troops at key points, as well as the 
dispatch of two German ships, loaded with gunpowder, from 
Hamburg to China. Reports came also, belatedly, of Gordon's 
activities in China and of his advice to remove the Chinese 
court to the interior, for a long war with Russia. Jomini was 
certain that this was 'an additional reason for us not to risk 
(trying) to crush the Chinese empire, which would bring us face 
to face with a fearful unknown (future)'. Both he and Butzow 
felt that Russia had to choose between a 'risky, dangerous, and 
onerous war, and a bad, dubious, and precarious peace'.2 The 
more he contemplated the prospects, the more was Jomini 
convinced that Russia should entertain no more illusions or 
wishful thinking. He told Giers: 

They [the Chinese] are very proud and very well informed on the 
general situation. Our  demonstrations have not frightened them. . . . 
To be sure they do not want war and they are afraid of it. But they 
are convinced that we do not want it any more than they do, and 
that we are not in a position to wage it. They certainly are not 
ignorant of the fact that Lesovskii, obliged as he is to respect foreign 
trade, cannot do anything very serious with his fleet, and that on 
land we have not even the means of marching on Peking. If they 
have not guessed it themselves, they do not lack good friends here 
who have shown them the light. Let us therefore face things as they 
are. Let us accept the status quo in spite of its disadvantages.3 

Tseng had clearly observed the Russian indecision, vacilla- 
tion, and lack of co-ordination. He now boldly pressed Jomini 
and Butzow for a written reply to his memorandum. While 
Jomini agreed to obtain it from Livadia, he warned that 
China must pay the twelve million roubles for Russian mili- 
tary expenses, and that if Tseng procrastinated further, the 
indemnity would increase. Jomini wanted to hold Tseng re- 
sponsible for the delay in negotiations, but Tseng insisted that 

I Jclavich, 152-3, Giers to Jomini, 7/19 Oct. 1880. 
Ihid. 1 2  I ,  ,Jo~nini to Giers, 10122 Oct. 1880. 
Ibid. I 2 1-22, same to same, I 2/24 Oct. 1880. 
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this delay was the result of Russian failure to respond to his 
memorandum. The Chinese negotiator offered to do one of two 
things to untie the knot: either negotiate for the restitution of 
Ili, or reject the Treaty of Livadia for the present and demand 
the return of Ili later.1 Jomini would not accept a 'delay' in the 
restitution of Ili except in the sense that Ili would be transferred 
permanently to Russia on receipt of a formal note from Tseng. 
This, of course, Tseng refused to do.= The one-month extension 
of the ratification date was fast expiring, and Russia agreed to 
extend it two more months.3 The negotiations, so far, had been 
inconclusive. 

3. T H E  P R O T R A C T E D  N E G O T I A T I O N S  

In Livadia the high government officials continued to debate 
the China issue. Miliutin had received secret information about 
China's war preparations and her purchase from Europe and 
America of large quantities of arms, gunpowder, and torpedoes, 
enough to make Russian preparations look insignificant. Russian 
defences in the Orient had not been consolidated during the 
winter because of severe weather and lack of funds.4 Miliutin 
noticed that Tseng had become 'uncommunicative' and 'even 
abrupt' in the negotiations, as he pressed for a written reply to 
his memorandum. Giers ordered Jomini to draft a memoran- 
dum for the Chinese in such a way as to show that it was not the 
last word of the Tsar, in order to leave the door open for further 
negotiations.5 A. A. Mel'nikov, vice-director of the Asiatic 
Department of the Foreign Office, was dispatched as a courier 
of new instructions to St. Petersburg. Butzow informed Tseng 
that a written reply would be ready as soon as Mel'nikov arrived 
from Livadia.6 

Mel'nikov arrived in St. Petersburg-but with no specific 
new instructions except the report that Miliutin wanted very 
much to avoid war, although he did not favour a patched-up 
peace, because it would place a heavy defence burden on Russia 
indefinitely.' Jomini, disappointed by the lack of new instruc- 

ILTY, 128-9. Ibid. I 2 I --6 passim. 
3 Ibid. 134. 4 Miliutin, iii. 278-80. 
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tions, was now more than ever convinced that 'it would have 
been wiser to give them back Kuldja honestly as we had 
promised. . . . We have made the mistake of absorbing immense - 
territories with an appetite which bears little relation to our 
digestive capacity." But an indemnity should be demanded of 
China, he insisted, although the amount should be moderate 
and the instalment payments widely spaced.2 Giers, anxious 
as he was for peace, approved this idea, and suggested in addi- 
tion that the indemnity might be diminished if Tseng proved 
intransigent.3 Giers still refused to state categorically whether 
the ultimate goal of Russia was war or peace. ~ o m i n i  had grown 
weary of waiting for a definite answer; he pressed Giers for 
clarification. O n  25 October/G November Giers finally replied 
that it was obviously for the purpose of avoiding war that 
Russia had consented to open negotiations with Tseng, but she 
did not want to concede so much as to hurt her dignity. For 
this reason, he said, it was hard to fix either war or peace as a 
final g0al.4 

The long-awaited Russian memorandum finally reached 
Tseng on 8 November, the Russians agreeing to return the 
Tekes Valley but to keep the western portion of Ili for the 
settlement of the Tungan refugees. The Russians also demanded 
an indemnity and the right of navigation in the Sungari River. 
On 10 November the Chinese and Russian negotiators met 
again. They debated about the western border of Ili, but 
decided that Russian navigation in the Sungari would be 
curtailed to a certain point, to be recorded in a special 
protocol. 

The really inflammatory issue was that of the indemnity, 
which the Russians fixed at eleven million roubles. Plunkett 
told Jomini that he knew of no 'precedent of an "indemnitk 
de guerre" being demanded when there had been no war'.s 
Tseng also argued along the same lines and indicated that China 
might be willing to increase the compensation for Russian 
occupation expenses, but would never pay an indemnity. 
Jomini was quick to intimate that he was more interested in the 

Ibid. 130-1, Jomini to Giers, 25 Oct.16 Nov. 1880. 
Ibid. 128-9, same to same, 22 Oct.13 Nov. 1880. 
Ibid. 155, Giers to Jomini, 28 Oct./g Nov. 1880. 
Ibid. 155, same to same, 25 Oct.16 Nov. 1880. 
F.O. 418/1/283, Plunkett to Granville, 6 Oct. 1880. 
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s~u-11 than in its name.' To  Giers he confided that it looked as if 
Tseng were willing to pay an additional one or two million 
roubles, besides the original five million stipulated in the Treaty 
of Livadia. Jomini was eager to make China pay as much as 
possible, both to help defray Russian military expenses and to 
teach the Chinese that they could not provoke Russia without 
incurring a financial penalty.2 Butzow, who knew China's finan- 
cial straits, thought it best to keep the indemnity small, but still 
maintain the principle of payment, on moral grounds. 

Tseng fought a brilliant diplomatic battle. His mental agility, 
perspicacity, and quick reasoning were sufficiently demonstrated 
in the conference room. When Jomini attempted to hold China 
responsible for Russian military expenses, Tseng stated that if 
China paid Russia for a naval demonstration directed against 
herself, she would be the laughing-stock of the world. ~ornini 
replied that Russia would also look foolish if she spent eleven or 
twelve million roubles for the pleasure of giving up Ili.3 Tseng 
pointed out that it was Russian ships that had entered Chinese 
waters and not vice versa; the identity of the aggressor was 
clear. If Russia asked China for an indemnity, China could as 
well ask Russia for the same. Jomini answered that Russian 

- 

ships had not invaded Chinese waters but had stayed in inter- 
national waters. Tseng quickly asked: 'If Russian ships did not 
reach Chinese waters, why do you ask for Chinese compensa- 
tion?'4 Jomini was unable to answer. Sharp exchanges such 
as these took place often, but no real progress was made in the 
negotiations. 

Tseng was of course in contact all this time with the British 
legation in St. Petersburg. At his request, Plunkett asked Jomini 
not to press too hard on China lest the Peking government 
collapse, an eventuality which would not be in the interest of 
either Russia or Europe. Jomini assured him that Russia had 
no intention of pushing things to extremes and had no desire 
to press unduly hard on China.5 Tseng was also in touch 
with the American minister, John W. Foster. On 19 November 

' ILTY, 136-51 passim. 
Jelavich, I 31-5, Jomini to Giers, 29 Oct./ro Nov. 1880. 
Ibid. I 35-6, same to same, 511 7 NOV. 1880. 
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1880 he informed Foster that the Russians were unreasonably 
taking the rejected Treaty of Livadia as 'an accomplished fact, 
fully ratified and binding upon the parties thereto'. Regarding 
the Russian demand for an indemnity, Tseng stated that China 
'would forfeit the respect of the other nations of the earth by 
yielding to a demand so humiliating to her honour and in- 
dependence'. He asserted that she was willing to reimburse the 
Russians for their occupation expenses in Ili 'cheerfully and 
liberally', but she would not give a single rouble for 'a hostile 
and menacing naval demonstration in its [her] own waters in 
time of peace'. To Tseng's request for mediation in the dispute, 
Foster responded with a promise to do what he could to 
promote a peaceful settlement.' 

Giers had also come to the conclusion that Jomini should not 
quarrel about the character of the payment-whether 'indem- 
nity' or 'compensation'-and that two or three million roubles 
in addition to the original five million should be considered 
satisfactory.2 Jomini, still aiming at what he called 'the most 
possible', asked for a total of ten million roubles under the name 
of 'compensation for military expenses in Ili'. Tseng accepted 
his description of the payment, and indicated that the Chinese 
government would not quibble about the sum if it was reason- 
able.~ Thus the two parties were coming closer. 

4. T H E  T U R N I N G - P O I N T  

Lack of progress in the negotiations, while largely the result 
of indecision and hesitation in high Russian circles, was also 
partially a result of the absence of the Tsar and the assistant 
foreign minister from the scene of the conference. Correspon- 
dence bctwcen Jomini in St. Petersburg and Giers in Livadia 
took a t  least four days.4 But negotiations took a rapid turn after 
thc first week of December, when thc Tsar and his suite returned 
to St. Petcrsburg and Giers himself replaced Jomini as the 
leading negotiator for Russia. Hc was impatient to finish with 
the negotiations. 

' Rrrssin: Bispatche.r, 34: 57, John W. Foster to William M. Evarts, 19 NOV. 1880 
(National Archivrs, Washington, L).C:.). 
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Tseng, on his part, was also anxious to complete his mission, 

lest the delay give the war party in Peking an excuse to obstruct 
the progress he had already made. With a view to making the 
most of British and American support, he asked Plunkett to use 
his good offices 'to induce the Russian government to be as 
lenient as possible towards China' since he, Tseng, had already 
reached the limit of the concessions he was allowed to make. 
Plunkett, while declining to take 'any active part whatever in 
the negotiations', agreed to urge conciliation upon the Russians.' 
He told Giers that if Russia could be more yielding on the 
pecuniary issue and reduce her demands to what she intended 
to accept, 'it would hasten matters'.2 Tseng also turned to 
Foster again to request his good offices. Foster considered 
mediation 'a very delicate task to undertake' but agreed to do 
what he could on the proper occasions. When he later visited 
Giers to discuss the problem of the Jews in Russia, and the pro- 
scriptive law against them, Giers reminded him of the poor 
treatment of the Chinese in the United States. Foster seized 
the opportunity to express the hope that the negotiations be- 
tween Russia and China would come to a 'peaceful and satis- 
factory conclusion'. Foster reported to the Secretary of State: 
'Mr. Giers listened to me with much interest and expressed him- 
self as highly gratified to have an opportunity to talk with me on 
the subject. He assured me that the Russian government was 
desirous of coming to an amicable arrangement with China 
and had no disposition to be harsh or to exact inconvenient 
conditions. . . . (He) expressed strong hopes that a mutually 
satisfactory result would be reached.'3 

Giers was now more anxious than ever to rid himself of the 
'cursed' Chinese affair. When he heard from Koiander in 
Peking that General Tso had been recalled to Peking, he 
suspected a resurgence of war sentiment in the Chinese govern- 
ment. Fearing that the peace talks in St. Petersburg might be 
wrecked by Tso, Giers several times solicitously inquired of 
Tseng the purpose of Tso's recall, and the Chinese diplomat 
spared no effort to reassure him that Tso's mission was an 
entirely peaceful one.4 But Giers apparently decided on his own 

F.O. 418111342, Plunkett to Granville, most conjdential, 30 Nov. 1880. 
a F.O. 418/1/341, same to same, telegram, conzdential, 4 Dec. 1880. 
' Russia: Dispatches, 35 : 77, Foster to Evarts, I Jan. I 88 I .  4 ILTr,zo7, 215- 
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that he had to race against Tso or there would be no peace at 
all. With this impetus the negotiations in St. Petersburg pro- 
gressed rapidly. 

In  his meeting with Tseng on I I December Giers agreed to 
prepare a formal memorandum stating Russia's final position 
on all the issues at stake and to conclude the negotiations in a few 
meetings.' A grand conference was called by him at the Foreign 
Office to discuss the China problem, attended by Miliutin, 
Jomini, Butzow, and the new finance minister, Abaza. The 
prevailing temper favoured avoiding war at all costs. The 
conference adopted Giers's recommendation that Russia make 
more concessions to Tseng in new terms instead of insisting on 
ratification of the old treaty, and that the changes be recorded 
in separate protocols. Butzow, though unsympathetic with the 
decision, volunteered to prepare a formal memorandum for 
Tseng, and Jomini agreed to put the necessary literary touches 
to it.2 

In the category of territorial adjustment, Giers formally 
proposed to return the Tekes Valley but retain the land west of 
Ili for the settlement of the Tungan refugees. He agreed to 
accept the existing Sino-Russian border in south-western Ili 
set by General Ming-i in 1864. The boundaries of Kashgaria 
and Tarbagatai as stipulated in the Treaty of Livadia were 
to be ignored, and new Russo-Chinese commissions were to be 
set up to settle boundary problems on the spot. 

As for trade provisions, Tseng succeeded in committing Giers 
to giving up the demand for new routes to Hankow via Sian and 
Han-chung. The Russians, however, were permitted to trade 
in Chia-yii-kuan in the same manner as in Tientsin. The 
number of new Russian consulates was reduced to two, in 
Suchow and Turfan, but as trade increased in the future Russia 
might negotiate for the establishment of five more in Kobdo, 
Uliasutai, Hami, Urumchi, and Ku-ch'eng. Russian traders in 
Mongolia were allowed tax exemption, but those in Sinkiang 
were given only temporary exemption until such time as in- 
creased trade called for new arrangements. The old protocol 
on Russian navigation in the Sungari was dropped for good. 
Thus most of the points of contention in the Treaty of Livadia 
were resolved.3 

Ibid. 165-8. Milintin, iii. 283. 3 Tseng Chi-tse, 'Memorials', 2 : 28-36. 



I 86 The Treaty of St. Petersburg 
The remaining irritant was the issue of monetary compensa- 

tion. Jomini had previously asked for eleven to twelve million 
roubles but he now indicated his willingness to accept four million 
roubles for extended occupation expenses in Ili, without asking 
China to bear the expense of the Russian naval demonstration. 
This four million roubles, together with the original five million 
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stipulated in the Treaty of Livadia, made an acceptable sum 
of nine million roubles, the equivalent of five million taels 
which Tseng was authorized to offer.' So the monetary issue too 
was finally settled to mutual satisfaction. 

The Russians were overjoyed by the terms of the settlement, 
for they had been resigned to a far less profitable outcome. Giers 
lost no time in passing the good news to Miliutin and he asked 

At the su~gestion of his secretary, Macartney, Tseng insisted that Russia pay 
the remittance charge, thus he succeeded in saving China some 280,000 roubles. 
See Boulgcr, Macartney, 351-5. 
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the Tsar to approve all the conditions.' Request was also made 
of the British government that Peking be urged to accept the 
settlement, and Granville was pleased to comply with it. Wade 
was instructed by telegram: 'Do your best to promote arrange- 
ment.'2 The Tsungli Yamen was more than satisfied with the 
results of the negotiations, which had restored to China some 
seventy or eighty per cent. of the rights lost in the Treaty of Liva- 
dia.3 When Tseng informed the Russians, on I 7 January I 88 I ,  

of Peking's approval,4 Miliutin was so overcome by the good 
news that he exclaimed: 'Now we can count on the peaceful 
end of our misunderstanding with China!' He hastened to order 
the border generals to relax their military preparations.5 

The Ili settlement, though generally considered a Chinese 
victory, nevertheless awarded Russia considerable advantages. 
The territory west of Ili went to her and became part of the 
Alma-Ata province. Russian properties in Ili were retained and 
the right to establish consulates in Suchow and Turfan secured. 
Russian trade with Sinkiang remained duty-free, even though 
only temporarily. These new privileges materially strengthened 
Russia's position in Central Asia, and with the demise of the 
Yakub Beg empire the northward extension of British influence 
from India was checked. The nine million roubles of compensa- 
tion was a welcome relief to her hard-pressed finances; it gave 
a new impetus to the development of the Trans-Siberian Rail- 
way, without which, the Russians learned, they could not wage 
an effective war in the East. Thus, all in all, Russia was quite 
handsomely compensated for her return of Ili. 

Since the Treaty of Livadia had been virtually emptied of 
its contents, Giers suggested that it be discarded altogether 
and that a new document be drafted. Tseng could not have 
been more willing. The Treaty of St. Petersburg was signed on 
24 February I 881, and it was formally approved by the Chinese 
government on 15 May of the same year. The exchange of the 
ratifications took place in St. Petersburg on 19 August, and in 
February 1882 Ili was transferred to China.6 

Miliutin, iii. 285-6. 
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Tseng's remarkable performance won him the praise from 

Giers that in all his forty-two years of diplomatic life he had 
seldom seen anyone from Europe, ~ m e r i c a ,  or Asia who was 
Tseng's equal.' Lord Dufferin also complimented Tseng by 
saying, 'China has compelled Russia to do what she had never 
done before: disgorging territory she had once absorbed.'= 
The grateful court at Peking rewarded Tseng with a concurrent 
appointment as senior vice-president of the Censorate and a 
year later, on 7 February 1882, raised his salary to that of a 
first-class imperial commissioner, i.e. ambassador, although his 
official rank was still second-class commissioner, or minister. 
On  2 0  November 1884 he was given the title of junior vice- 
president of the Board of War.3 After nine years of diplomatic 
life he returned home in 1886 as the most successful diplomat 
of modern China. 

followed-regarding the southern boundary of Ili concluded in Aug. 1882, 
regarding Kashgar in Nov. 1882, regarding Kobdo and Tarbagatai in July 1883, 
and regarding Kashgar again in 1885. See W. A. Douglas Jackson, T h  RUJSO- 
Chinese Borderlands (Princeton, I g62), I I 7. 
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CHAPTER X 

The Legacy of the ili Crisis 

I. CHINA:  THE PRICE OF V I C T O R Y  

Neither Russia nor China was in a position to wage war, but 
the prevailing moods, of the two countries were very different. 
Russia was hampered by internal unrest and external isolation, 
while China had gained new vigour from the Self-strengthening 
Movement. Having suppressed three great rebellions in suc- 
cession-the Taiping, the Nien, and the Moslem-the Ch'ing 
dynasty had gained a new lease on life, and the re-establishment 
of imperial authority in Sinkiang gave rise to new confidence. 
In spite of Li Hung-chang's warning of the dangers of war with 
Russia, the majority of Chinese officials and scholars felt that 
China was not invading Russia but was merely defending her 
territory against an aggressor, and that where the cause was 
just the army would prevail. Their spirited pronouncements 
stimulated sentiments of war and inspired confidence of victory, 
even though the material basis for such a victory was lacking. 
In their outcry for war and eagerness to defend China's honour, 
the painful memories of past defeats in the Opium and Arrow 
Wars became dimmed. There seemed to be a feeling that 
China's position was now totally different. She had lost the 
earlier wars because her enemies, Britain and France, were a new 
type of seafaring invader with unpredictable striking-power, 
for which China was ill prepared. Rut Russia was something 
of a known quantity. China had dealt with her for nearly two 
hundred years: fought her at Albazin (Ya-k'e-sa) in the 168o's, 
negotiated with her at Nerchinsk and Kiakhta in 1689 and 
1727, and sent diplomatic missions to her under Tulisen in 
1714 and under T'o-shih in I 731 and I 732. There was also 
a number of Chinese writings on Russia. Confrontation with 
her was therefore not a rendezvous with the unknown. Con- 
sequently, the mandarins of 1880 seemed less fearful of Russia 
than of the maritime countries of Western Europe. There was 
even some wishful thinking that if China did successfully 
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repel Russia at Albazin before, she might well repeat the per- 
formance now. The more venturesome Chinese talked about war 
with Russia as an occasion to test the result of China's twenty- 
year Self-S trengthening Movement. Li Hung-chang was con- 
stantly reminded that he should prove his usefulness in times 
of crisis, since the country had invested heavily in his fleet and 
army. 

The spirited pronouncements of the Chinese war advocates 
and the confidence they manifested created the unmistakable 
picture of a country determined to defend its territory and 
honour. Such an image could not have failed to make an im- 
pression on the Russian legation in Peking and the government 
in St. Petersburg. A war with China, the Russians reasoned, 
would perforce be long, costly, and inconclusive. Victory would 
be uncertain and the risks too great to justify fighting over Ili. 

The Chinese war advocates were of course playing with fire. 
They pushed their country so close to the brink of war that 
they might easily have precipitated it into a disaster of major 
proportions. Fortunately for China the present enemy was 
not Britain, the mistress of the seas, but Russia, a nation beset 
with foreign and domestic difficulties. By playing the dangerous 
game of brinkmanship, the Chinese forced their enemy to fight 
or retreat, allowing no chance of victory by mere threat of war. 
In the end Russia chose peace. 

The decision for war or peace is perhaps always something of 
a gamble, and this time China luckily won. Chinese readiness 
to fight revealed the hollowness of the Russian threat. If Li 
Hung-chang and his peace party had been dominant at the 
time, China would in all likelihood have succumbed to that 
hollow threat, and Russia would have been spared the painful 
decision of war or peace; her weakness would not have been 
revealed. China was able to extricate herself from the predica- 
ment not so much by her own strength as by forcing the enemy 
to recognize his weakness. In this respect the ch'ing-i outcry for 
war, which had many times led the country into ruinous wars, 
unexpectedly turned out to be a blessing in disguise. 

Knowing Chinese oficialdom as he did, Tseng Chi-tse, the 
victor of the diplomatic battle in Russia, felt impelled to warn 
his countrymen against easy pride and over-confidence. He 
feared that the victory might encourage Chinese courtiers and 
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scholars, especially the ch'ing-i group, to believe that if China 
could deal successfully with a country as powerful as Russia, 
there could be nothing in foreign relations that she could not 
cope with. The natural outcome would be over-confidence, un- 
due optimism, and arrogance, which would seriously damage 
China's relations with other countries. To  forestall such an un- 
warranted attitude, he submitted a long memorial to Peking 
on 26 February 1881, only two days after the signing of the 
Treaty of St. Petersburg, stressing the difficulties he had en- 
countered in the negotiations. He pointed out China's good 
fortune in having confronted Russia at a time when she was 
troubled by great internal and external difficulties, and implied 
strongly that such a favourable combination of circumstances 
was not likely to recur.' 

But Tseng's restraint in victory, statesmanlike as it was, did 
not prevent a domestic surge of elation at the thought of a 
victory won from a powerful country. Chinese conservatism 
and complacency received a new impetus, and the ch'ing-i 
group, gratified at the result of what they thought was their 
endeavour, became ever more vociferous in the ensuing years. 
This was clearly demonstrated during the Sino-French contro- 
versy over Annam a year later. In  April 1882 the Ch'ing 
government dispatched troops to Tongking to check French 
aggressive designs, even though it was totally unprepared to 
meet the challenge.2 The ch'ing-i phenomenon rose to a new 
height. Chang Chih-tung and Chang P'ei-lun took the lead in 
clamouring fbr war with France, a nation they disparagingly 
described as a 'spent arrow', on the brink of bankruptcy. They 
argued confidently: 'If we are desirous of peace, then France 
will wage war; but if we are capable of conducting a war, the 
French will be peaceable.'3 The weapon with which they wished 
to combat the enemy was 'the love of the people and high 
morale', and the resolute will of courageous men and women.4 
They attacked Li Hung-chang for his appeasement policy, 
calling it 'an illusory and unreliable palliative', and they 
compared him with Ch'in Kuei, the arch-traitor of the Sung 
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period. He was ridiculed for his gullibility before the unscru- 
pulous French. A sub-chancellor of the Grand Secretariat - 

announced: 'The wily plans of the French were known to boys 
and servants. The only person that believes in them without 
suspicion is Li Hung-chang." Another senior metropolitan 
censor admonished the court: 'I am afraid that Li Hung-chang 
has been deceived by the French and that the court has in turn 
been deceived by Li Hung-chang.'Z Li was of course disgusted 
with these irresponsible attacks, as he told a friend: 'I am trou- 
bled by the idle talk of people not in positions of authority. . . . 
They discussed events first and then they discussed men. Most 
of them engage in sharp bullying. My-loyalty and rectitude 
are only clear to myself.'3 

The ch'ing-i pronouncements reached such fierce proportions 
and the outcry for war so filled the air that the court was harried 
by them into a course of greater belligerency than it had 
intended. Milder elements were forced out of the government, 
and Prince Kung, head of the Tsungli Yamen, was replaced 
by Prince Ch'un, father of the boy Emperor and a diehard 
conservative. The Grand Council was also reorganized in 
favour of the war party. The government was led ;tep by step 
to the brink of war. The result was not victory over France but 
destruction of the Foochow Dockyard by enemy bombardment. 
The France of 1884-5 was not the Russia of 1880. The price of 
Chinese over-confidence and bellicosity was defeat and loss of 
suzerainty over the tributary state of Annam, and this over- 
confidence and pride could be traced to the Ili victory. 

The French war dealt a severe blow to Chinese pride, and 
a sense of dejection and resignation developed as an aftermath. 
Rapidly approaching what might be called its 'pre-ordained 
finale' (ch'i-sh i-chin), the Ch'ing dynasty complacently allowed 
itself to drift into a state of unrealistic quietude. There was a 
general decline of government morality, as manifested in the 
rebuilding of the Summer Palace with naval funds4-an act 

Kuang-hsii chao Chung-Fa chiao-she shih-liao (Historical materials on Sino-French 
negotiations during the Kuang-hsii period), 18 :  24, document 682. 

a Ibid. 14: 12, document 485. 
Shao Hsiin-cheng et al. (ed.), Chung-Fa chan-cheng (The Sino-French war) 

(Shanghai, 1 9 5 5 ) ~  4: 8. 
Li Chien-nung, The Political History of China, 18~0-1988, edited and translated 

by S. Y. Teng and J. Ingalls (New York, 1956), 98, 128. 
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that definitely contributed to the defeat by Japan in 1895. To 
guard against future Japanese aggression, the court rediscovered 
the importance of Russia as a northern neighbour who had been 
'good' to China during the Ili settlement. The upshot was the 
conclusion of a secret alliance in 1896. But the Ch'ing pursuit of 
security proved illusory: barely a year had passed when Russia 
cast her covetous eye on Port Arthur, thereby touching off the 
partition of China by foreign powers. What followed was the 
outbreak of a violent anti-foreign movement, the Boxer Rebel- 
lion, which precipitated an eight-power expedition to China 
and the subsequent occupation of Peking. Thus, insofar as the 
Ili victory had any significance in the historical sense, it is that 
it confirmed the tradition of anti-foreign conservatism, fostered 
the spirit of complacency, and prepared the way for the ultimate 
disaster of the dynasty. 

Nonetheless, the Ili settlement was China's first diplomatic 
victory in modern times and it made possible the establishment 
of a province in Sinkiang. 

2. SINKIANG: C H A N G E  B E Y O N D  T R A D I T I O N  

The settlement of the Ili crisis created a major impact on 
the institutional status of Sinkiang. Chinese relations with the 
Hsi-yii, ever since the Han period, had revolved around the 
three phases of conquest, appeasement, and relinquishment, as 
reflected in the three historical concepts of Grand Unification, 
Minor Unification, and Precarious Security. The Western 
Region was never an integral part of China proper, but a 
frontier area. During the Ch'ing period Sinkiang was in 
essence a military colony of the Manchus. But after the Treaty 
of St. Petersburg the Ch'ing government took the unpre- 
cedented step of raising its status to that of a regular province. 
Thus, for the first time in history Sinkiang was on a par with the 
rest of the empire. I t  was indeed a landmark in Chinese frontier 
history.l 

The guiding spirit of this epochal undertaking was Tso 
Tsung-t'ang, though he was not the first to espouse the idea. 
Kung Tzu-chen (1792-1841)~ a famous scholar of the late 
Ch'ing period, made 'A Proposal for turning Hsi-yii into a 
Regular Province' in his Literary Collection, which was printed 

Ch'in Han-ts'ai, 220- I ,  226-7. 
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posthumously in 1868. In  it he advocated that the land west 
of Barkul to Urumchi should be detached from Kansu province 
for incorporation into Sinkiang, the eastern boundary of which 
should be just west of Anhsi. The new province should be made 
up of eleven prefectures (fu), three independent departments 
(chih-li chou), two departments (chou), and forty-six counties 
(hsien). There should be a governor-general in Ili and a governor 
in Urumchi. A financial and a judicial commissioner should 
be appointed under them, just as in the other provinces. The 
provincial commander-in-chief (t'i-tu) should be stationed in 
Urumchi, and three brigade-generals and three intendants of 
military circuits should be placed in the several key places. 
Moslem begs should be made subdistrict magistrates.' 

In  time these ideas became the nucleus of a proposal sub- 
mitted to the throne by Tso Tsung-t'ang. Five times-once in 
I 877, twice in 1878, and once each in I 880 and 1882-he urged 
the court to make Sinkiang a province so as to ensure lasting 
peace and order.2 His ideas were most explicitly elucidated in 
a letter to his leading general and later successor, Liu Chin- 
t'ang, in 1878: 

Whether court opinions can agree or not, there is no better way 
to lasting peace and order in Sinkiang than to make it a province. 
Soon I plan to memorialize my general views [on the subject] and 
request the appointment of a governor-general and a governor 
first, leaving the details for later expatiations, so as to achieve quick 
result. . . . The governor-general should be stationed in Urumchi, 
and the governor in Aksu. Ili should be the seat of the military-gover- 
nor ancl commander-in-chief, and Chug~lchak that of a brigade- 
general. All the traditional posts of assistant rnili tary-governors and 
imperial agents can be abolished. A provincial commander-in-chief 
should be stationed in Kashgar. The old commandants of the forces 
in the several places should be replaced by brigade-generals and 
intendants. All vacancies in the offices of the governor-general, 
governor, circuit intendants, prefects, sub-prefccts, and county 
magistrates should be filled by Manchus and Chinese without 
distinction. . . . The garrison forces that are transferred periodically 
may be rccrl~ited selectively from the natives, but for the time being 
the visiting 1i.e. Manchu-Chinese] army should not be withdrawn 
too readily . . . [The land] west of Hami should be ~~overned by 

Kung Tzu-chen, Tirz,c-an wen-chi (Litrrary collection of Kung Tzu-then;, 
1868, i i :  4h-I I .  C:h'in Han-ts'ai, I r 7- 19. 
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Sinkiang and that east ofAnhsi and Tun-huang by Kansu. When the 
boundary line is clear, the task of government is rendered easy. . . . 
The old set-up of Moslem begs and t'ai-chi may be allowed to continue, 
but those who are unfit for duties should be dismissed and replaced 
f0rthwith.I 

A formal proposal containing these ideas was dispatched to the 
court in 1878, but the government would not approve these 
measures before the recovery of Ili. However, Peking en- 
couraged him to continue his planning for the eventual estab- 
lishment of a province in Sinkiang. O n  26 May 1880, at the 
height of the Ili crisis, Tso again presented the plan, requesting 
that a governor-general of Sinkiang be appointed first at 
Urumchi and a governor at Aksu. The court was unwilling to 
make these far-reaching commitments at such an unsettled 
time, and Tso was told that his plan would entail many difi- 
culties before the actual recovery of Ili.2 After the final settle- 
ment of the crisis by the Treaty of St. Petersburg, the persistent 
Old Soldier renewed his request in a memorial dated I 8 October 
I 882.3 The court could no longer use the same pretext, and the 
Board of Civil Offices, with lingering doubts as to the ability 
of Sinkiang's small population to support a provincial system, 
reluctantly approved Tso's recommendation in principle. After 
further delay and debate, the court finally sanctioned the 
establishment of the Sinkiang province on I 6 November I 884, 
with General Liu Chin-t'ang as the first governor. All the old 
positions of military-governor, assistant military-governors, 
commandants of the forces, imperial agents, and assistant 
imperial agents were abolished. Sinkiang at long last emerged 
from the status of a colony and territory. Tso did not live to see 
his dream realized, for he had died half a year earlier.4 

Although Sinkiang had become a province of the empire, 
the Ch'ing dynasty, its life-span nearly over, was unable to 
keep a firm hold on it. 'The Nationalist government that came 
into power after the Manchus also exercised only a nominal 
control over it. But today the Communist government in 
Peking has successfully assertrd its control of Sinkiang, moving 

Tso Tsung-t'ang. 'Lrt trrs', 2 I : 8-8b. 
Idcm, 'Mcn~o~.ials', 52:  3-5, 56: 34-37b. 
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large columns of immigrants into it and making it a vital and 
active part of the state, tied indissolubly to the rest of China by 
the strongest of all bonds, those of blood and ideology. Chinese 
influence in Sinkiang now is probably stronger than ever before. 
The old imperial dream of Grand Unification through domina- 
tion of the Western Region has been unexpectedly fulfilled by 
the Marxist converts in China under the red banners. 



Notes 

A. The Russian expert on Central Asia, Lieutenant-General M. A. Teren- 
t'ev, in his Istoriia zavoeuaniia . . . gave what he termed an 'inaccurate' estimate 
of the population of Ili in the 1860's as follows: Taranchi, 38,2 I I ; Tungan, 
5,130; Kirghiz, 22,344; Sibo, 15,484; Mongol, I 7,954; Chinese, 3,373; and 
Manchu, 450. Of the total 102,910, the author claimed that 65,685 were 
Moslems. Cf. Terent'ev, ii. 56. 

Baron Kaulbars of the Russian General Staff, who visited Ili in 1870, put 
the population of Ili at  13o,ooo, as follows: Taranchi, 40,000; Tungan, 
I 0,000; Kirghiz, 35,000 ; Mongol (Kalmuk), 30,000; TuryGd, I 0,000 ; 
Chinese and Sibo, 5,000. These figures are quoted in Eugene Schuyler, 
Turkistan: Notes of a Journey in Russian Tuskistan, Khokand, Bukhara, and 
Kula'ja (New York, 1877), ii. 197. O n  the same page Schuyler suggested the 
figure of 350,000 as the probable census of Ili before the rebellion in the 
1860's. W. L. Bales gave the same figure of 350,000 in his Tso Tsungt'ang, 
Soldier and Statesman of Old China (Shanghai, I 937), 3 1 I .  

B. Anonymous, 'P'ing-hui chi-lueh' (A brief account of the pacification of 
the Moslems), in Pai Shou-i (ed.), Hui-min ch'i-i (The righteous uprising of 
the Moslem people) (Shanghai, 1g53), iii. 9 ;  see also Wen-djang Chu, 
Policy, 251. Western research on the New Sect has been inconclusive and 
disappointing. H. M. D'Ollone in his Recherches sur les Musulmans chinois 
(Paris, 191 I )  simply stated that the New Sect taught the worship of the 
tombs of saints (p. 2 I 6). Marshall Broomhall in his Islam in China (London, 
1910) made a passing remark that 'the New School or Sin Kiao are more 
liberal in their religious views and practices' (p. 253). This view is in obvious 
conflict with later research by Saguchi and Chu, quoted above. Mary 
Wright made a good summary of Western research on the New Sect in her 
The Last Stand of Chinese Conservatism, The T'ung-chih Restoration, 186-2-1874 
(Stanford, 1g57), 107-8. The Chinese scholar, Wen-djang Chu, has written 
a comprehensive essay on the New Sect in his Policy, Appendix IV. 

C. An old version of the outbreak of the Tungan Rebellion based on the 
studies of Broomhall and Andrew had been accepted for years until the 
recent publication of Hui-min ch'i-i ('The righteous uprising of the Moslem 
people) (Shanghai, 1g53), and the scholarly research based on it by Wen- 
djang Chu, quoted above. The old version ran as follows: 

In 1861 the Chinese and Moslem population of Shensi organized separate 
militia against the invading Taipings. The Moslem militia drove the Tai- 
pings out of Hr~achow and took possession of sizable treasures. Refused 
any share of the spoils, the Chinese militia became angry and resentful. 
Antagonism between the two ethnic groups was brought to a high pitch 
several months later when eighteen Moslems were arrested by Chinese 
authorities for robbing a customs house. Their summary execution without 
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consultation with Moslem officials generated a strong feeling of injustice in 
the Moslem population. 

The sparks that set off the rebellion were kindled the following year, 1862, 
during a quarrel between a group of Moslems and Chinese. The Moslems 
were alleged to have cut bamboo to make lances in a Chinese village near 
Huachow without first securing permission from the Chinese owner. Upon 
receiving the complaint, the Chinese magistrate ordered the death of all 
Moslems in the village near the scene of the incident. The Moslems res- 
ponded by indiscriminately killing all Chinese and Manchus in a bloody 
uprising that continued three days and nights. Government troops were 
sent to fight them, but being largely Moslem themselves, they soon defected 
to the rebels. The court in Peking, thoroughly alarmed, ordered the exter- 
mination of all Moslems in Shensi, but the tide of rebellion could not be 
stemmed. By the end of 1863 the entire province had fallen to the rebels 
(see Broomhall, I 52-3; Andrew, 79-80). 

D. Tso Tsung-t'ang (1812-45) was born into a family of moderate means 
in Hsiang-yin, Hunan. He was a very promising scholar in his early years 
and achieved the chu-jen degree at the age of nineteen. Then his fortune 
declined and three times-in I 833, I 835, and I 838-he failed the metro- 
politan examinations for the chin-shih degree. His attention was drawn to 
an official work on the Chinese conquest of Sinkiang called the Ch'in-ting 
huang-yii Hsi-yii l'u-chih, which proved to be of great value years later. His 
knowledge of Sinkiang was further extended in 1849 when he learnt about 
the conditions of Ili from the famous statesman Lin Tse-hsii, who had been 
exiled there after his 'mismanagement' of the opium problem in I 840. 

Although Tso was considered by Lin to have a 'most unusual talent' 
(ch'i-ts'ai), his life before forty was rather uneventful. But in 1852, on the 
recommendation of an influential friend, Hu  Lin-i, he joined the staff of 
Chang Liang-chi, the governor of Hunan, and was charged with military 
action against the Taipings. His success in the campaign won him fame and 
imperial attention and his fortunes soared thereafter. In 1862 he became 
governor of Chekiang and in the following year governor-general of Fukien 
and Chekiang. Then followed a succession of honours, among them the title 
of junior guardian of the Heir Apparent, with the coveted Yellow Jacket, 
and an earldom of the first class. After the Taipings had been suppressed, 
Tso did much to rehabilitate Chekiang and Fukien provinces. Among the 
many projects he originated was the famous Foochow Dockyard. In 1866 
the court made him governor-general of Shensi and Kansu, with the special 
assignment of suppressing the Moslem rebellion. 

As a man, Tso was proud, brusque, argumentative, and outspoken, 
regardless of time, place, or circumstance. He liked to compare himself 
with the wise scholar-strategist Chu-ko Liang of the 'Three Kingdom Period 
(A.D. 22 1-65). Supremely confident, he carried himself with an air of will 
and determination, and never wavered under the severest test. His pro- 
nouncements, though egotistical, were couched in a terse, classical style that 
make good reading. 'Men admired his achievements and respected his 
ability but they did not warm up to him personally', wrote his biographer 
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Bales. Indeed, many feared him. Physically, he was short and stout, with 
barely 'three hairs' on his chin and a somewhat thicker moustache. His eyes 
were small, bright, and crafty. The Russian traveller Dr. P. Piassetsky 
(Piasetskii), who saw him in 1875, said he looked rather like Bismarck, 
except that Tso's face was darker. 

For a biography of Tso, see Arthur W. Hummel, Emincnt Chinese of the 
Ch'ing Period (Washington, 1g44), ii. 762-7; Gideon Ch'en, Tso Tsung-tran2, 
Pioneer Promoter of the Modern Dockyard and the Woolen Mill in China (Peiping, 
1938); see also W. L. Bales, Tso Tsungt'ang, Soldier and Statesman of Old 
China (Shanghai, 1 937), 407 ; and P. Piassetsky, Russian Travellers in Mongolia 
and China (London, I 884), ii. I I 8. 

E. The Ch'ing recovery of Sinkiang was such a remarkable event that cven 
Marxist writers today see merit in it. Although Yakub Beg's movement 
looked like a minority uprising against the oppressive Manchu rule, they 
say, it was in essence nothing more than a feudalistic contest with the 
Manchus for the monopolistic right of exploiting the peoples of Sin- 
kiang. Yakub Beg, once in power, was even worse than the Manchus he 
replaced. Cruelty, fear, secret police, and irregular taxation characterized 
his corrupt administration, which was supported by the British and Turkish 
imperialists. Such a reactionary and tyrannical puppet regime naturally had 
no basis for a lasting existence. Chinese victory came not so much because 
of Tso's personal ability as because of the powerful 'social forces' behind his 
campaign, for in destroying Yakub Beg, Tso reflected the 'general will' of 
the Chinese people. The Sinkiang campaign might even be considered 
'progressive' because it shattered the imperialist scheme of splitting up the 
Chinese family and liberated the Moslem people from colonial servitude. 
One should not deny the 'positive' nature of Tso's work simply because of 
his earlier reactionary campaign against the Taipings. See Hung Yiian, 
'A-ku-po cheng-ch'uan te pen-chih ho Ch'ing-ping hsi-cheng te i-i' (The 
very nature of Yakub Beg's rCgime and the meaning of the western expedi- 
tion of the Ch'ing army), Hsin-hzra yiieh-baa, 65 : 207-8; Fan Hsiao, 'Tui-yii 
A-ku-po che i-jen-wu p'ing-chia te shang-ch'iich' (An appraisal of the man 
Yakub Beg), Hsin-hua yiieh-baa, 65 : 208-9. 

F. The Turyfid tribe formerly lived in the Tarbagatai area but had migra- 
ted to Russia in 1630. By 1654 they had become Russian vassals, although 
their chieftains continued to send periodical tribute to China. In I 7 I 2 K'ang- 
hsi sent Tulisen, an assistant reader of the Grand Secretariat, to the Turyfid 
tribe in Russia with the twofold ob-jective of improving China's relations 
with the Turyiid and forestalling any possibility of alliancc between them 
and the 61od. Cf. fi-klmng 0-wen ~hih-liao (Documents in Russian preserved in 
the National Palace Museum of Peiping), edited by Wang Chih-hsiang and 
Liu 'Tse-jung (Peiping, I 936)' I 2-1 3. (Cited as 0 WSL). 

Tulisen reached the Volga in June  I714 and met the Turyfid chief, 
Ayiiki, on Lake Manuto. He returned to China with an account of his travels 
entitled Iyi i  lrl (Description of a foreign land), which was probably the first 
authentic Chinese work on Russia in the Ch'ing prriod. 
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Emperor Yung-cheng sent T'o-shih to Russia in I 73 I and I 732 with the 

proposal that, during the Ch'ing campaign against the d lod  leader Galden 
Cereng, if he and his men took refuge in Russia, the Russian government 
should extradite the 610d leaders and noblemen to China but keep their 
tribesmen under strict control so that they would not make trouble for China 
in the future. For this co-operation, China was willing to compensate Russia 
with part of the land seized from the Olod. The  Russian government 
expressed willingness to discuss the question of extradition in a friendly 
manner when it arose but refused to make other commitments. Cf. 0 WSL, 
13, 307, 31 2;  see also Mark Mancall, 'China's First Missions to Russia, 
I 729-1731', Papers on China (East Asia Regional Studies Seminar, Harvard 
University), 9 :  93 (1955); Immanuel C. Y. Hsii, 'Russia's Special Position 
in China during the Early Ch'ing Period', Slavic Review, 23 : 4: 688--700 
(Dec. 1964). 

G. Boulger's story unfolds as follows: 

'His [von Brandt's] plan was startlingly simple and bold. Li Hung-chang, 
the only prominent advocate of peace, was to rebel, march on Peking with 
his Black Flag army, and establish a government of his own. . . . Gordon 
went to China in the full belief that, whatever names were used, it was his 
old colleague Li Hung-chang who sent for him, and the very first definite 
information he received on approaching the Chinese capital was that not Li, 
but persons whom by inference were inimical to Li, had sent for him. The 
first question that arises then was who was the real author of the invitation 
to Gordon that bore the name of Hart. I t  cannot be answered, for Gordon 
assured me that he himself did not know; but there is no doubt that it 
formed part of the plot and counter-plot originated by the German minister, 
and responded to by those who were resolved, in the event of Li's rebellion, 
to uphold the Dragon Throne. . . . Sir Robert Hart knew exactly what was 
being done by the German minister.. . . The German minister, thinking that 
he had obtained an ally who would render the success of his own plan certain, 
proposed that Gordon should put himself at  the head of Li's army, march 
on Peking, and depose the Emperor. Gordon's droll comment on this is: 
"I told him I was equal to a good deal of filibustering, but that this was 
beyond me, and that I did not think there was the slightest chance of such 
a project succeeding, as Li had not a sufficient following to give it any chance 
of success !" ' (Boulger, Gordon, 2 I 8- I 9). 

H. Boulger's story is unbelievable, even without documentary evidence 
to the contrary. I t  is most unlikely, not to say ridiculous, that a man of 
Li's stature and position should be supposed to have thought of rebellion. 
If he had been a failure in politics, or a frustrated scholar like the Taiping 
leader Hung Hsiu-ch'iian, he might have had a grudge against the existing 
system that might have provided an incentive for revolt. He was, in fact, 
a great success, holding those positions and honours that were the dream of 
every Confucian scholar-official. There was no reason for him to want to 
overthrow a government that offered him power, prestige, wealth, and 
security. Why should he have risked all this to satisfy the whims of the 
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German minister? If the court had had the merest suspicion of disloyalty, 
it could have removed him instantly by decree; there would have been no 
need to call Gordon from India to fight against him. Moreover, Li did not 
have enough of a following to start a successful uprising. The country's 
best troops were in Sinkiang; Tso and others could easily have crushed Li 
in a military encounter. Common sense alone makes Boulger's statements 
incredible. 
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